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Abstract 
For the gradually internationalizing European beer producing industry, Cultural Intelligence 

(CQ) of the CEOs is proposed as a differentiating factor leading some breweries to 

internationalize while others do not. A sample of 72 breweries were surveyed to discover if 

their CEO’s CQ could explain their propensity for export. Control variables: size of brewery, 

years on the job, time spent abroad and # of int’l contacts among others were included in the 

analysis of the brewery’s (international) operations. Significant support was found to support 

the hypothesis that the higher a CEO’s CQ, the more likely the CEO is to embark on an 

international exporting strategy.  It was the first empirical study of its kind to link CEO CQ to 

propensity for exporting and contributes to the fields of firm internationalization, leadership 

effect on firm performance and cultural intelligence. 

Kurzfassung 
Die europäische Bierindustrie ist gekennzeichnet von zunehmender Internationalisierung. 

Diese Studie untersucht den Einfluss von kultureller Intelligenz (CQ) des CEOs auf die 

Internationalisierungsaktivitäten von Brauereien. Eine Stichprobe von 72 Brauereien wurde 

herangezogen, um herauszufinden, inwiefern die CQ des CEOs die Exportneigung der 

Brauereien erklärt. Kontrollvariablen der Studie inkludieren die Größe der Brauerei, 

Dienstjahre sowie Auslandsaufenthalte des CEO sowie die Anzahl der internationalen 

Kontakte. Im Ergebnis wurde ein signifikanter, positiver Einfluss von CQ auf die Neigung zur 

Internationalisierung identifiziert. Als erste Studie ihrer Art untersucht diese Arbeit CEO CQ 

in Zusammenhang mit Exportneigung von Unternehmen und trägt damit insgesamt zur 

Förderung der Forschungsbereiche Internationalisierung von Unternehmen, Einfluss von 

Führungsverhalten auf Unternehmenserfolg sowie kulturelle Intelligenz bei. 
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1. Introduction 

Year after year a group of 20 to 30 American university students fly to Alexandria, 

Egypt in order to participate in a year-long, rigorous Arabic language program with the hopes 

of passing their final language exams at the elusive “Superior” proficiency level. Within days, 

some students have befriended their Egyptian peers in the Alexandria University dormitory 

and are staying up until the wee hours of the morning drinking tea along the sea and 

thoroughly enjoying their inclusion in a new culture. Other students are not adapting so 

quickly, are associating primarily with other American students and feel uncomfortable in the 

culture.  One can guess which group becomes more fluent in the language.  

 

As the former Resident Director of the above mentioned Arabic program, (known as the 

Arabic Overseas Flagship Program), I witnessed this phenomenon over 4 years in both Egypt 

and later Morocco. I wondered, why do some students assimilate so smoothly and others do 

not? The answer it turns out lies in their cultural intelligence (CQ), which is a measure of how 

well a person engages with people from other cultures, be they in a foreign land, or the town 

they grew up in.  As the forces of globalization are bringing people from different cultures 

together like never before, an individual’s CQ has become an increasingly important asset in 

business. Don’t be mistaken, CQ is not limited to foreign business trips, or global work 

assignments (GWA) because inter-cultural situations are occurring all around us, on video 

conference calls, receiving foreign guests, or simply in a culturally diverse workplace. For 

example, it has even been shown to affect performance of exclusively domestically operating 

Canadian small businesses, (de la Garza Carranza & Egri, 2010). 

 



12 
 

CQ is more relevant today then ever before because the necessity and probability to work with 

people from different cultures is at its preliminary peak and will continue to rise (D. Thomas & 

Inkson, 2004). Apart from some isolated local industries, practically every industry is affected 

by this trend.  Therefore, CQ plays an increasing role in management and managers with a 

high CQ are likely to be more successful in business (Earley & Peterson, 2004.).  

 

A growing body of research has looked at various implications of an individual’s CQ on their 

performance in a business context, for example looking at expatriates personal well-being on 

overseas assignments or internal team dynamics, but no study has measured the impact of a 

CEOs CQ on firm propensity for internationalization and export performance.  

 

Magnusson et. al (2013) however did explore the role of an individual employee’s CQ on 

marketing mix adaptation. Specifically they examined the effect of environmental differences 

on marketing-mix adaptation and the latter’s influence on export performance. In their study, 

they looked at the moderating effect of the metacognitive and motivational aspects of CQ on 

the former stated relationships. In their analysis only 2 out of 4 aspects of CQ are included, the 

firms were already exporting so it didn’t address their propensity to export and the 

organization is at the center of attention, not the direct relationship between CQ and 

performance, let alone the CEOs CQ.  No other similar research could be found. 

 

In order to fill this gap, this study sought to integrate both the individual and the organizational 

perspective by scrutinizing the direct effect of the CEOs CQ on firm performance. This study 

asked the questions, to what extent, if at all, does a CEOs CQ influence a firm’s propensity for 

exporting and export performance? An attempt is made to close this gap by examining these 

topics using the European beer producing industry as a sample.  
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The results of this study contribute to the relatively new (Thomas et. al, 2008) management 

literature about CQ in organizations by offering a deeper understanding of CQ as a valuable 

resource of a CEO and its impact on aspects of the organization’s strategy and performance. 

Further, it provides useful insights for Boards of Directors of companies that strive to pursue 

an internationalization strategy. They can infer implications when hiring a CEO, for example 

by assessing his CQ and relating it to the probability of succeeding in internationalizing. 

Likewise a firm could assess the CQ of its current management to assess their readiness for 

launching an international strategy, if they should bring in external help as well as add context 

to the firm’s current understanding of its international performance. 

 

The following section of this paper offer an elaboration on CQ followed by concise literature 

reviews of leadership’s affect on firm performance, firm internationalization and a review of 

studies on cultural intelligence specifically. From the theory presented in the literature review 

the hypotheses are derived followed by the research design, methodology and methods of data 

collection. The collected data is described and then a statistical evaluation of the hypotheses is 

presented.  Finally a discussion of the results is presented followed by directions for further 

research. 

 

1.2. What is CQ? 
There are nuanced differences in definitions of CQ in the literature today, but a general 

consensus has been reached by leading CQ researchers Soon Ang, Christopher Earley, Thomas 

Rockstuhl, Randall Peterson and Linn Van Dyne. This group of researchers have emerged 

through individual publications and collaborations as the largest contributors to the modern 

literature on CQ.  Their works form the basis of understanding of CQ as applied in this thesis. 

There is a consensus on four aspects of CQ that can be measured individually or combined for 
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a composite CQ score. They are metacognitive CQ, cognitive CQ, motivational CQ and 

behavioral CQ. Presented below are brief interpretations for each aspect of CQ:  

 

Metacognitive . . . individual’s mental capability to acquire and understand cultural 

knowledge . . . 

Cognitive . . . individual’s knowledge about cultures and cultural differences . . . 

Motivational . . . individual’s capability to direct and sustain effort toward functioning 

in intercultural situations . . . 

Behavioral . . . individuals capability for behavioral flexibility in cross-cultural 

interactions 

(Ang, Rockstuhl, & Tan, 2015, p. 433) 

  

 

Slight differences in the definition of CQ do exist and reflect a different emphasis on one’s 

ability to adapt versus the outcome of that ability i.e. their functional effectiveness. For 

example, CQ is defined as, "a person's capability for successful adaptation to new cultural 

settings, that is, to unfamiliar settings attributable to a cultural context.” (Earley & Ang, 2003, 

p. 9). However, it is also defined as, “a persons capability to function effectively in culturally 

diverse contexts” (Ang et al., 2015, p. 433).  An earlier version included, “function and 

manage effectively” (Ang et al., 2007, p. 337).  In contrast to the conventional intelligence 

quotient (IQ), cultural intelligence (CQ) can be improved upon with directed effort. 

 

The modern construct of CQ as introduced by Earley and Ang (2003) is based directly on 

Sternberg’s (1986) integrative construct of intelligence as consisting of four ‘loci’ of 

intelligence that reside in people, (metacognitive, cognitive, motivational and behavioral) but 
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the difference is CQ applies these intelligence constructs to inter-cultural contexts (Ang et al., 

2007).  According to Sternberg’s 1986 integrative intelligence construct: 

Metacognitive intelligence refers to cognition: the processes individuals use to acquire 

and understand knowledge. Cognitive intelligence refers to knowledge structures . . . 

Motivational intelligence refers to the mental capacity to direct and sustain energy on 

a particular task or situation . . . Behavioral intelligence refers to outward 

manifestations or overt actions: what they do rather than what they think.  

 (Sternberg 1986, p. 6 as cited in Ang et al., 2007, p. 337) 

Applying these ‘loci’ of intelligence to the cultural intelligence construct the previously 

mentioned aspects of CQ can be contextualized.  Metacognitive CQ refers to the mental 

processes one uses to acquire cultural knowledge and is demonstrated by specific capabilities, 

like, “planning, monitoring and revising mental models of cultural norms  . . . [Those with 

high metacognitive CQ] are consciously aware of others’ cultural preferences before and 

during cultural interactions . . . they question cultural assumptions.” (Ang et al., 2007, p. 338). 

High metacognitive CQ is demonstrated by thinking about cultural preferences and 

considering cultural practices before entering inter-cultural interactions. A person with higher 

metacognitive CQ strategically analyzes an interaction to fully understand a cross-cultural 

situation and even adapt their behavior during the encounter (Ang et al., 2006). 

 

Cognitive CQ is less concerned with high level processes and instead reflects the knowledge 

of other cultures norms, practices and conventions, including knowledge of their political, 

economic, legal and social values systems. Understanding the norms, practices, languages and 

traditions in other cultures refers to a person’s cognitive CQ. Cognitive CQ is often developed 

from previous cross-cultural experiences and through educational conventions 

 



16 
 

Motivational CQ has perhaps the most explanatory power to answer why one CEO of a 

brewery seeks an export strategy and another not, all things else held equal. It partly reflects 

how much someone enjoys engaging with people from another culture, which is partly 

attributable to how successful they think that interaction will be. A more nuanced definition 

from Ang (2007) is: 

a capability to direct attention and energy toward learning about and functioning in 

situations characterized by cultural differences . . . Those with high motivational CQ 

direct attention and energy toward cross-cultural situations based on intrinsic interest 

(Deci and Ryan, 1985) and confidence in their cross-cultural effectiveness. 

  (Ang et al., 2007, p. 338) 

Therefore people with higher motivational CQ direct attention toward cultural exchanges 

based on the confidence of effectiveness (Bandura, 2002). Motivational CQ is especially 

important in international performance, because it measures the effort and drive a person will 

generate when executing an international strategy.  

 

Behavioral CQ reflects a “person’s capability to exhibit appropriate verbal and nonverbal 

actions when interacting with people from different cultures” (Ang et al., 2007, p. 338). 

Communicating appropriately emphasizes a person’s mental capabilities for understanding 

various cultures and motivation of potential distributors and wholesalers (Hall, 1959). 

Somebody with a high behavioral CQ can apply the other 3 aspects of CQ to their inter-

cultural interactions. It’s not enough to only understand how speech intonation or facial 

expressions are understood in each culture, to succeed in diverse inter-cultural situations one 

must be able to change their tone, facial expressions, non-verbal gestures, word choice and 

many other communication cues to fit the cultural context they are in.  
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It is important to note that unlike conventional IQ, a person can improve their CQ through 

educational conventions, training and in intercultural situations, especially living overseas. 

However, it would be incorrect to assume spending time overseas inherently leads to a higher 

CQ, as if one learned a foreign language by osmosis. A person will only significantly improve 

their CQ at home or abroad by either deliberate effort or intrinsic motivation to engage with 

people of other cultures.  CQ is not a proxy of one’s time spent in intercultural situations, 

although it can certainly be improved through intercultural experiences given the correct 

motivation.  Aspects of CQ are related, but do not necessarily correlate, they can also be 

studied independently of each other. Combined CQ is an aggregate. 

 

2. Literature Review 
2.1. Leadership Influence on Firm Performance 

 

Before delving into the nuanced topic of how the CEO’s cultural intelligence impacts 

firm international strategy, a couple more primary questions should be addressed, namely; to 

what extent does an organization’s leader or leadership even affect firm performance? And, 

more specifically how does that leadership affect the firm’s international strategy? 

 

The impact of top leadership on firm performance has been a subject of research for at least a 

century (Mackey 2008).  Until 1972, it was assumed that leaders had an important role and 

exercised considerable influence on firm performance, possibly even a crucial impact. This 

view has been called the ‘individualist’ view (as well as ‘strategic choice’) (Crossland, 2007) 

but was challenged by the ‘contextualists’ view presented in Lieberman’s 1972 study, 

(Thomas 1988).  Essentially, the ‘contextualists’ attribute a much larger proportion of firm 
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performance to the company and industry in which the firm operates. This is because the 

leader of the firm is limited by a confluence of political, economic and cultural factors that 

prevent them from exercising independent authority, reducing their effect on firm performance 

(Crossland, 2007). A related topic is how ownership structure affects leadership’s decision-

making authority, which will be addressed later. 

 

The ‘individualist’ view however attributes a variety of roles to the CEO that influence firm 

performance. Barnard (as cited in Mackey, 2008) argued in 1938 that the leader served a 

binding function, bringing people together through a collective purpose. Subsequently, in 1957 

Selznick (as cited in Sutton, 1958) emphasized the role of leadership in forming values for an 

institution, and also drew a distinction between organizations and institutions as well as 

between administration and leadership.  Both distinctions arise from the presence of values 

and identity.  Leadership has also been credited with determining an organization’s course of 

action (Tichy & Cohen as cited in Mackey, 2008) especially during times of technical and 

environmental change (Woodward as cited in Mackey, 2008).   

 

More recently, in the same vein, Schein (2010) uses the role of culture to distinguish 

leadership from management and administration, “Leadership begins the culture creation 

process and, as we will see, must also manage and sometimes change culture.” (Schein, 2010 

p.195) Schein emphasizes that the most important of the mechanisms that determine the 

culture of a fledgling organization is that of the founder and that the influence of the founder 

will determine how the organization adapts to its internal and external environment (Schein, 

2010). All of these benefits were and are believed to contribute significantly to firm 

performance. 
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Even though in the last 50 years the shift in thinking away from the great-man theory is quite 

pronounced, a firm consensus concerning the degree of leadership’s influence on performance 

is still lacking (Mackey, 2008).  However, a turning point came in 1972 when Lieberson and 

O’Connor’s changed the discussion by introducing the ‘contextualist’ view.  They applied a 

variance decomposition model to an empirical study of the impact of CEOs.  Previously, scant 

effort had been applied in attempting to statistically isolate the influence of a leader.  It is 

inherently difficult to know what would have been, if?  For example, what if Abraham Lincoln 

died at the outset of the secession?  However, the variance decomposition model offered a 

method to compare leaders across industries and companies and estimate their influence 

according to the variance explained by controlling for the other main factors like, industry, 

firm and year. This model has subsequently been widely used, but with various results.  

 

Lieberson and O’Connor used a dataset of 167 large publicly traded companies across 13 

industries over a 20 year period, (1946 – 1965) in order to identify the impact of leadership, 

industry and firm, on 3 performance metrics; profit, revenue and profit margin. According to 

their controversial study, “Leadership has a smaller effect than either industry and company on 

sales and net earnings . . . On the other hand, leadership has a strong effect on profit margins 

compared to other restrictions” (Lieberson & O’Connor, 1972 p. 129). The take awas was that 

leadership must be studied within the context of industry and company to understand its 

impact and its influence on performance is probably smaller than had been thought. 

 

Their study challenged the prevalent thinking of the time regarding the influence of leaders, 

but also introduced a new empirical framework to examine the question.  The results of their 

study were quickly challenged by Weiner in 1978 (as cited in Mackey, 2008) who replicated 

the study with similar results but found that by reversing the order in which the variables were 

decomposed he found wildly different results. Whether it was legitimate to reverse the order of 
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decomposition was challenged by Thomas (1988) who argued Weiner’s results were not 

accurate and equated his reversing of the variables to not compensating for inflation when 

comparing revenue growth over time (A. B. Thomas, 1988).  

 

Strengthening the contextualist view, Thomas’s (1988) study of UK retailers found that 

leadership only accounted for between 3.7% to 7% of the variance in firm performance as 

measured with the same control variables as Lieberson, (profit, sales and profit margin) where 

as company explained 72.7% to 89.6% of the variance, (Thomas, 1988). 

 

More recently, Crossland and Hambrick (2007) examined how different national systems can 

affect the relative influence of CEOs. Using a variance decomposition model they compared 

CEO influence in three developed countries, the United States, Germany and Japan across 100 

firms in each country. Their findings supported their hypothesis that differences in national 

systems, specifically national values, firm ownership structure and board governance would 

restrain the CEO to different degrees, and hence the CEOs influence. The importance of taking 

into account the macro environment of a CEOs leadership was shown by their results.  

 

Using the ROA as a proxy for firm performance, and the simultaneous AVOVA estimation 

method, the variance attributable to CEOs in the United States was 13.4%, compared to 9.4% 

in Germany and 4.6% in Japan. These relatively low variance levels are in line with previous 

research. However, when they used a different estimation method, the maximum likelihood 

estimation technique, the CEO variances increased to 30.24%, 23.92% and 10.93% for the 

USA, Germany and Japan respectively (Crossland & Hambrick, 2007). These results still 

support their hypothesis concerning how different national systems will result in varying 

degrees of CEO influence on firm performance, but do not support Lieberson’s findings that 
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industry and firm are relatively more important than CEO leadership because in this instance, 

they were not, except for the variance of the firm in Japan (Crossland and Hambrick, 2007).  

 

Their findings are also relevant for this study because it shows that the degree of influence of 

German leaders, which comprise the majority of the sample of beer producers in this study, 

have relatively less influence than their American counterparts and more than in Japan. This is 

taken into consideration in the discussion of the results. 

 

Since Lieberson first applied the variance decomposition model to leadership influence 

attribution, it has not been implemented uniformly, resulting in varying results and the 

accuracy of these studies remaining ambiguous. In 2008, Mackey attempted to account for 

what he saw as errors in the previous implementation methods that led to an 

underrepresentation of the influence of the CEO (Mackey, 2008).  Using a modified 

methodology, the results showed indeed that the CEO influence had a relatively higher 

variance than firm or industry using ROA as a metric of firm performance. Again with the 

ANOVA estimation technique, he showed the CEO effect, at the corporate level was 29.2% 

compared with corporate (company) effect of 7.62% and industry effect of 6.2%.  However, 

his results showed markedly lower CEO effect at the business segment level, only 12.7%, but 

still higher than corporate and industry effects of 6.76% and 7.47% respectively (Mackey, 

2008).  

 

Based on the literature reviewed, there is no definitive answer as to the extent of the CEO’s 

impact on firm performance, but for this study, the effect of a CEO is generally presumed to 

account for anywhere between ~3% - ~33% of a firm’s performance variance and it is 

probably not as significant as the effect of the firm and industry. However, there are certainly 

instances, like when a CEO’s singular vision leads a firm to embark on an internationalization 
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strategy where their impact is certainly very significant. These situations must be looked at 

individually.  This thesis will be looking more deeply at the effect of a CEO on the 

international strategy and performance through the lens of their cultural intelligence.  

Therefore, a cursory review of the literature on CEO influence on international expansion is 

and firm internationalization in general is provided. 

2.2. CEO Influence on International Strategy 
 

One of the reasons the beer industry is particularly well suited to study the CEO effect on 

internationalization is that breweries have probably all started serving a local market before (if 

ever) internationalizing.  A growing volume of literature addresses the difference between so-

called born global firms, vs. gradually internationalizing firms.  Harvestion et. al. show that 

managers in born global companies are different than those from gradually internationalizing 

firms, and hence these two types of firms need to be treated individually in research 

(Harveston, Kedia, & Davis, 2000).  The breweries sampled in this research clearly fall into 

the gradually internationalizing category, if either.  

 

CEO influence on internationalization strategy is related to the question of CEO influence on 

strategy in general, which has many explanations. One important factor affecting the role of a 

CEO in determining the (international) strategy, is that of the firm ownership structure because 

ownership structure will influence the CEO’s decision-making authority.  The impact of firm 

ownership structure on firm diversification strategy and risk tolerance along with the related 

field of research on the separation of ownership and control has received considerable 

attention, but the role of ownership structure on internationalization specifically has not 

(Oesterle, Richta, & Fisch, 2013).  By including in the survey of European breweries a data 
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point on the manager’s level of ownership in the firm, this research aims to shed light on the 

link between ownership and internationalization, moderated by CEO cultural intelligence. 

 

According to agency theory, the manager of a firm with a diversified ownership will have 

more degree of freedom to pursue their objectives (Eisenhardt, 1989). This is because the 

shareholders risk tolerance is higher when they have less at stake. Theoretically, if the business 

does not perform well, shareholders are expected to sell their stock.  This should mean the 

CEO has less oversight and more room to pursue their own strategy and objectives compared 

with a firm that has a concentrated ownership. 

 

However, that does not necessarily imply a CEO/manager will pursue a riskier strategy in a 

firm with dispersed ownership. That question depends on the specific interests of the manager, 

which are largely determined by their incentive structure, along with their desire for non-

monetary benefits like prestige or international networking.  Also the manager’s timeline 

would influence their tolerance for risk. If they have a short time horizon they may be more 

likely to take a big risk, like entering foreign markets, that has a high short-term payoff but 

questionable long-term benefits. Such a scenario would be differently evaluated if the 

compensation structure of the manager is based on long-term goals or if they are vested with 

stock, equity or equivalent.   

 

The literature on ownership structure’s (which here is defined as the concentration of 

ownership), effect on manager performance, is premised on corporate managers that do not 

have significant ownership, hence the agency problem of different objectives or risk tolerances 

is exacerbated.  However, corporations with outcome-based manager compensation in the 

form of stock options/equity have been shown to align managers interests more closely with 

the principal (Eisenhardt, 1989).   
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In the case of the sample used in this study, 49% of the survey takers are also at least partial 

owners, owing to the small size of many of the breweries surveyed. This presents the 

opportunity to compare the likelihood of internationalization across a sample containing 

managers and owner/managers, which will add to the literature on how ownership affects 

internationalization. More importantly, controlling for ownership will further isolate the role of 

the CEO CQ on internationalization.  

2.3. Cultural Intelligence in Management Literature 
 

A growing body of research has examined the role of CQ in management and business 

contexts, but it has primarily focused in the human resources context, specifically on expatriate 

job performance or Global Work Assignment (GWA) success. Within the field of international 

business, GWA success has been evaluated in many ways. For example expatriates cross-

cultural adjustment, premature return intention, job completion, satisfaction, adaptation, 

culture shock, role shock, overseas effectiveness and other job performance metrics have all 

been used (Earley & Ang, 2003; Rose, Ramalu, Uli, & Kumar, 2010). Rose et. al. (2010) 

focused on the importance and the effects of CQ on job performance of individual expatriate 

workers in Malaysia. Like this study, they used a self-survey to determine the CQ and 

dependent variable metrics. Based on the results of 332 expatriate survey participants, they 

found that the higher the meta-cognitive and behavioral cultural intelligence aspects, the better 

they fared in their contextual performance, (Rose et al., 2010).  

 

Looking at another effect of CQ, Elenkov et. al. examined CQ’s moderating effect on the 

relation between senior expatriates’ leadership and organizational and product-market 

innovation. They found, “A heightened cultural intelligence clearly magnifies the positive 
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effect of expatriate leadership on that kind of innovation,” (Elenkov & Manev, 2009, p. 10). 

CQ has been shown to add value to organizations in other ways, for example employees with 

high CQ exhibit the ability to suspend judgment, have greater situational awareness, and 

overcome ethnocentrism (Triandis, 2006).  

 

CQ does not only exist on an individual level. Moon (2010) explores the concept of 

organizational CQ (which he equates to organizational capability) through a resource based 

view, which he defines as, “an organization’s capacity to reconfigure its capability to function 

and manage effectively in culturally diverse settings” (Moon, 2010, p. 460) and which is 

roughly equivalent to the definition of dynamic capability according to Teece et. al. (as cited in 

Moon, 2010).  Organizational CQ has also been shown to be the most effective cross-cultural 

competence when leveraged by international contracting firms in establishing and increasing 

the effectiveness of international strategic alliances (Yitmen, 2013).  

 

Looking at an angle more similar to the focus of this paper, De la Garze et. al. examined the 

role of CQ of executives from 122 small Canadian businesses. They found that high CQ was 

positively related to corporate reputation and employee commitment, but not financial 

performance. Interestingly, this relationship was true for companies that operated 

internationally as well as domestically only. Furthermore, the executives whose businesses did 

operate internationally also tended to have higher CQ, (de la Garza Carranza & Egri, 2010). 

The finding that CQ is also relevant for firms operating domestically is not surprising 

considering the forces of globalization and increasing diversity in the workplace. 

 

Another of the few studies looking at the effect of individual employees CQ on firm 

performance, was the already mentioned Magnusson study, in which how a manager's CQ 

affects the relationship between international marketing adaptation and firm export 
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performance was examined (Magnusson, Westjohn, Semenov, Randrianasolo, & Zdravkovic, 

2013), That was the closest study to what has been undertaken here. After surveying 153 

exporting firms, they found that a manager’s cognitive CQ positively influences the 

relationship. The relationship projects a positive correlation between a CEO’s cognitive CQ 

and the firm's export performance (Magnusson et al., 2013), which supports the hypotheses 

presented here.  

2.4. The roots of ‘CQ’ in Organizational Literature – 
Geocentric Mindset 

 

Except for a couple examples mentioned above, the majority of CQ research has not 

focused on the impact of an individual’s CQ on firm performance metrics. That may be 

partially attributable to the seeming recency of CQ in business research.  However, 

management literature has for many years considered the question of what unique 

characteristics make some people more adept at operating internationally than others, even if 

CQ had not entered the vocabulary.  Rough proxies equating to the functionality of the CQ 

metric have existed for at least 50 years.  

 

International business research has looked at other managerial characteristics of entrepreneurs 

or leaders that are increasingly relevant in the globalized economy. Perlmutter’s seminal 1969 

paper, (as cited in Schein, 2010) introduced the concept of a geocentric mindset also called a 

‘world orientation’, (along with an ethnocentric and polycentric mindsets). He emphasized that 

the way executives in multi-national companies think about doing business in the world must 

be seriously considered in the context of international business. He argued that defining a 

company as multi-national based on the geographic boundaries in which a company operated 
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was inadequate but rather a deeper look into the mindset of the executives must be assessed to 

apply that label (as cited in Schein, 2010). 

 

The concept of a managerial geocentric mindset affecting global strategy has been bolstered by 

subsequent research. For example, Bartlett and Ghoshal, (as cited in Harveston, et al., 2000) 

argue the mindset of the entrepreneur and top leadership affects the company’s international 

expansion. They define the mindset as, “the propensity of managers to engage in proactive and 

visionary behaviors in order to achieve strategic objectives in international markets” 

(Harveston, et al., 2000 p. 92) 

 

Kobrin (1994) explores the relationship of the geocentric mindset and multinational strategy 

through an empirical study. In the study, he develops a scorecard to measure the geocentric 

mindset of managers in order to determine their fitness for international assignments. Many of 

the traits on the scorecard directly correspond with the previously mentioned four aspects of 

CQ (motivation, behavior, cognitive and meta-cognitive).  The scorecard included: “interest in 

international assignment” (motivation), “ability to deal with cultural diversity” (behavioral), 

“cultural adaptability” (meta-cognitive), “international experience” and “language skills” 

(cognitive) (Kobrin, 1994, p. 501).  Even if it wasn’t called CQ, the roots of CQ in 

international business literature go back to at least Perlmutter’s 1969 seminal work. 
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3. Theory and Hypotheses 
 

Having reviewed the relevant literature on leadership effects on firm performance, 

CEO effect on internationalization as well as previous studies on CQ, our attention turns to the 

hypotheses derived from these theoretical underpinnings. 

  

At the core of this thesis is the relationship between the CEO’s CQ and two related dependent 

variables; the likelihood of initiating an export strategy (the propensity for exporting) and the 

performance of such a strategy should it exist.  Even though the ‘contextualists’ have shown 

through variance decomposition modeling that the influence of a CEO on firm performance 

probably tends to be less influential than the industry environment and company, that  hardly 

means the CEO is irrelevant. In fact, it only makes the influence of the CEO on performance a 

little more subtle and requiring careful methodology to decipher. In addition, it has been 

shown that ownership structure can moderate the CEO’s decision-making authority and hence 

their impact on firm performance. That point is particularly relevant for our sample of small to 

medium sized breweries in Europe, because 49% of them are led by a vested CEO or the 

owner themselves.  

 

This study focused on the CEO’s CQ, leaving the employees’ CQ level unexplored.  It was 

assumed that ultimately the decision to initiate an international strategy (via exports) rested 

with the CEO.  Placing responsibility for a decision on the CEO is justifiable because they are 

the ultimate decision maker and that is the primary focus of this study.  However, this study 

also attempts to put responsibility for an aspect of firm performance on the CEO’s plate as 

well, a controversial contention given the literature already reviewed. However, it is not 
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debated if a CEO affects firm performance, only to what extent, so this study seeks to find out 

to what extent the CEO and specifically their CQ affects export performance.   

 

An illustrative hypothetical example would be that of a vested CEO of a German brewery who 

is culturally intelligent and familiar with the Italian culture. Being that he has a high CQ, a 

confluence of factors will make him more likely to export successfully to Italy. First, owing to 

his high cognitive CQ, he will be more aware of the Italian taste, lifestyle, drinking norms, and 

possibly even the language; giving him more insights, knowledge and confidence about how to 

develop a product market fit for Italy, (Magnusson et al., 2013). Next, he will probably have 

spent more time abroad and have more contacts in Italy owing to his high motivational CQ, 

thus facilitating the development of an international social network, which has been shown to 

be very important in formation of exporting arrangements, (Ellis & Pecotich, 2001). 

Furthermore, his high behavioral CQ and meta-cognitive CQ will enable him to adapt his 

mannerisms, intonations, word choice and other cues during an inter-cultural situation, which 

could be critical during a negotiation. In effect, his CQ will improve his verbal and non-verbal 

communication effectiveness hence increasing his likelihood of closing a deal, (Hall, 1959).   

 

For all of those reasons, he will be more likely to export to Italy and more successful than 

another company with similar conditions (same industry, firm size, financial resources, 

previous export experience) but whose CEO has a low CQ. Therefore: 

 

H1: The higher a CEO’s CQ the more likely they will be to initiate an exporting strategy. 

H2: The higher a CEO’s CQ the better their export strategy will perform. 

 

As the ownership structure of the firm has been shown to affect the CEO’s decision making 

authority (Oesterle et al., 2013) and hence their influence on firm internationalization, the 
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CEO’s level of ownership is taken into consideration while examining the role of CQ.  The 

extent to which top management influences the CEO, (by providing the CEO with statistics, 

insight, and strategies) and the CEO’s incorporation of their goals and strategy is reflected by 

CEO’s instructions. Previous studies have found a relationship between a firm’s global 

strategy and performance, and top management’s expertise, size, and structure (Carpenter, 

Sanders, & Gregersen, 2001). Thus, top management's experience shapes the cognitive 

structures of how they see the world  (Miller, 1991).  Top management may influence a CEO’s 

strategy; however, the extent to which a CEO pursues his/her own strategy, even in opposition 

to that of the top management should correlate to the CEO’s share of ownership of the firm. 

Therefore the CEO’s percentage of ownership is used here as a proxy measure of their 

decision-making authority (Haleblian & Finikelstein, 1993) to control for the influence of 

CEO authority on their propensity to export and export performance.   

 

This position is also supported by agency theory, which shows that a manager tends to have 

greater decision-making authority under two circumstances; when they are also owners, or 

when the ownership is diluted among many people resulting in less oversight (Eisenhardt, 

1989).  In the case of the breweries sampled here, the ownership structure tends to be highly 

concentrated, in fact 49% (35 out of 72) of qualified survey takers are at least partial owners, 

38% (27 out of 72) own 50% or more and 26% (19 out of 72) own 100% of the brewery. This 

is due to the fact that the firms are small to medium sized breweries. They are often family 

owned, have a single owner or just a few partners but are rarely publicly traded companies 

with diverse ownership.  Therefore, it should hold true among the sample surveyed, that the 

greater the level of ownership of the CEO, the greater their decision-making authority, because 

for the CEOs in this sample without any ownership, they are probably closely monitored by 

the concentrated ownership, hence reducing their decision-making power.  The only case when 

it would not hold true, is when a non-owner CEO was running a brewery with diversified 
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ownership, like a large publicly traded firm, but again, that is not representative of the sample 

used. 

 

The more ownership the CEO has, the more they have to gain, or lose and therefore will seek 

to control strategic decisions relative to their level of ownership. Based on the assumption that 

an elevated CQ increases the propensity to export, it follows that a CEO with both a high CQ 

and ownership, will have an even greater likelihood of exporting, than a CEO with the same 

CQ but no ownership. Likewise, a CEO with a low CQ, will be relatively less likely of 

initiating an export strategy if they do have ownership in the firm. Again, a CEO with no 

ownership will have less decision-making authority because the firms sampled here have high 

degrees of ownership concentration.   

3.1. Other Contributing Factors i.e. Risk Tolerance 
 

A related factor that wasn’t directly considered is of course how the risk tolerance of the CEO 

affects their appraisal of an export opportunity. Whether they are an owner or not, would also 

affect their risk tolerance.  However, for this study, it was considered inherent in the 

assumption ‘a higher CQ increases the propensity of exporting’, that the higher the CEO CQ 

the less risky a exporting is perceived. Otherwise it would imply that the higher the CEO CQ 

the higher is their risk tolerance, but that assumption has not been mentioned in any literature, 

so it is assumed here that the myriad of benefits of a higher CQ lead the CEO to perceiving an 

export opportunity as less risky than their counterpart with a low CQ. 

 

It goes without saying that a decision to export would be affected by many other variables 

beyond those already mentioned here. For example, assuming exporting would result in 

increasing annual production the availability of excess brewing capacity or the availability of 
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financial resources to increase capacity as well as store a larger inventory of beer would all 

factor into the decision. Additionally, resources to manage the extra administrative work load 

from exporting would be needed. If exporting was seen as an alternative to shrinking domestic 

sales, these considerations would be different, but that would not likely be the case.  With 

more information these other influences on exporting strategy would have been taken into 

account, but since this research was based on voluntary participation, the number or questions 

in the survey was limited to the most important. 

 

Having control of strategic decisions can be a double-edged sword. On the one hand a 

confident leader can pursue their vision, but on the other hand, the results of their actions, for 

better or worse, will fall directly on them.  Given our assumption that a higher CQ increases 

the likelihood of exporting we expect that effect to be strengthened the greater the CEO’s 

ownership in the company, because there will be less restraint on them from pursuing their 

strategy. Therefore: 

H3: The CEO’s decision-making power positively moderates the relationship between 

CEO’s CQ and the firm’s likelihood of exporting. 

H4: The CEO’s decision-making power positively moderates the relationship between 

CEO’s CQ and the firm’s export performance 

As mentioned, CQ can be improved under the right conditions, particularly extended time in a 

foreign culture.  However it is not automatic that time spent in a foreign culture improves CQ. 

Like the expression, ‘you don’t learn a foreign language through osmosis’ one will also not 

improve their CQ much without a motivation to do so. But it has been shown that international 

experience positively influence CQ (Ang et al., 2007).  If a person actively learns about the 

foreign culture’s customs, traditions, language etc. their cognitive CQ will increase. The 
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greater their meta-cognitive CQ, the more they will self-monitor how their speech tone, non-

verbal gestures and body language are perceived by others.  Their behavioral CQ will enable 

them to adjust and improve these communication cues. All the aspects of CQ are independent 

but interlinked. Therefore not only is a person with a higher CQ more likely to seek out an 

international experience, but they are also more likely to assimilate in that foreign culture and 

develop relationships with people of that culture. As the literature on CQ effects on expatriates 

shows, those with higher CQ adjust and perform better in their overseas jobs, (Rose et al., 

2010) which also increases their likelihood of having another international experience.  

Therefore, the relationships between time spent abroad, CQ and the number of international 

contacts, are formalized as: 

H5: The more time one has spent abroad, the higher will be their CQ and the more 

likely to export.  

H6: The more time spent abroad, the more international contacts one will acquire 

H7: The higher ones’ CQ, the more international contacts one will acquire 

However if a person had an unusually high number of international contacts relative to the 

amount of time they have spent in foreign countries, an outlier so to say, it would indicate the 

likelihood of an above average CQ, especially their motivational CQ.  Simply put, if one 

person never left his hometown but had a 100 international contacts and another spent a year 

abroad but also had 100 international contacts, it is likely the former has a higher motivational 

CQ. The survey data allows an analysis of this possibility. 

H8: A person with an above average number of international contacts and a below 

average time spent abroad, will have an above average motivational and/or composite 

CQ 
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Social capital theory relates to international entrepreneurship literature in a 2013 study that 

surveyed 155 Czech SMEs and found that the greater and stronger a CEO’s international 

network, the greater their knowledge of foreign markets were and that knowledge had a 

positive impact on the performance of their venture (Musteen, Datta, & Butts, 2013). This 

relationship was shown again by a study of Finnish tech start ups international growth (Yli-

Renko, Autio, & Tontti, 2002).  It has also been shown that the degree of cosmopolitism of 

decision makers, which correlates with the relative number of international contacts, also has a 

significant influence on export initiations (Ellis & Pecotich, 2001).  In fact the key finding in 

their 2001 qualitative study of 31 export strategy initiations found that, “the communication of 

information regarding foreign opportunities is largely determined by the degree of social 

contact linking decision makers with others abroad” (Ellis & Pecotich, 2001). That means the 

more international social contacts, the higher likelihood of becoming aware of an export 

opportunity, which contrary to the view that export decisions are the result of a rational 

analysis of available opportunities, Ellis & Pecotich argue serendipitous social contacts play a 

much larger role than has been previously credited in the discovery of export opportunities.  

 

Based on these previous findings, the leap is made that a culturally intelligent CEO will have 

relatively more foreign social contacts, possibly owing to having spent more time abroad, and 

these contacts represent potential business partners.  Because they are able to effectively 

communicate and interact with empathy within the respective cultural context, the culturally 

intelligent CEO is more likely to agree upon exporting deals from these contacts. Therefore: 

H9: The more international contacts they have, the greater the propensity of exporting 

H10: The more international contacts they have, the better their export strategy will 

perform.   
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Defining cultural intelligence through previous literature and the influence of the CEO on firm 

internationalization strategy and firm performance sets the theoretical basis for this research.  

The next part describes the research design, methodology and methods used in order to 

approach the research questions. 

4. Methodology and Methods  
4.1. Research Design  

 
An empirical study was chosen to answer these questions.  A literature review was 

ruled out because there just wasn’t enough relevant literature or empirical studies to answer 

the questions. An experimental approach was eliminated because it would not have been 

practical to get enough actual CEOs in a lab.  An empirical study was also chosen in part 

because this thesis emerged out of a group project done in the Empirical Methods I course 

taken at the University of Vienna in the summer semester of 2017 with Christian Schumacher.  

 

The research plan was to find a sample of between 50 - 120 CEOs from an appropriate 

industry, have them fill out an online survey to collect the data on the independent, dependent, 

mediator and moderator variables needed to test the hypothesis as well as other control 

variables for influencing factors, like firm size, and then statistically analyze the data with 

STATA by performing regression analysis and structural equation modeling.  

4.2. Sample – The European Beer Industry 
 

To answer the research questions a sample that would allow for the isolation of the CQ of the 

CEO and analyze its relationship to the dependent variables was needed. With that data, it 
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might be possible to see if the CQ increases the likelihood of a firm pursuing an export 

strategy and/or of the performance of the exporting strategy as well as the roles of the 

mediator, moderator and control variables like size and years on the job.  After considering 

various industries, a set of conditions were determined that would need to be met for the 

industry to be a viable sample. 

The conditions were: 

 

1. based on serving a local market 

2. contains a sample of at least 500 firms within the same country 

3. sample contains small, medium and large firms as measured by revenue and number of 

employees 

4. contains firms in different stages of internationalization 

 

The first condition is important to filter out born global firms or industries that are based on 

exporting, which of course would not allow us to examine H1, which asks what causes them to 

export. The second condition ensures a large enough sample. The third condition makes it 

possible to collect sufficient data, to categorize along similar size and to consequently make 

comparisons that minimize the influence of other factors. The fourth condition further 

eliminates an industry in which all the firms either export or don’t export, either case making 

the industry unsuitable for this research. 

 

Before the above conditions were determined, supermarket chains, the fashion industry, 

consulting companies and the auto industry, were also considered, but once it was clear what 

conditions would be needed, an ideal industry was identified, namely the German beer 

industry, which was later expanded to the European beer industry.  To obtain a meaningful 
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result it was estimated that a minimum of 50 survey responses would be needed and 120 

would be ideal. 

 

According to the national professional association of German brewers 2016 edition of Beer 

Statistics, in 2015 Germany had 1408 active breweries. In 2015 Germany produced over 95 

million hectoliters of beer, the most of any European country and twice as much as the next 

largest country, the United Kingdom. Of that amount, almost 16 million hectoliters was 

exported, making it the largest beer exporter in Europe as well. However, in 2015 the United 

Kingdom had the most active breweries, with 1880, followed by Germany with 1388. Of those 

breweries, 717 in 2015 were microbreweries (Deutsche Brauer-Bund e.V. 2016)   

 

The German brewing industry met the criteria for this research particularly well.  Most 

importantly, it is probably always the case that a brewery initially started by serving local 

markets. That means that those that do export, did not start out doing so.  Because there are 

different degrees of internationalization across the sample, the question arises, why? And 

specifically what role does CQ play in this process? It is posited here that the CQ of their 

CEOs has had a positive influence on the internationalization decision of these brands and 

their subsequent performance. It is recognized that there are a myriad of other factors that also 

play a role in the decision to export and export performance, as already mentioned, however 

with an adequate sample of breweries, it might be possible to show a significant correlation or 

causation between the CEO CQ and the brewery’s propensity to export and export 

performance.  

 

Initially the intended sample for this research was exclusively the German brewing industry, 

because 1408 breweries was thought to provide an adequate sample size. If the response rate 

was even 4% that would have resulted in 56 responses, which would meet the minimum goal 
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of 50. However, the names and contact information for only approximately 700 breweries 

could be obtained and expanding the sample to include breweries across all of Europe would 

allow for a potentially much larger sample.  

 

Expanding the scope to the entire European beer industry also increased the proportion of 

smaller breweries.  For example, according to the European association of national brewing 

associations, “The Brewers of Europe” in 2017, 76% of Europe’s breweries (7,953 out of 

10,469) were microbreweries, a classification that means they produce no more than 1,000 

hectoliters (100,000 liters) per year. The ratio of microbreweries in Germany was lower, about 

50%. Assuming beer sells in the supermarket for 1 - 2 euro/500ml, that means a microbrewery 

that can’t produce more than 100,000 liters = 200,000 cans/bottles of beer, which probably 

puts the annual revenue of a microbrewery between EUR – 200,000 to 400,000, if they 

produce the maximum of 1000 hl. In 2017, there were 131,070 people directly employed in the 

brewing industry, which means on average, a brewery had only 12.5 employees, 

(131,070/10,469) (Brewers of Europe, EU Beer Statistics 2018). Because microbreweries are 

relatively small with concentrated ownership and high levels of vested CEOs they are 

particularly well suited to measure the CEO’s influence because it should be more pronounced 

than in larger organizations. This was expected to make the dependent variables more sensitive 

to the CEO influence.  

 

The beer industry is also well suited to this research because of the homogeneity of its 

portfolio (beer), which simplifies the process of isolating the dependent variables. Classifying 

the size of the firm by the quantity of beer produced is also a convenient and reliable indicator 

of brewery’s size. Finally, beer is a cultural product. As every culture has its own tastes and 

preferences when it comes to beer, understanding foreign cultures will be especially important 
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for a beer brand selling internationally. As opposed to a more functional product like a 

computer for example. 

4.3. Data Collection – Survey & Website 

 

Work on the research design, survey, websites and collecting the contact information for the 

sample began in February 2018.  The google forms tool was selected host the surveys and 

collect the data because it was free, convenient and effective. Survey responses could be 

exported as csv files into excel which facilitates the data analysis. The websites were made to 

communicate the goals and structure of the research in a professional looking way, with the 

hope of encouraging participation. They were made with Wordpress and were still online as of 

Dec. 18 and could be seen at: 

English: https://culturalintelligencebeersales.wordpress.com/  

German: https://einflusskulturelleintelligenz.wordpress.com/   

The surveys as of Dec. 2018 were still available at:  

English: https://goo.gl/forms/p7a20sLJcRdAjh4W2 

German: https://goo.gl/forms/UZFQW4RvKsSRS30L2 

Permission had already been obtained for the right to use the proprietary CQ survey (available 

in the Appendix) from the The Cultural Intelligence Institute but the survey was professionally 

translated to German by a Vienna based translator for 100 EUR and received on May 19th.  

The completed websites and surveys were online by May 25th and the project was ready to 

start collecting data. 
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4.4. Collecting Brewery Email Contacts  
 

On May 26th all 29 national brewing associations listed on the Brewers Of Europe website at: 

www.brewersofeurope.org/site/countries/index.php?doc_id=659 were contacted by email. The 

email explained the research goals and had links to the websites and survey. They were asked 

to either forward the invitation to participate in the research to their respective members, or 

provide a list of contact information for their members.  Of the 29 national associations only 

the Swedish and Swiss associations responded with a contact list of their members. The 

Swedish association provided emails for 38 breweries and the Swiss 20.  Invitations to their 

respective members were sent on May 28th.  No other national associations delivered contact 

information or forwarded the invitation to their members. However regional associations were 

also contacted in the same way and one large regional association did provide the contact 

information for their members, although they asked not be mentioned in the communication 

with their members so they won’t be named here either.  

 

When the possibility of conveniently obtaining brewery contact information from the 

associations showed no progress, the laborious task of sifting through their websites for 

contact information began. This was done from June 15th to August 2018.  The websites often 

did not often have the contact information of their brewery members readily available and it 

was not desirable to send the invitation through contact forms because the return email address 

would not show the University of Vienna email account. So, the email address was either 

obtained by copying and pasting it from the associations website (if available), or looking up 

the brewery’s own website using Google and finding it there. In either case the email 

addresses were collected and added to an excel sheet containing a master list of brewery 

contact information.  The work was quite tedious but the end result was a list of email contacts 
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for 1,343 European breweries leading to 80 responses, 72 of which were usable in the 

research. The average response rate of taking the survey was about 6%.  Many others 

responded with various reasons why they couldn’t take the survey, most commonly time 

restraints or privacy concerns.  A couple examples are in the Appendix. 

 

The country and number of email contacts collected from each country’s brewing associations 

were: the Czech Republic, (30), Austria, (149), Belgium, (80), Germany (753) comprised of 4 

regional associations: North, West, & Southwest Germany (22 emails), Bavarian regional 

association (699 emails), the “Sächsischer” association (20 emails), and the “Sozietät 

Norddeutscher Brauerieverbänd”, Norway (107), The United Kingdom (44), France (122), and 

previously mentioned Switzerland (20) and Sweden (38) for a grand total of 1343 breweries 

contacted. 

 

The master list excel sheet was designed with linking text and hyperlinks to gmail so that a 

partially pre-populated and personalized email could be created for a brewery with just one 

click, once all the data in excel was ready. The excel sheet had 4 columns with information 

that populated into the email. They were a greeting in the appropriate language, (Sehr geehrte 

Brauerei, Dear [country] Brewery, Chere etc), the name of the brewery, an email subject line, 

and an email address.  The pre-populated email would still needed the body pasted into it and 

sent individually. Also special letters like ö, ä, ß and ü were scrambled by the hyperlink and 

had to be corrected individually.  So, for every German brewery that contained Bräu in its 

name, the ä had to be fixed individually. 
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4.5. Email Invitations to Take Survey 
 

In order to encourage participation, the opportunity to participate in the research by taking the 

survey was presented to potential survey takers in a way that emphasized the benefits to be 

gained by participating, namely: 

- They will learn their CQ score 

- They will learn the average CQ of their peers in the European beer industry 

- They will discover potentially useful insights into the relationship between CQ and 

sales.  

The emails were sent in successive rounds so that over the period from June 15 – September 

15th each brewery received three unique emails requesting their participation. The emails were 

unique to avoid repetition and each one contained the name of the brewery in the email body 

to give them a more personal feel and encourage participation. An example of the email sent is 

in the appendix.  

4.6. Defining & Measurement of Variables 

 

4.6.1. CEO Cultural Intelligence  

There are several ways to measure a person’s CQ including self-reports, observer reports and 

performance based measures (Ang et al., 2015). An observer report might be an in-person 360 

examination conducted by a team of CQ experts.  For this research project, the self-assessment 

option was chosen because it was more practical. Although the 360 in person interview is 

more accurate because it reduces survey taker bias, it was also prohibitively expensive and 

would have been much more time demanding on the survey takers. Additionally, even if some 
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survey takers inflate their CQ, that effect should not matter much over a large enough data 

pool.  

 

Of the available self-assessments, only a few have been rigorously scientifically tested and 

proven to be reliable. The Cultural Intelligence Center, an American research-based 

consultancy helping international organizations, businesses and governments measure and 

improve the CQ of their employees owns the four-factor Cultural Intelligence Scale is a self-

assessment that is especially suitable for this type research and most empirical research uses it 

as well (Ang et al., 2015). They use the CQ self-assessment with clients like Coca-Cola, 

Harvard University, Google, U.S. Department of Defense and others. The Cultural Intelligence 

Center has given this research project permission to use their copyright protected self-

assessment questionnaire that can be found in the appendix.  

 

The full questionnaire consists of 37 statements, divided among the four aspects of CQ, 

(motivational, cognitive, metacognitive and behavioral) each of which has two or three 

subcategories. The survey taker is asked to rate each statement with an ordinal number 

between 1 - 7 reflecting their level of agreement with the statement. The number 1 means 

strongly disagree and 7 means strongly agree.  

 

Calculating the CQ score is done by making a weighted average of the responses for each of 

the four aspects. A weighted average must be used because not every aspect has the same 

number of statements so a regular average of the responses would not be accurate since each 

of the four aspects holds an equal weight in the total CQ score. The final CQ score is a number 

between 1 and 7, with 7 being the highest score possible. The complete survey is found in the 

appendix, but examples of statements used to measure each of the four aspects and their sub-

category of CQ are:   
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• Motivational CQ (sub-category: intrinsic motivation):  

“I truly enjoy interacting with people from different cultures” 

 

• Cognitive CQ (sub-category: cultural general knowledge):  

“I can describe the different cultural values” 

 

• Metacognitive CQ (sub-category: planning):  

“I develop action plans before interacting with people from a different culture.”  

 

• Behavioral CQ (sub-category: verbal behavior):  

“I change my use of pause and silence to suit different cultural situations.” 

 

The online survey method enabled respondents to quickly and easily participate, thereby 

increasing participation and facilitating the data analysis because the data was exportable to 

Excel.  

 

After the initial round of survey invitations had a low response rate of ~1.6%, the CQ self-

assessment portion was reduced from the original 37 statements to 12, in order to reduce the 

time it would take to complete the survey and increase the response rate. Following the 

change, the response rate improved. There were 5 initial survey takers that took the CQ self-

assessment in its entirety and the rest took the abbreviated version. The 12 statements that 

were kept represented 3 questions from each of the 4 aspects of CQ. Although responses to the 

37 questions would have given a more accurate evaluation of the survey taker’s CQ it was 

deemed more important to have sufficient responses. At the conclusion of the data collection 
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phase, 80 responses had been received.  Before taking the CQ self-assessment, the survey 

takers were asked to provide information in order to measure the other variables. 

4.6.2. Initiation of Export Strategy   

 

H1 & H2 posit that the CEO’s CQ will affect both the likelihood of initiating an export 

strategy and an export strategy’s success.  However in some cases the export strategy had 

already been initiated before the CEO was in their job, which would mean only the 

performance could be measured, unless the CEO initiated a new export strategy while in the 

job, which happened in seven instances. Therefore, the question of whether a CEO initiated an 

export strategy applies to all of the 72 qualified survey respondents, however, the performance 

of the export strategy only applies to those firms with an export strategy, which in this case 

was 36 out of 72 respondents. 

 

4.6.3. Export Performance 

 

The international performance of the firm was difficult to measure. As a proxy, the growth in 

international revenue relative to the overall revenue growth of the firm was used. Three 

general scenarios exist. First, if a firm’s foreign sales are growing faster than their domestic 

sales, for example by 20% annually and domestic sales are flat, this would show a positive 

performance of the international strategy and a 50% growth even more so.  In another scenario 

both the foreign sales are growing at the same rate as domestic sales. In the third scenario 

foreign sales are growing slower (or decreasing) relative to domestic sales. The survey taker 

was asked to indicate the approximate growth of foreign sales compared to domestic sales 

allowing for comparison within the three scenarios between firms.  
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The use of this question as a proxy of a CEO’s international performance was problematic for 

a few reasons.  First, the risk of the survey taker accidentally providing inaccurate information 

was significant because they might not take the time to properly calculate this figure. 

Furthermore, the respondent could intentionally provide misleading information.  But more 

generally, it is a narrow measure of international performance.  

 

Initially, a composite score was going to be calculated which would consist of the above 

described data point, in addition to several other export related questions like, “how has the 

number of countries you export to changed?” and “have you begun to export outside of the 

EU?”. However, using a composite score would have added more subjectivity to the results 

stemming from how they are weighted. For example, how important would it be if a company 

exports to one country, which is outside the EU versus a company that didn’t export outside 

the EU but increased its trading partners dramatically in the EU?  Despite the potential for 

inaccuracy in using the relative growth of international sales, and its narrowness, at the time it 

was considered a good enough proxy.  

 

It is noted that obtaining publicly available audited financial records for these firms would not 

be practical because they tend to be small privately held micro-breweries without public 

reporting obligations. Like in questionnaire bias in the CQ survey, it was expected that 

discrepancies in sales figures due to human error would be small enough not to affect the 

general findings. 
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4.6.4. The Survey Questions (excluding CQ self-survey) 

 

In addition to measuring the CQ and dependent variables, the survey needed to measure 

various control variables, mediator and moderator variables, specifically: the amount of time 

spent abroad, # of international contacts, level of ownership in the brewery, size of the 

brewery, if the survey taker is a CEO or equivalent, level of education, location and name of 

brewery, brewery export operations and financial data. Depending on the question, the 

respondent was either asked to give a short text answer or choose from a pre-populated 

selection of answer choices.  The questions used were: 

1. What is your highest level of education? 

2. Have you studied, lived or worked outside of your native country? If yes, for how 

long? 

3. How many international contacts or friends do you have? 

4. Which brewery do you work for? 

5. In which country and city is it located? 

6. Measured in annual production of hectoliters (hl), which size category does your 

brewery belong to? 

7. What is your position/job title there? 

8. Are you responsible for sales, production or both? 

9. How many years have you been in this position? 

10. Does your brewery export at all? 

11. Since you've been in this position, how has the number of countries you export to 

changed? 

12. Since you've been in this position, have you started to export to countries outside the 

EU? 
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13. Since you've been in this position, how has the percent of revenue from foreign sales, 

(exports) changed? 

14. Since you started this position, the annual quantity of beer exported has: 

15. What is the reason for the change in foreign sales? 

16. What is your percentage of ownership in the brewery? 

17. Have you initiated any export strategies since you've been in this position? 

18. Did your brewery export before you started there? 

 

By interpreting the answers to those questions it was possible to answer the following 

questions:  

1.  Was the survey taker a CEO or equivalent? 

2.  Did the survey taker initiate a strategy of exporting?   

2.  How has the exporting performed relative to overall revenue during their tenure?  

 

5. Data Preparation  
5.1. Removing invalid responses 
 

Analyzing the responses closely was necessary to weed out contradicting information. For 

example, if the survey taker answered to question 14. that the annual quantity of beer exported 

has increased by 20%, but they also answered to question 10. that their brewery does not 

export at all, the response was discarded. 
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5.2. Removing unqualified survey takers 
 

If the survey taker indicated they were not responsible for sales or operations, and did not own 

the brewery, their response was not considered.  The first disqualifier were job descriptions 

that did not reflect a top management position, which meant they would not hold sufficient 

authority such that their CQ would plausibly affect the performance or strategy of the firm.  

The ideal survey taker would have been exclusively CEOs, but company owners, chairman of 

the board of directors, head of production or head of sales were also included. Question 8. 

about job responsibilities, question 7. about job title and question 16. about ownership were 

used to make this determination. Of the 80 responses 8 were omitted from further analysis 

based on lack of authority and 72 were kept.  

 

5.3. Computing the CQ 

 
The next step was computing the CQ of each respondent. A combined CQ was calculated as an 

average of the 4 aspects of the CQ, but a CQ score for each of the 4 aspects was also noted for 

analysis of individual aspects.  As previously mentioned, the CQ self-assessment survey was 

shortened from 37 statements to 12, but 8 survey takers had already taken the full CQ self-

assessment. The responses to all 37 statements of these respondents was used to calculate their 

score. It was considered that by keeping only their responses to the same 12 statements that the 

other respondents had, it would make the data more uniform, however, because the goal is to 

get as accurate a CQ score as possible, by including all their answers the CQ score was 

probably a little more accurate for those respondents.  
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5.4. Isolating the dependent variable, “initiation?” 
 

Using the answer to question 17 and controlling that answer based on the answers to questions 

10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 18, the question of whether the qualified survey taker actually 

initiated a strategy was determined. For example, if the respondent answered that they initiated 

an export strategy but also said their firm was not exporting, they were asked with an email 

follow up for clarification. In one instance, an export strategy was initiated but had not yet 

materialized, owing to this discrepancy. In this case the response was included as positive. 

The binary variable was represented by either a 1 or 0. 1 represents CEOs that initiated a 

strategy to export their beer and 0 for the CEOs who don’t meet those criteria. For this variable 

72 responses were obtained.  

5.5. Determining the firm’s export performance  
 

As discussed, the relative growth in exports was used for this variable.  This question had 11 

potential responses ranging from a score of one “decrease of 50% - 100%” to an eleven, 

“increase of 50% - 100%” with a middle response of six being “stayed the same”.  Initially a 

value from 1 – 11 was assigned to each response, with 11 representing the highest relative 

performance of exports.   

 

5.6. Control Variables 

5.6.1. Years on Job 

 

Intuitively the number of years a person has been in the position of CEO will increase the 

likelihood of them having initiated an export strategy.  Therefore, this value was controlled for 
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and made into a categorical variable with three values. The grouping was from 0 – 3 years, 5 -

10 years and 15 years or more. 

5.6.2. Size as Categorical Variable 

Firm size will probably also affect the likelihood of a CEO having initiated an export strategy 

and hence the performance of exports. On the one hand, larger breweries might be more likely 

to export because they have more resources available to do so, and more capacity to meet a 

growing demand. On the other hand, smaller breweries might be more focused on growth and 

consider exporting as a way to reach new markets. The impact of firm size is minimized by 

comparing breweries of similar size, as measured by their annual quantity of beer production. 

Therefore, survey takers chose a size classification that fit their brewery so it could be looked 

at as a continuous or a categorical variable. Size was determined by their annual production in 

hectoliters, (hl). As a categorical variable they were divided into small, (<1,000 hl), medium, 

(1000 hl - 10,000 hl), and large, (10,000 – 200,000 hl). As a continuous variable there were 11 

classes of size they could pick from ranging from up to 1000 hl to over 2 million hl. 

6. Description of the Data 
There were in total 80 responses however 8 were removed because the survey taker did not 

qualify.  Frequency tables and correlation tables of the responses to the survey, along with 

coded variables are provided below.  
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6.1. Independent Variables 
Table 1. Correlation between Time Abroad, # of Int'l Contacts and CQ 

 

Table 1. shows a positive correlation between all three observed variables, although the 

relationships are weakly correlated. The strongest correlation however is between time spent 

abroad and the Combined CQ score. 

Table 2. Variable: Time Spent Abroad in Years 
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Table 3. Variable: # of International Contacts 

 

Table 4. Average Cultural Intelligence (CQ) 

 

Table 4. shows the average combined CQ for all 72 included surveys. The average is 5.22. The 

frequency table of CQ is provided in appendix V.  

Table 5. Variable: Education Level 

 

Survey takers entered their highest level of education, which were coded on a scale of 1 – 4.  1 

= high school diploma or less, 2 = completion of post-secondary school professional training, 

3 = university degree, 4 = advanced university degree. 
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Table 6. Correlation between Initiating Export and Time Abroad 

 

Interestingly there is hardly any correlation between time spent abroad and having initiated an 

export strategy. 

Table 7. Country Distribution Sample 

 

Table 8. Variable: Coded Size of Brewery 
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Table 9. Variable: Annual Qty of Beer Produced 

 

Table 10. Variable: # of Years in Position 

 

These are categories. The survey taker chose from “up to 1 year”, “up to 3 years”, “up to 5 

years” etc.  

Table 11. Variable: Coded # of Years in Position 
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The years in job were combined into 3 groups. Up to 1 and 3 years were combined into 

category 1, up to 5 – 10 years were combined into category 2, and up to 15 years and above 

were combined into category 3. Making these categories with more evenly dispersed 

frequencies improved the regression models. 

Table 12. Binary Variable: Does Brewery Export? 

 

Conveniently and coincidentally exactly half of the breweries export. 

Table 13. Binary Variable: Does Brewery Export Outside EU? 

 

Table 13. shows that 21 (out of 36 exporting breweries) export outside the EU which is about 

58%. 

Table 14. Binary Variable: Has Brewery Increased Exports? 
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Table 15. Variable: Change in Revenue Proportion from Exports 

 

Table 14. shows that 29 breweries responded positively that they have increased their exports 

and Table 15. shows the change in percent of revenue from exports. In Table 15. categories 1 

& 4 are decreases and 6 is “stayed the same” and the rest are relative increases. When those 

responses for 1 – 6 are removed from the total of 36, the result is again 29, which is consistent. 

However that would mean that every single brewery that increased their exports also increased 

their exports more than their domestic sales, which is far fetched. That would mean that in no 

instance the revenue from exports grew but not as much as growth in domestic sales. That 

situation would either indicate a universal pattern of decreasing domestic sales relative to 

exports, which seems very unlikely, or it means the survey taker didn’t understand the 

question correctly.  The more likely scenario is the most of the breweries are experiencing 

increases in exports relative to domestic sales, but probably not every single one. Support for 

this is found in some of the explanations survey takers gave for their increasing sales. 
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Table 16. Variable: Coded Increases in Export Performance 

 

Table 16. shows a modified version of Table 15 with the difference being categories 1 – 5 are 

all respondents with increases in their proportion of revenue from exports and category 0 

represents those that either remained the same or decreased. This modification was used to 

improve the regression model. 

Table 17. Binary Variable: Decrease in Exports 

 

Table 18.  Binary Variable: Any Ownership in Brewery? 
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Table 19. Variable: Percentage of Ownership in Brewery 

 

Table 18. only shows 48 responses. This is due to the fact that the initial survey did not have 

the ownership question so the first round of respondents didn’t provide that data point. 

However, it was added before the next round of invitations and email follow ups were sent to 

the first takers so some of the ownership responses were added manually. 

6.2. Dependent Variable 

Table 20. Binary Variable: Initiate Export Strategy? 

 

The most important dependent variable. 
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Table 21. Binary Variable: Did Firm Export Before? 

 

 

Table 22. Correlation CQ and Initiation of Export & Export Performance 

 

Table 22. shows that CQ correlates weakly but positively with both dependent variables, 

although more strongly with the initiation of an export strategy. 

Table 23. Correlation Table of CQ, Time Abroad, # of Int'l Contacts, Export 
Performance and Initiation of Export 

 

When looked at all together, the correlation scores change. The correlation between initiation 

of export strategy and CQ increases to .46 while between CQ and export performance stays 

about the same. Interestingly correlation between the # of international contacts and time spent 
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abroad is practically none, only .06.  Also surprising is that the number of international 

contacts has a negative correlation to initiation of exports, however it is very slight at -0.07. 

  Table 24. Correlation between Initiation of Export and # of Int'l Contacts 

 

However, this negative correlation appears again in Table. 24. 

Table 25. Correlation between Export Performance and Int'l Contacts 

 

Table 26. Correlation between Export Performance & Time Spent Abroad 

 

Tables 23., 25. & 26. show a stronger correlation between international contacts and export 
performance than between time abroad and export performance. 
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7. Analysis & Results of the Data 
  

The data were statistically analyzed with STATA software at the University of Vienna, 

Oskar Morgentern Platz campus computer lab from October – December 2018. 

Significant support was found for H1, the relationship between initiation of an export strategy 

and CQ. H5 & H10 were also supported. This section will therefore provide an elaborate walk 

through of the various analytical procedures that were used with detailed explanations of their 

results for H1 and the control variables used to support H1.  The other 9 hypotheses will also 

be concisely addressed.   

 

The data was analyzed in hundreds of different regression models and structural equation 

models using different combinations of the variables to try and find a model with the best 

goodness of fit, so that it would have the greatest predictive power. Whether the model had 

predictive power i.e. statistical significance was determined by the chi2 for logit regressions of 

binary dependent variables and F value for OLS regressions of continuous variables. For OLS 

regressions the R-Squared was also considered. However in the logistic regressions the 

McFaddens Psuedo R-Squared, which comes with STATA was generally ignored. The 95% 

confidence interval was used so the goal was to arrange the variables in a way to give the 

model a chi2 or F value below .05, but ideally much smaller.  Some variables like brewery size 

or years on the job, were tested separately as both a continuous variable and as a categorical 

variable to see which worked better. Except for H1, H5 & H10 a strong predictive model was 

not able to be created with the available data, so these 7 hypotheses could not be supported. 

Except in isolated instances, the data did not indicate the hypotheses were necessarily false, 

there simply was no way to show they were true.  
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7.1. Evaluation of H1 
H1: “The higher a CEO’s CQ the more likely they will be to initiate an exporting   

strategy.” -  supported 

 

The logistic regression model below presented in Table 27 followed by the logit odds of 

that model in Table 28 represent the most robust findings of this study and strong support 

for H1.  Further support for H1 is also presented in various tables. 

 

Table 27. Logistic Regression of "initiate", "CQ", "Annual Qty" and "years" 

 

When controlling for the size (annual_qty) of the brewery and the number of years in position 

(iyears), the CQ (CombinedCQ) has a coefficient of 1.258 and the model is statistically 

significant so it has a high predictive power. The chi2 is .0001, which is much less than the 

required .05 for a 95% confidence interval, in fact it meets the 99% confidence test.  The P 
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values for CQ and annual quantity are also well within the .05 confidence interval although the 

P values for iyears are not, which will be discussed. 

Table 28. Logit Odds Table for Logistical Regression in Table 27. 

 

The log odds ratio for CQ seen above can be interpreted as saying for every unit of increase in 

CQ, the odds of having initiated an export strategy increase by 3.52. Considering the strong 

predictive power of the model, (chi2 = .0001, P = .024), well within the 95% confidence 

interval, this strongly supports the H1.  Annual quantity has an odds ratio of 1, which means 

that for every unit increase in quantity, the odds of initiating an export strategy increase by 1 

which was expected because the data showed that larger breweries export more. 

 

The odds ratio for years in the job was entered as a categorical variable by using the i.factor 

function indicated by the i. preceding the variable name in the command line. The P values of 

the years variables (.103 & .082) are outside the confidence interval, but they do show the 

expected trend that the more years in the position the greater the odds of having initiated an 

export strategy. The odds ratios are not shown for category 1, which are years on the job of 1 – 
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3 years, because each set of odds are relative to the group below it. So category 2 has 4.79 

greater than category 1 and category 3 has odds 5.85 greater than category 2.   

 

While it seems quite logical that the longer one is in the job the greater the odds of having 

exported, one might wonder why the P values are outside the 95% confidence interval? In this 

case the p value is saying there is a 10% or 8% chance respectively that the null hypothesis 

(that the years variable is irrelevant) is true. Which would mean that these results have a 10% 

or 8% chance of happening even without the variable number of years on job accounted for. 

 

That indicates that it might not matter very much how long a person is in the position when it 

comes to their likelihood of initiating an export strategy. In fact, the data indicates that other 

factors, like their CQ and size of the brewery are much more predictive. The takeaway here is 

that initiating an export strategy is not just a matter of time spent waiting for the right export 

opportunity to land on one’s lap.  Some people, even if they have only been in the job a few 

years, will have a greater likelihood of exporting than others that have been in the position 

much longer and this model shows that their CQ is in fact more relevant than time in job. 

Further analysis will show that CQ is more important than the number of international 

contacts, time spent abroad or education level as well. 
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Table 29. Logit Regression "initiate" and "CQ" 

 

 

With the control variables removed, the model is not as robust, as it should be. The coefficient 

drops to .82 from 1.26 and the P value increases to .038 from .024, but still less than .05 and 

the chi2 jumps to .0198. This change is exactly what should happen if the control variables are 

relevant and the fact that just CQ and initiate together still forms a significant model adds 

strength to the previous model. 

Table 30. Log Odds of Regression Model in Table. 29 
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Despite the lack of control variables the above odds ratio for Table 29. still shows a 

statistically significant result (P < .05), the confidence interval does not include 1 and the chi2 

< .05. The odds ratio of 2.26 is less than the 3.5 odds when years on the job and size of the 

brewery are controlled for which again shows that the regression model in table 28, supporting 

H1.  

7.1.1. Evaluating H1 with margins function while controlling only for size 

 

In order to look a bit deeper into the relationship between initiation of exports and CQ, while 

controlling for size, the margins function is used. To get the margins a logistic regression 

followed by calculating the means must be done first. 

Table 31. Logistic Regression to Calculate Margins 
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Table 32. Margins of Size with CQ held at Mean 

 

 

First, what if we held CQ constant? The table above shows that when holding CQ constant at 

its mean of 5.23, the probabilities of initiate, shown as margins, steadily increases from .09 < 

.24 < .61 for each category of size. 

But more importantly, how does the CQ affect the likelihood of initiating an export strategy, 

when the size of the brewery is held constant? 

To answer that, the variable CQ has been transformed from a scale of 1 - 7 to 100 – 700 

because STATA can’t run factor variables with non-integer values. Next, the margins are run 

using intervals of 100 points of CQ, resulting in 8 categories of CQ values. 
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Table 33. Margins of CQ on "initiate" with Size held at Mean 

 

For the values of CQ from 1-5 the P value is outside the 95% confidence interval, probably 

because there are not enough examples. However, the trend is clear and consistent. When the 

size is held at its mean for each size category the CQ’s influence can be examined more 

accurately. The margin consistently increases with the value of the CQ and because there are 

more instances of our variable being true, the P value is also decreases as the CQ increases, 
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showing increasing statistical robustness.  The increasing margins show again that as the CQ 

increases, so does the likelihood of exporting and the margins are also increasing as they 

increase.  This further supports H1. 

 

Table 34. Frequency Table of "CQ" and "initiate" 

 

Looking again at only the relationship between CQ and initiation, we see a trend as the CQ 

increases, so does the frequency CEOs that initiated an export strategy.  In fact nobody with a 

CQ below 4.58 initiated an export strategy, even though there were 11 CEOs with CQ’s below 
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4.58.  12 out of the 19 CEOs that did initiate an export strategy had a CQ above the mean of 

5.22. 

7.1.2. Control Variables: Brewery Size versus Years on Job 

 

The size of the brewery was included as a control variable because it was expected to 

contribute to the likelihood of exporting, which was a correct assumption and the data also 

shows it is much more significant than years on the job.  

Table 35. Logistic Regression of "export" and “i.isize” 

 

The “i.isize” variable coded the breweries into three size categories, small = 1, medium = 2 

and large = 3. The table above shows that the CEO’s from larger breweries have a coefficient 

more than double medium sized breweries for initiating export, and a P value of only .001. 
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Table 36. Logit Odds for Regression Model in Table   

 

The logit odds above make it even clearer that size plays a big role in whether a CEO initiates 

an export strategy. The above odds ratios can be interpreted to say that when a brewery moves 

from a small size to medium, the odds of their CEO initiating an export strategy increase by 

2.7, and moving from medium to large increases the odds by 10.6! (chi2 = .0019) 
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Table 37. Logistic Regression Comparing Brewery Size with Years on Job 

 

Table 34 uses categorical variables for both size and years to compare them more precisely. 

Noteworthy is the P value of .001 for the largest size breweries, notably smaller than .090 for 

the longest number of years in position category. Furthermore, the coefficient of 2.694 is 

greater than 1.70. Both of these points emphasize that the size of the brewery is much more 

significant than length of time as CEO in determining the likelihood of exporting. 

7.1.3. Control Variable: Years on the job 

 

Having looked closely at how the size of the brewery affects the relationship of CQ and 

initiation, a close examination of years in the job is also provided.  The number of years on the 
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job was analyzed as both a continuous variable and as a categorical variable with the i. factor 

method after they were grouped into 3 categories.  

 

Table 38. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’ ‘years’ 

 

First, years on the job was entered as a continuous variable. The table above shows a positive 

coefficient for years on the job as a continuous variable, but the chi2 was slightly greater than 

.05 at .0553 a P value of .061. All that can be said is that years on the job probably increases 

the likelihood of having initiated an export strategy and it certainly improves the model to 

include it as a control variable. 
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Table 39. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’ ‘i.iyears’ 

 

Here, years on the job was entered as i.iyears, the categorical version of years separated into 3 

groups. The chi2 value of .206 and the P values of .191 and .099 reconfirms that number of 

years on the job is not a reliable indicator of likelihood of exporting. The coefficients do 

increase as the value of the years increases, but it is not a reliable result.  

More importantly, when the number of years on the job and CQ are both in the model, what 

happens?  
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Table 40. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’, ‘CQ’, ‘i.iyears’ 

 

As the table shows, the chi2 drops to .018 and the P value of CQ is .023. More interestingly, 

the P values of category 2 and 3 of iyears drops from .191 to .086 and from .099 to .059 

respectively. This universal improvement in the robustness of the model indicates that CQ is 

more significant than years on the job in predicting the variable initiate_exp, however the 

coefficient of CQ is unusually low.  An examination of the margins will help explain this 

relationship.  
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Table 41. margins ‘iyears’, atmeans 

 

To examine the margins of CQ it is transformed again to a scale of 0 – 700. When it is held at 

its new mean of 523.25 the affect of i.years on ‘initiate’ can be seen more clearly. For category 

1 of iyears the P value is .116 > .05, but for categories 2 & 3 the P = .001 and .002 

respectively, indicating that only when CQ is controlled for, then does years on the job have a 

strong predictive power for the variable initiate but the margin is still quite low, only .32 and 

.38 respectively. That means that yes, when CQ is accounted for the years on the job can be 

used to predict initiate, but what it predicts is that it changes the probability of initiating an 

export strategy very little.  For comparison those margins are lower than the margins for CQ 

when size was held at ist mean. In that case, (table 37) the CQ category of 7 and 8 had margins 

of .41 and .67 respectively, and P values of .000. This means that CQ is more reliable at 

predicting initiation of export and it increases the likelihood by a greater factor.  
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Table 42. margins at CQ means  

 

The table above further strengthens this line of reasoning because it shows when years are held 

at their respective average for each category, the margin for the higher end of the CQ spectrum 

is greater again than it was for the variable years on the job. The margins for categories 6, 7 

and 8 are .21, .42 and .66 respectively and all have very small P values of .001, .000 and .000. 
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Table 43. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’ 4 aspects of CQ 

 

The table above shows how each of the 4 aspects of CQ affect the likelihood of exporting. 

While the model has a chi2 of .028, each of the P values are very large. Motivational CQ is a 

clear outlier with a P value at .735 and has a negative coefficient which is puzzling.  

 

The analysis of H1 found strong support to say that CQ positively impacts the likelihood of 

inititating an export strategy, especially when brewery size and years on the job are accounted 

for. Next, an evaluation of whether CQ also affects export performance is made. 

  

7.2. Hypothesis 2  

 
H2: The higher a CEO’s CQ the better their export strategy will perform. – not supported 
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Table 44. Exp. Perf. CQ 

 

The dependent variable prop_chg_rev_for stands for the ‘proportionate change in revenue 

foreign’, which was the proxy for export performance. H2 was not supported by the data. 

The tables above show linear regressions of CQ and ‘export performance’. The results show 

a total lack of statistical significance based on te F value, (.51), the P value (.519) and the 

R-Squared value (.006). Even when various combinations of control variables were 

included in other regression models, the variable prop_chg_rev_for showed no chance of 

being useful in a predictive model for the same reason shown here. 
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7.3. Hypothesis 3  

 
H3: The CEO’s decision-making power positively moderates the relationship between 

CEO’s CQ and the firm’s likelihood of exporting. – not supported 

Table 45. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’, ‘ownership’ 

 

The table indicates that ownership is not a good predictor of initiation of exports.  A more 

advanced statistical analysis could be undertaken to create a moderation model in STATA, 

and better assess if the data might lead to any predictive results, but considering the very 

weak predictive power of ownership, here used as a continuous variable, it was believed to 

be a dead end.  The ownership variable was also tested as a binary variable and in many 

other combinations with control variables and the independent variable CQ, but no 

significant results were found.  
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7.4. Hypothesis 4 

 
H4: The CEO’s decision-making power positively moderates the relationship between 

CEO’s CQ and the firm’s export performance – not supported 

Table 46. OLS Reg. Exp. Perf. All Variables 

 

As was the case in H3, ownership, as a proxy for decision making authority, was not shown to 

be relevant in the regression models. The model above includes all the potentially relevant 

variables and ownership, like all the variables except years in the position, has a P value much 

greater than .05 at .359. Various combinations of variables were used but nothing could be 

said about the ownership’s role as a moderator variable for CQ’s positive influence on the 

dependent variables. 
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7.5. Hypotheses 5  

 
H5: The more time one has spent abroad, the higher will be their CQ and the more likely to 

export.  - Supported 

To test this hypothesis the structural equation modeling (SEM) tool in STATA was 

successfully used.  The model below is statistically significant with P values of .014 for time 

abroad and .028 for CQ. The positive coefficients support the hypothesis that spending time 

abroad contributes to a higher CQ, which in turn increases the likelihood of exporting.  

 

Figure 1. Structural Equation Diagram from Stata 
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Table 47. Structural Equation Model: Abroad -> CQ -> Initiate 

 

The link between time abroad and CQ and between CQ and initiation of exports were 

consistent throughout the statistical analysis.  

7.6. Hypotheses 6 
 

H6: The more time spent abroad, the more international contacts one will acquire – not 

supported 
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Table 48. OLS Reg. ‘contacts’, ‘abroad’, CQ 

 

The F value, R-squared and P values above indicate time abroad is not a good predictor of 

number of contacts and neither is ones CQ.  

Table 49. Correlation Table: Various Variables & CQ 

 

The correlation table above shows a positive correlation of .3 for contacts and time abroad 

which is not very high but it is the 3rd strongest correlation on the table. The only stronger 

correlations are between years in the job and level of ownership of the brewery at .35 and 

between CQ and amount of time abroad at .35. 
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Table 50. Reg. ‘abroad’, ‘contacts’, ‘CQ’ 

 

The model shown above has an F value of only .03, but also shows that the number of int’l 

contacts was not a valid predictor of the time spent abroad because the P value was .309. 

However, it does show that CQ is strong predictor of the amount of time spent abroad. 

7.7. Hypotheses 7 

 
H7: The higher ones’ CQ, the more international contacts one will acquire – not supported 

Table 51. Reg. CQ, ‘abroad’, ‘contacts’ 
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Regressing contacts by CQ resulted in a poor model, but regressing CQ by contacts and time 

abroad shows that contacts does not contribute to one’s CQ, especially not compared to time 

spent abroad.  

7.8. Hypothesis 8 
H8: A person with an above average number of international contacts and a below average 

time spent abroad, will have an above average motivational and/or composite CQ – not 

supported 

The average number of contacts was 40 and the average time spent abroad was 2.27 years.  

There were 10 CEOs with above average number of contacts and below average time spent 

abroad. The average CQ is 5.22 and the average motivational CQ is 5.73.  Of those 10 CEOs, 

4 were above average in both CQ and motivational CQ and one was above average in only 

motivational CQ. While an interesting result, it is not enough to support H8. It was also 

interesting that 10 out of 15 respondents with significantly above average number of 

international contacts also had below average time spent abroad. 

7.9. Hypothesis 9 
H9: The more international contacts they have, the greater the propensity of exporting – Not 

Supported 
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Table 52. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’, ‘contacts’ 

 

The regression above indicates that the number of int’l contacts is not a predictor of the 

likelihood of exporting.  

Table 53. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’ & independent variables 

 

 

The results above show again that # of int’l contacts doesn’t predict initiation of exports. 

However compared with the level of education, time spent abroad and number of international 
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contacts, the CQ score is the only predictor statistically significant with an alpha value at .05 

and a confidence interval not including 0, showing support for H1. 

 

7.10. Hypothesis 10 

 
H10: The more international contacts they have, the better their export strategy will perform.  

– rejected 

Table 54. Regression Exp. Perf. ‘Contacts’ 

 

The F value is below .05 and the P value is also within the 95% confidence interval. However, 

the coefficient is only .0088 and the R-squared is only 6%, so while the model is valid, it 

showes that the # of int’l contacts does not positively affects export performance. 
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Table 55. Reg Exp. Perf, 'abroad', 'contacts', 'CQ' 

 

The model above attempted to improve the previous model by adding time abroad and CQ. 

The model is not significant becaue the F is .14, but still, it is interesting that the # of 

international contacts has a distinctively lower P value a .026 than the other two variables.  It 

also has a negligible coefficient and the model has a very low R-squared of .08. This 

reconfirms that the # of int’l contacts is not a predictor of export success and H10 is rejected. 

Social capital theory, as was reviewed earlier in this paper says that the international network 

of a CEO positively impacts their firm’s performance but the table above does not supports 

that assertion.  However as discussed, the data used to measure the export performance was 

probably flawed, so not too much can be said.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



91 
 

Table 56. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’, ‘contacts’ 

 

The # of int’l contacts was also not a predictor of likelihood of exporting, as this model shows 

by a negative coefficient and very high P value. 

 

7.11. Other Interesting Findings 
 

 Table 57. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’, ‘educ’ 
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The level of education was a weak but statistically significant positive predictor of likelihood 

to export. 

Table 58. Logistic Reg. Total Export Increase – Ind. Var. 

 

The binary total_export_increase was made to represent every firm that had an absolute 

increase in exports. The model above regressed that against the CQ, education level, time 

spent abroad, # of int’l contacts and years in position. Only years in position and time aborad P 

values below .05, but time abroad had a coefficient of -.2 whereas years in the position had a 

positive coefficient of .12. This indicates experience does improve performance!  
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Table 59. Reg. CQ, ‘educ’, ‘abroad’, ‘contacts’, ‘years’ 

 

The biggest predictor of the CQ was the amount of time spent abroad. 

Table 60. Regress. Abroad - CQ 

 

And the biggest predictor of how much time someone has spent abroad is their CQ. 
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Table 61. Regress Abroad - CQ 

 

Of the four aspects of CQ, the cognitive aspect is clearly most predictive of time spent abroad. 

Table 62. Corr. ‘educ’, ‘abroad’, ‘contacts’ 4 CQ aspects 

 

The relationship between cognitive CQ and time abroad is seen again above. It’s the highest 

correlation excluding how aspects of CQ correlate with each other. 

8. Discussion  
8.1. Potential for reverse causality  
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A potential weakness in this study would be if a CEO improves their CQ after initiating an 

export strategy due to the intercultural interactions that it entailed.  If that were the case, then it 

wouldn’t be the CQ that led to exporting, but actually exporting led to a high CQ.  

Certain aspects of CQ are more likely to be learned than others. For example, the cognitive 

aspect e.g. knowledge of the foreign culture, is more easily learned than having an intrinsic 

motivation to engage with people of other cultures or adapt one’s behavior during an inter-

cultural situation and the data collected here shows that.  The correlation analysis showed that 

the cognitive CQ correlated with time abroad the strongest of the 4 CQ aspects. Also, the 19 

CEOs that initiated exports had above average cognitive CQ at 5.14 versus 4.53 for the whole 

sample and H5 showed time abroad predicted CQ which predicted initiation of exports. Also 

time abroad was the most powerful predictor of CQ compared with int’l contacts, education 

level and years in the job.  But even though the data shows time abroad influence CQ, that 

doesn’t support the notion that inter-cultural business dealings would be enough to raise a 

CEO’s CQ.  

 

Therefore, the assumption one will measurably improve their CQ through exporting is unlikely 

because it probably is not enough inter-cultural interaction to be significant. While one’s CQ 

will be very important in how successful those inter-cultural interactions will be, alone they 

are probably not enough exposure to increase one’s CQ and the data supports this assertion 

indirectly. 

The data shows that CEOs of 36 from 72 breweries export, exactly 50%. However, only 19 

CEOs reported having personally initiated an export strategy. Only 63 responses to that 

question were received. So 19/63 or about 30% of our sample have initiated an export strategy. 

The 9 missing responses to this question all come from breweries that do export, but it is 

unknown if the current CEO who took the survey initiated those export strategies or joined 
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after they were in place. However, even if all 9 CEOs did initiate the strategy, that would mean 

a total of 28 CEOs initiated export strategies out of 36 breweries that export leaving a 

minimum of 8 and potentially as many as 17 CEOs running breweries with exporting 

operations in place but who did not personally initiate these strategies.  

If the reverse causality argument holds water, and exporting increases the CEO’s CQ, then the 

total population of CEOs of breweries that export would have at least as high a CQ as the 

subset of CEOs from breweries that initiated export strategies, all else being equal. However, 

the average CQ of the subset of CEOs that have initiated an exporting strategy is 5.623 and for 

the general population of CEOs whose breweries export it is only 5.262, barely higher then the 

average of all CEOs. 

But it could be argued that overseeing an exporting operation does not increase the CQ as 

much as initiating the export strategy itself because the initiating requires more intercultural 

communication than once it’s all running smoothly. In that case it would be better to compare 

CEOs who have initiated export strategies with those who have only exported without 

initiating. In this case, the average of CQ of CEOs who have not initiated exports, but whose 

brewery does export is in fact lower, at 4.889 < 5.623 based on a sample of only 9 responses. 

However, the average CQ of all 36 CEOs from breweries that do not export is 5.183, so if this 

line of reasoning were true, why wouldn’t exporting CEOs have at least as high a CQ as non-

exporting CEO?  

Another way to approach the question of reverse causality is by comparing logistical 

regression models of the relationship between CQ and CEOs who initiated export strategies 

and between CQ and all exporting breweries. 
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Table 63. Logistic Reg. ‘export’ CQ 

 

Table 64. Logistic Reg. ‘initiate_exp’, CQ 

 

Even though the 19 ‘initiate’ subjects in the second model are 19 out of the 36 ‘export’ 

subjects, i.e. a big overlap, the CQ of the 17 ‘non-initiating’ exporters results in very different 

models.  The CQ and ‘export’ model has no statistical significance. The chi2 is .724 and the P 

value is .725. In comparison, the predictive power of CQ on initiating exports it is quite 

dramatic. There the chi2 is .0198 and P value of .038, well within the 95% confidence interval. 

Furthermore the latter has a much higher coefficient of .817 compared to the former model’s 
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.087.  This indicates that a CEO who has initiated an export strategy is very different than a 

CEO who has not, even if the CEO runs a brewery engaged in exporting. This supports a 

causal relationship between CQ and initiating exports, not just a correlation. 

8.2. Implications for futher research  
 

Despite a smaller than ideal sample size for a research project of this complexity, finding 

significant support for H1, that the higher the CEO CQ the higher the likelihood of initiating 

an exporting strategy is an achievement. An ideal sample size of 120 participants would have 

allowed for a more reliable evaluation of the impact of CEO CQ on export performance and 

the role of CEO decision-making power on initiating exporting strategies and international 

firm performance. However the main reason the evaluation of export performance was 

inconclusive was due to an unreliable dependent variable.   

 

Evidence was also found to support the H5 that time abroad leads to a higher CQ. This was the 

first empirical study to extract CEO CQ and attempt to use it to explain firm international 

strategy and performance so the lessons learned will be useful for future researchers. 

 

In addition to a larger sample size and a more precise measure of export performance it would 

be helpful to use the entire 37 question CQS self-assessment instead of the abbreviated 12 

question version used here. A more nuanced and accurate CQ score would only help. 

Furthermore a longitudinal study on CEOs CQ before and after engaging in 1st time exporting 

operations would shed more light on how exporting (if at all) affects CQ. Specifically it would 

be useful to know at what point and under what (pre)conditions cross cultural business 

communication might improve an individual’s CQ. 
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Finally, a subsequent study should request far more contextual knowledge from the survey 

taker.  Many other factors also have an effect on the decision whether to export or not.  For 

example understanding their domestic sales, their use of distributors, specific product 

considerations, any history with exporting and the long-term strategic goals of the owners 

would give situational context to the data.   

 

The same problem concerns the moderator variable, which was assumed to be determined only 

by the percentage of ownership. Yet, other factors also contribute to the decision-making 

power such as charisma, authority, contractual agreements etc. which are not accounted for. 

Another downside is the dependency on the CEOs’ willingness to fill out the survey and 

provide all the information asked for, since they may not have the time, incentive or the desire 

to do so. 

 

Nevertheless, the results can be a valuable contribution to the existing management literature 

on cultural intelligence, since it combines both the individual and organizational perspective of 

CQ. Even though other influencing factors cannot completely be controlled for, the study does 

reveal a significant causal relationship between the CEO’s CQ and the decision to export.  

Hiring committees for top positions would certainly find it useful to know an applicants CQ if 

they also knew how it affects their likelihood of launching an international strategy.  
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10. Appendix 
Appendix I 
Example of an email invitation written in German sent to a brewery 

 

Appendix II 
Example of refusal to participate due to privacy concerns: 

Hallo Herr Stolz, 
 
wir freuen uns über Ihr Interesse an unserem Unternehmen. 
 
Zu unserem Bedauern müssen wir Ihnen mitteilen, dass wir keine Möglichkeit sehen, Sie bei 
Ihrer Studie zu unterstützen. Informationen aus diesem sensiblen Bereich sind, wie Sie sich 
sicherlich denken können, vertraulich und werden nicht an Dritte weitergegeben. 
 
Sie werden über diese Nachricht sicherlich etwas enttäuscht sein. Aufgrund der geschilderten 
Problematik bitten wir Sie aber, für unsere Entscheidung Verständnis zu haben. 
 
Für Ihre Studie wünschen wir viel Erfolg. 
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Mit freundlichen Grüßen 
 
 

Appendix III 
Example of refusal due to time constraints: 

Sehr geehrter Herr Stolz, 
  
herzlichen Dank, dass Sie bei der Suche nach einer Brauerei für Ihre Befragung an uns gedacht 
haben. 
Aus Kapazitätsgründen ist uns momentan jedoch leider nicht möglich, Ihren Fragebogen 
entsprechend zu bearbeiten und auszufüllen. 
Wir bedanken uns für Ihr diesbezügliches Verständnis und wünschen Ihnen viel Erfolg für das 
Gelingen Ihrer Masterarbeit. 
  
  
Mit freundlichen Grüßen 
 

Appendix IV 
Example of a small brewery that exports because it is a part of a larger international 

company:  

Servus,  
 
wir gehören zu einem großen Bauunternehmen, diese hat Zweigstellen in den USA, England und 
Frankreich. Wir verkaufen an diese Zweigstellen für Werbezwecke, Betriebsfeiern, Feste oder auch für 
Messen unser Bier. (unsere eigene Marke)  
 
 
Mit freundlichen Grüßen,  
 
XXXXX 
Braumeister  
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Appendix V 
Unabridged CQ Self-Assessment: 

Instructions: Read each statement and select the response that best describes your capabilities 

relative to those of your peers. Select the answer that best describes you AS YOU REALLY 

ARE. (1= strongly disagree; 7= strongly agree) 

 

E-CQS (Expanded Cultural Intelligence Scale) 

 

Motivational CQ 

Intrinsic Motivation        I truly enjoy interacting with people from different cultures 

Intrinsic Motivation        I thrive on the differences in cultures that are new to me 

Intrinsic Motivation        Given a choice, I prefer work groups composed of people with 

different, (rather than similar) cultural backgrounds. 

 

Extrinsic Motivation         I value the status I would gain from living or working in a different 

culture.  

Extrinsic Motivation         Given a choice, I value the tangible benefits (pay, promotion, perks) 

of an intercultural rather than a domestic role. 

Extrinsic Motivation         I value the reputation I would gain from developing global networks 

and connections. 

Self-Efficacy to Adjust    I am confident that I can persist in coping with living conditions in 

different cultures. 

Self-Efficacy to Adjust    I am sure I can deal with the stresses of interacting with people from 

cultures that are new to me. 
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Self-Efficacy to Adjust    I am confident I can socialize with locals in a culture that is 

unfamiliar to me. 

 

Cognitive CQ 

Culture General Knowledge         I can describe the different cultural value frameworks that 

explain behaviors around the world.  

Culture General Knowledge         I can describe similarities and differences in legal, economic, 

and political systems across cultures. 

Culture General Knowledge         I can describe differences in kinship systems and role 

expectations for men and women across cultures. 

Culture General Knowledge         I can describe different views of beauty and aesthetics across 

cultural settings. 

Culture General Knowledge         I can speak and understand many languages. 

 

Context-Specific Knowledge        I can describe the ways that leadership styles differ across 

cultural settings. 

Context-Specific Knowledge         I can describe how to put people from different cultures at 

ease. 

Context-Specific Knowledge         I can describe effective negotiation strategies across 

different cultures. 

Context-Specific Knowledge         I can describe different ways to motivate and reward people 

across cultures. 

Context-Specific Knowledge         I can describe effective ways for dealing with conflict in 

different cultures. 

 

Metacognitive CQ 
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Planning     I develop action plans before interacting with people from a different culture.  

Planning     I think about possible cultural differences before meeting people from other 

cultures. 

Planning     I ask myself what I hope to accomplish before I meet with people from different 

cultures.  

 

Awareness     I am aware of how my culture influences my interactions with people from 

different cultures.  

Awareness     I pay attention to how cultural aspects of the situation influence what is 

happening in that situation. 

Awareness     I am conscious of how other people’s culture influences their thoughts, feelings 

and actions. 

 

Checking     I adjust my understanding of a culture while I interact with people from that 

culture. 

Checking     I double check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge during intercultural 

interactions. 

Checking     I update my cultural knowledge after a cultural misunderstanding. 

 

Behavioral CQ 

Verbal Behavior     I change my use of pause and silence to suit different cultural situations. 

Verbal Behavior     I vary my verbal behaviors (accept, tone, rate of speaking) to fit specific 

cultural contexts. 

Verbal Behavior     I modify the amount of warmth I express to fit the cultural context. 
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Non-Verbal Behavior         I modify how close or far apart I stand when interacting with 

people from different cultures.  

Non-Verbal Behavior         I change my non-verbal behaviors (hand gestures, head 

movements) to fit the cultural situation. 

Non-Verbal Behavior         I vary the way I greet others (shake hands, bow, nod) when in 

diferent cultural contexts. 

 

Speech Acts         I modify the way I disagree with others to fit the cultural setting.  

Speech Acts         I change how I make requests of others depending on their cultural 

background. 

Speech Acts         I vary the way I show gratitude (express appreciation, accept compliments) 

based on the cultural context. 

 

©  Cultural intelligence Center 2014. Used by permission of Cultural intelligence Center. 

Note. Use of this scale granted to academic researchers for research purposes only. 

For information on using the scale for purposes other than academic research (e.g., consultants 

and non-academic organizations), please send an email to info@culturalq.com. 
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Appendix VI 
CQ Score Frequency Table for Sample 

 

Visible on the tables above are clear concentrations at the whole numbers 5, 6 and 7 in 

particular. Since the above tables represent averages, most likely the average of 5, 6 or 7 
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would only be achieved if the survey taker chose one of those numbers for every question in 

that section of the survey since the section had 4 questions. They could also have chosen any 

other 4 numbers that added up to 20.   

Appendix VII 
Individual 4 Aspects of CQ Frequency Tables 

 

              

 

           

 

 


