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Abstract

Leadership literature suggests that the transfer of leadership theory to non-USA/Anglo-centric cultures may lead to findings that are different from current ones. Indeed, it is proposed that a dominant national culture will impact on both the enacted leadership style and the followers’ expectations and acceptance of such a leadership style. Within the emerging literature on relational and change leadership, there is little consideration of the differing impact of leader behaviours in non-Western cultures. This study addresses both of these gaps, through a case study that explores leadership styles and strategic change implementation within a Russian context that is seen as being directive and autocratic.
The nature and impact of leadership in the context of change in Russian organisations is explored in this paper
, using a case study design. Based on 20 interviews conducted in three organisations, we report findings that suggest, in a Russian context, that a more relational leadership style is more effective, and more likely to be accepted by followers, in implementing strategic change than a more ‘typical’ autocratic and directive style. The paper contributes to leadership theory by providing clear empirical evidence of the value of a relational style in non-Western settings in ensuring effective change implementation.
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Introduction

Leadership and management have been exposed to significant change in Russia over the past 20 years, as the country has moved from a centralised state to a market economy (Bollinger, 1994). Managing these third-order changes represents a significant leadership challenge (Kuipers et al., 2014). In exploring this leadership challenge, it is important to recognise the impact of national culture on the way in which leadership is enacted (Zondi and Mutambara, 2016; Trompenaars and Woolliams, 2004). Research has consistently shown that Russian culture differs markedly from Western culture (Hofstede, 2001; McCarthy, Puffer and Darda, 2010; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011). Some have argued that Russian leaders are more likely to adopt management practices from the West (Fey et al., 2001; Fairhurst, 2009). However, the main perception is that they remain wedded to ‘old habits’ (Puffer and McCarthy, 2011). Within this context, assessing management behaviour and Russian leadership behaviour has proven problematic (Puffer, 1994; McCarthy et al., 2008). The traditional Russian leadership style is strong, authoritative and deeply embedded in the country’s mythology, which embraces forceful and authoritarian leadership actions (Naumov and Puffer, 2000; Ralston et al., 2008; Fey, 2008; Kets de Vries et al., 2008; Grachev, 2009; McCarthy et al., 2010). 
Although scholars have shown that positive leadership behaviours tend to be associated with effective change management (e.g. Burnes, 2009; Higgs and Rowland, 2011), little attention has been paid to this in the context of Russian companies in Russia (Puffer and McCarthy, 2011; Srinivasan, 2014). 
Analysis of culture as a contingency variable in leadership effectiveness is an important area for exploration (Avolio et al., 2000; Uhl-Bien, Marion and McKelvey, 2007; Hernandez et al., 2011). Followers are more likely to attribute leadership to an individual when they perceive his or her leadership behaviour to be culturally appropriate and in congruence with their own cultural values (Trompenaars and Woolliams, 2003; Higgs and Rowland, 2003; Darcey-Lynn and Farbrother, 2003; Higgs and Rowland, 2005; Hannah et al., 2011; Eberly et al., 2013).
One of the increasingly important challenges facing leaders is the formulation and implementation of strategic change (Higgs and Rowland, 2005). Indeed, a number of studies place leadership at the heart of successful change and the styles and behaviours of leaders can be a major factor in determining how successful the implementation of strategic change is (Kotter, 1996; Higgs and Rowland, 2005; 2011). It has been argued that for change to be successful, it has to be positioned and led within the dominant organisational and national cultural context (Higgs and Rowland, 2005; 2010). Therefore, exploring the way in which leaders in Russian organisations deal with the significant challenges of change requires taking account of the cultural norms and heritage that provide the context for their work. The ‘peculiarities’ of being a leader in the current Russian context should be neither over-emphasised nor under-estimated (Naumov and Puffer, 2000). 
Leadership research has been dominated by theories and models developed within a largely USA/Anglo- centric setting (Alimo-Metcalfe and Alimo-Metcalfe, 1996; Higgs, 2003). More recently, the applicability of these theories within differing national contexts has been the subject of much cross-cultural leadership research (Avolio et al., 2009). In exploring the differences between leadership practices in differing cultural settings, researchers have employed established models of culture (e.g. Hofstede, 2001; House et al., 2004). These studies have tended to produce somewhat mixed results in terms of the applicability of Western models to developing economies (Avolio et al., 2009). In terms of the Hofstede (2001) model, Russia has a high power distance index (HPDI) that is particularly high. A HPDI in a business organisation can manifest in a centralised decision structure with authority and power concentrated at the top of the organisation, a clear hierarchy, and an embedded existential inequality, where an ideal leader is a well-meaning autocrat (Hofstede, 2001). 

Against this background, this paper reports on a study designed to explore how leaders in Russian organisations approach the implementation of strategic change, and the extent to which established (Western) theories of leadership are relevant within a Russian context. The paper provides a contribution to theory by responding to the call from Avolio et al. (2009) for more cross-cultural leadership research.
Theoretical Background
Leadership

Leadership theory and research abound with a diverse range of models and ways of conceptualising the construct (Avolio, Walumbwa and Weber, 2009). However, there is an increasing challenge to the ‘heroic’ and leader-centric models that have tended to dominate the conceptualisation of leadership, research studies, and, indeed, the practice of leadership (Avolio et al., 2009; Higgs and Rowland, 2011; Edwards and Gill, 2012). Common amongst the emerging models that move away from the ‘heroic’ frame is the theme of relational leadership (Uhl-Bien, 2006). Relational leadership is a broad umbrella term that emphasises the impact of relationships between leaders and their followers as a means of explaining the mechanisms that lead to a range of work-related outcomes (Kavanagh and Ashkanasy, 2006; Higgs and Rowland, 2011). This focus on relational leadership theories is accompanied by arguments that, in today’s context, effective leadership needs to be focused on engaging with followers and achieving high levels of involvement and collaborative working (Uhl-Bien, 2006; Higgs and Rowland, 2008; 2011). In part, the re-focusing of leadership away from leader-centric models has been influenced by the occurrence of significant corporate scandals and, in particular, the corporate leadership failures that were perceived to have had a significant impact on the financial crisis of 2008 (Baden and Higgs, 2015). Responses to this have given rise to relational theories that include considerations of ethical and moral components (Scherer and Palazzo, 2008). In this arena, the concept of Authentic Leadership (Luthans and Avolio, 2003) has gained particular traction due to its inclusion of the elements of ‘a strong moral compass’ and ‘relational transparency’ (Luthans and Avolio, 2003). Overall, Authentic Leadership has been defined as ‘a pattern of transparent and ethical behaviour that encourages openness in sharing information needed to make decisions while accepting followers’ inputs’ (Avolio et al., 2009). Thus, Authentic Leadership provides a clear focus on relationships with followers, involvement of followers, and ethical behaviour. It sits well with the emerging and increasingly significant academic and practitioner discourses (Higgs et al., 2017).

In parallel with the above developments in leadership theories, there has been an increasing recognition that leadership needs to be studied within the context in which it is enacted (Pettigrew, 2001; Edwards and Gill, 2012; Higgs and Dulewicz, 2016). These contextual variables include both operational and organisational components. Specifically, we now turn to examine two of the major contextual challenges faced in leadership research and practice. These are the challenges of implementing change and dealing with culture (both organisational and national).
Change and Leadership

Whilst much change research has focused on exploring approaches to change management (Kuipers et al., 2014; Fernandez and Rainey, 2016), there is an increasing recognition that successful implementation of change is impacted significantly by leadership practices, styles and behaviours (Kuipers et al., 2014). This shift in the change literature is captured well by Gill (2002, p.307), who asserts that: ‘whilst change must be well managed it also requires effective leadership to introduce change successfully; it is leadership that makes the difference.’ Whilst there is agreement amongst scholars that leaders play a significant role in change implementation, there is a paucity of empirical work that examines specifically the relationships between leadership behaviours and change implementation (Kuipers et al., 2014; Higgs and Rowland, 2011; Anderson and Ackerman-Anderson, 2010; Avolio et al., 2009). Relatively few studies in this area have moved beyond generic descriptions based on conceptual arguments or limited case-based research (Kuipers et al., 2014; Higgs and Rowland, 2011). In an example of an exception to this critique, Higgs and Rowland (2005; 2011) reported a series of qualitative studies, entailing interviews with 150 leaders, that provided clear evidence to support the efficacy of engaging and involving leadership in the successful implementation of change initiatives. It is noticeable that a significant proportion of the change literature focuses on the implementation of strategic change that is often large in scale and disruptive (Gill, 2002). In the Higgs and Rowland studies (2005; 2011), the majority of the changes considered entailed large-scale strategic change. In this context, they highlighted the significant positive impact of leaders engaging followers with the change vision through extensive involvement and active participation. The role of engagement and involvement in the implementation of strategic change is also highlighted in the strategic renewal literature (Jarzabkowski and Whittington, 2008). Indeed, within this literature it is argued that strategic renewal can be regarded as a continuous process of first and second-order change (Barr et al., 1992; Mazzola and Kellermanns, 2010). Success in enacting strategic renewal is also seen as a consequence of leadership behaviours that build effective relationships with followers and engage them with the strategic vision and goals through high levels of involvement and participation (Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000; Bamford and Forester, 2003). 
Overall, in exploring leadership within the context of change, there is agreement amongst scholars that it plays an important role in terms of the contribution of leader behaviours to change success. Whilst there remains a paucity of studies that focus on change leadership, those that do emphasise that successful change implementation requires leadership that displays strong similarities to current developments in leadership theory (i.e. a relational focus accompanied by high levels of engaging behaviours and follower involvement). It can, therefore, be argued that effective leadership of strategic change may require an engaging relational style such as that encapsulated in the Authentic Leadership model (Luthans and Avolio, 2003).

Culture

In pursuing an understanding of both effective leadership in general and effective change leadership in particular, it is important to consider contextual factors (Pettigrew, 2001; Edwards and Gill, 2012). A significant contextual factor that needs to be considered within studies of leadership is that of culture (Higgs and Rowland, 2010; Avolio et al., 2009). In the increasingly complex and global organisational environment, this entails considering the contextual effects of the inter-related areas of organisational and national culture (Zondi and Mutambara, 2016; Higgins and McAllaster, 2004).
Organisational Culture

In considering the role of leaders in implementing change, there is a commonly expressed view that, in order to successfully achieve significant change, it is necessary to change the culture of the organisation (Higgins and McAllister, 2004; Zondi and Mutambara, 2016). However, this view is challenged by others who assert that culture takes many years to change and therefore change needs to be implemented within the context of the organisation’s culture; leaders need to adapt their approach to implementation to take account of this (Smith, 2003; Dhingra and Punia, 2016). These scholars argue that organisational culture plays a moderating role in the relationships between change implementation actions and outcomes (Burke, 2008), or mediates such relationships (Arif et al., 2017). In considering the dilemma posed by these two views, it has been argued that the relationships between culture and change implementation are recursive (Trompenaars and Woolliams, 2004; Kavanagh and Ashkanasy, 2006).

Overall, it is evident that leaders need to be cognisant of the role of organisational culture when engaged in implementing change. Leaders need to interact with others within the organisation, based upon an understanding of the organisation’s culture and the implications of the change in terms of potential cultural clashes (Kavanagh and Ashkanasy, 2006).
National Culture

Leadership theories have largely been developed and explored within a USA/Anglo-centric context and, until relatively recently, few studies have explored national cultural differences (McCarthy et al., 2008; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011; Edwards and Gill, 2012). In order to develop our understanding of leadership and the relevance of established theories in a broader context, Avolio et al. (2009) have called for further studies in non-USA/Anglo settings. This call has been responded to by a number of scholars. However, the focus of these studies has been on testing Transformational Leadership theory (Bass, 1985) within differing national settings (Avolio et al., 2009; Rockstuhl et al., 2012). These studies have shown that whilst there is a tendency for Transformational Leadership to be generally associated with positive organisational outcomes, there are some notable examples of differences that arise when some national cultural dimensions are significantly different from those encountered in USA/Anglo-based cultures (Rockstuhl et al., 2012). In drawing these conclusions, the studies reported tend to use the national cultural dimensions proposed by Hofstede (2001) and/or further developed through the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) studies (House et al., 2004).
Within the cross-cultural literature, numerous studies and reviews have been conducted into the nature of the differences between national cultures. In exploring this, a number of authors have explored leadership as an outcome of cultural differences (e.g. Hofstede, 2001; Leung et al., 2005; Kirkman et al., 2006). Within both practice and the literature, there has been an interest in identifying leaders who are able to lead effectively across a variety of cultures (Elenkov, 2002; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011). 
Notably, the GLOBE multiphase research project confirmed what many scholars had hypothesised: that effective leadership can be culture-bound and needs to take into consideration the unique cultural context within which it operates (Hernandez et al., 2011). While the contextual debate suggests that different cultures will result in differing leadership styles and behaviours, the GLOBE project identified leader attributes that are universally rejected or endorsed (House et al., 2004; Den Hartog et al., 1999; Javidan et al., 2006). 
To date, leadership research (including cross-cultural research) has been dominated by quantitative studies. In order to develop a fuller understanding of the nature of leadership and the impact of different theories, styles and practices, there is a need to undertake more qualitative studies (Avolio et al., 2009; Edwards and Gill, 2012). In responding to this in a cross-cultural context, it is necessary to understand, in more detail, the cultural setting of a study. This current study is conducted within Russian organisations and therefore we now turn to consider the Russian context.
The Russian Culture and Context
Leadership and management have been exposed to significant change
 in Russia over the past 20 years. Research has consistently shown that Russian culture differs markedly from that of Western developed economies, and it has also shown that there is a core culture that is in existence in the absence of communism (Bollinger, 1994; Hofstede, 2001; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011). Given the nature of Russian culture, some argue that Russian leaders are more likely to adopt management practices from the West while remaining wedded to ‘old habits’ (Bollinger, 1994; Luthans et al., 1998; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011). This behaviour embraces both forceful and authoritarian leadership actions (Hofstede, 1980; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011). These aspects relate to  ‘traditional Russian leadership,’ as reflected in a number of the dimensions of Hofstede’s cultural model (Hofstede (1991). He identified five dimensions of national culture on which countries differ in a systematic manner. These are: power distance, individualism versus collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, masculine versus feminine, and time focus (Hofstede, 2001). Russia is far higher than the majority of developed Western countries in terms of power distance and uncertainty avoidance (Bollinger, 1994). Thus, there is a higher tendency within the Russian culture to accept inequalities in society and the rights of those in authority to impose their will (Hofstede, 2001). In addition, the high level of uncertainty avoidance leads to high levels of formalisation of rules and procedures and compliance with these (Hofstede, 2001). Indeed, Bollinger (1994) points out that the combination of high power distance and uncertainty avoidance gives rise to pyramid-shaped bureaucratic structures that are both formal and centralised. Given this, it is argued that most Russian business leaders operate with a transactional leadership style traditionally exhibited by Russian political leaders, and this is not compatible with 21st century organisational models (Kets de Vries et al., 2008; Grachev, 2009). It is asserted that Russians are accustomed to powerful leaders who delegate little power and centralise authority. Authoritarian leadership in Russia has a long history (Mead, 1955; Gorer and Rickman, 1962; Puffer, 1994). Historically, Russian managers had much of their drive suppressed by the egalitarian principles of traditional Russian society and the stifling bureaucracy of a centrally planned economic system (Puffer, 1994). Centralisation of authority and authoritarian leadership in Russia have a long history. Russian culture, over the centuries, is replete with ruling elites and authority figures who tightly controlled society and suppressed personal freedom (Elenkov, 1998). One should not overemphasise or underestimate the peculiarities of being a leader in Russia (Naumov and Puffer, 2000). Many business scholars, political economists and business executives agree that economic problems in Russia have a lot to do with the style of management at various levels in the country (Elenkov, 2002). It is argued that most Russians prefer directive leaders and believe that effective leaders should prioritise task accomplishment over any relationship building (Fey et al., 2001). In most studies on Russian leadership (Kets de Vries, 2001), the authoritarian mindset is considered to still be alive (Gurkov, 1996). It is therefore argued that the dominant national Russian culture will limit possibilities for transferring Western management and organisational techniques to Russia (Elenkov, 2002).
In considering the broader Russian context, a number of aspects of its history and development provide useful insights into the challenges of studying leadership in organisations. The transition from a centrally controlled communist system to a market-oriented ‘democracy’ remains relatively recent to many. ‘It is a small but significant point that the vast majority of the people in the entirety of the Confederation of Independent States have had no experience with democracy or market economics’ (Holt et al., 1994, p.136). Furthermore, the legacy of the Communist era forces firms in Russia to deal with a unique time perspective and a unique set of subcultures which often undermine attempts at coordination and integration (Fey and Denison, 2003). Furthermore, the enduring influence of the past system tends to mitigate against an appetite to undertake change in organisations. ‘Russian citizens are virtually guaranteed a job and a modest standard of living if they do not challenge the status quo’ (Naumov and Puffer, 2000, p.712). A further complication in such studies is the dominance of corruption that has been long embedded in a system dominated by powerful authoritarian leadership (Bollinger, 1994).
Arising from this review of the literature, the following research questions have been identified as the focus for the current study:
1. To what extent can an engaging and authentic style of leadership be deployed to enable effective change implementation within a Russian organisation?

2. To what extent do followers in Russian organisations accept leadership that is characterised by engaging, involving and authentic behaviours?

3.  To what extent is the deployment of engaging and authentic leadership more effective than a more autocratic and directive style when implementing strategic change in Russian organisations?

Methods
In order to explore the above questions, the authors adopted a case study method (Yin, 2013). In selecting cases suitable for the study, a number of criteria were applied (Yin, 2013). These were: i) there should be a clear contrast of leadership styles across the cases, ii) case organisations should have been involved in implementing strategic change, and iii) the CEOs of the organisations should be of different nationalities. Using a purposive approach (Hair et al., 2006), a conglomerate was identified that had multiple separate operating companies and which agreed to participate in the study. The organisation selected was the Base Element Financial Group. This provided three case companies that are subsidiaries of Base Element: Ingosstrakh is an insurance company; Element Leasing is involved in the provision of financial leasing services; and Bank Soyuz is involved in high-net-worth banking services.
Data for the cases was collected by means of semi-structured interviews (Miles and Huberman, 1984), using elements of critical incident interviewing (Flanagan, 1954; Chell, 2002) in terms of asking respondents to identify examples of strategic change implementation; this formed the basis of the interviews. In this way, we minimised the risks of generic or socially desirable responses and focused on identifying specific behavioural data before gaining deeper insights into the cognitive and affective circumstances surrounding the incident. We developed an initial interview protocol that drew upon the leadership and change management literature. We considered this to be the best approach to access the type of data we were interested in, rather than a blunt approach that asks interviewees to consider specific questions relating to our study focus. Interviews lasted between 60 and 90 minutes and were conducted in English. All interviews were recorded (with respondents’ permission) and transcribed for analysis. Interview data was triangulated with documentary evidence.
In total, some 20 interviews were conducted. These included interviews with the CEOs of each case company, the Chairman of the insurance company, and five senior managers (direct reports of the CEOs) in two cases, and six in the third case. 
Trustworthiness of the Data 

We sought to maximise the trustworthiness of our data through: (1) taking written notes during interviews in order for researchers to check back their understanding of what had been said and to clarify any early inferences drawn in interviews, (2) checking data gathered from interviews about decisions and actions taken with information contained in internal reports and presentations, company reports, business performance data and internal communication documents in order to triangulate findings (Strauss and Corbin, 1998), and (3) in the course of the coding process, codes were explored with colleagues of the authors in order to confirm our inferences that they were reasonable based on the data (Saunders et al., 2016). 

Data Analysis 

We adopted an iterative-inductive approach to our data analysis. Mirroring the constant comparative method (Glaser and Strauss, 1967), we moved between the three cases. Each case consisted of data collection followed by analysis of the data, where we cross-referenced our emerging insights across each of the three cases and to relevant theory. This meant we were able to highlight consistencies and patterns both within and across each of the three cases. We generated specific codes pertaining to each case and identified codes shared across all cases. Our data analysis was therefore conducted at three levels: (1) coding individual interview transcripts, (2) cross-case comparisons within the same case, and (3) coding across cases (Miles and Huberman, 1994). We maximised the trustworthiness of our data through writing notes to check our understanding of what had been said with research participants at the end of the interviews. 

Findings and Discussion

Table 1 (page 25) provides a summary of the main themes identified in the analyses and the codes developed, along with illustrative ‘proof quotes’ (Saunders et al., 2016).

Having established the coding frame, a cross-case analysis (Yin, 2013) was conducted. The results of this are shown in table 2 (page 29).

In reviewing tables 1 and 2, it does appear that both the Russian and British CEOs adopted a somewhat autocratic and directive leadership style that aligned with what is expected in a culture dominated by high power distance and uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 2001; Bollinger, 1994). Whilst the British CEO of Bank Soyuz was uncomfortable with adopting this style, he did feel constrained in his freedom to choose an alternative style by the autocratic and power-based style adopted by his chairman and board:
“As the only foreigner (involved) in the building of the bank…I had that blockage at the management level and was not able to change from their overall style.” (CEO, Bank Soyuz).
Indeed, in this phase of the interview, he explained that he felt that, whilst having a preference for a more involving leadership style, both the pressures from the board and the expectations of his direct reports led him to adopt a more ‘conventional’ Russian leadership style (Bollinger, 1994; Naumov and Puffer, 2000).

In the two cases (Ingosstrakh and Bank Soyuz) where there was a predominance of an autocratic/directive leadership style and associated top-down approach to strategic change, there were distinct problems in implementation resulting from resistance by followers and lack of commitment to change. In both cases, change implementation was reported as becoming “stuck” and was considered to be unsuccessful by all respondents. This combination of a top-down approach to change and directive leadership is in line with recent change leadership research in Western studies (Higgs and Rowland, 2011; Higgs and Dulewicz, 2016; Kuipers et al., 2014).
By way of contrast, the Canadian CEO of Element Leasing adopted a leadership style that could be described as being engaging and authentic, along with high levels of involvement of direct reports in the development and implementation of the strategic change vision. In this case, the change was seen to have been successfully implemented by all respondents. In part, this was seen to be a result of the engagement with and commitment to the change displayed by the followers (direct reports of the CEO):
“I have been working with him for six years. I like his approach. He delegates a lot of authority, but he is always very just – a success of somebody in the team is that somebody’s success. A mistake is his [the CEOs] mistake. We also try to behave in this way with our own subordinates.” (Senior Manager, Element Leasing).
Once again, this finding is in line with the results of studies of change leadership in Western organisations (Kuipers et al., 2014; Higgs and Rowland, 2005; 2011). It also illustrates that the claims that followers in Russia expect and desire an autocratic and powerful leadership style (Bollinger, 1994; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011) are not necessarily borne out when exposed to alternative approaches. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that not only did direct reports welcome and appreciate the engaging and authentic style, but were keen to adopt it. In this way, the impact of engaging and authentic leadership from the top can be seen to influence the organisational culture through changes to leadership style throughout the levels in the organisation (Higgs and Dulewicz, 2016).
When exploring the transcripts in more detail, it became evident that the CEO of Element Leasing had a clear understanding of
 how his actions were perceived by his direct reports. It was also evident that his behaviours were aligned with his personal values. Furthermore, it was apparent that the followers in Element Leasing saw and approved of “…a clear values based approach to leading us through this change” (Senior Manager, Element Leasing). This combination could be seen as having elements of Self-Awareness and a ‘Clear Moral Compass’, that are both core to Authentic Leadership (Luthans and Avolio, 2003; Avolio et al., 2009).

Within Element Leasing, the spread of engaging, involving and authentic behaviours by senior leaders (see above) could be seen as one reason the culture of the company was perceived as being innovative and distinctly different from the predominantly autocratic and bureaucratic culture typical of that expected in Russian organisations (Bollinger, 1994; Naumov and Puffer, 2000), which was found in both of the other companies in the study. This finding does provide some support for the view that leaders can have a significant impact on the formation and evolution of organisational cultures and the inter-relationships between organisational culture and change implementation (Zondi and Mutambara, 2016; Dhingra and Punia, 2016; Higgins and McAllaster, 2004). Furthermore, it does highlight the role of engaging, involving and authentic leadership behaviours in implementing change successfully both directly and through impacts on culture that enable adaptation to change (Higgs and Rowland, 2010; Zondi and Mutambara, 2016)
Conclusions
Taken overall, the findings from this study have provided some answers to the three research questions raised above.

1. To what extent can an engaging authentic leadership style be deployed to enable effective change implementation within Russian organisations?
The findings from this study do indicate that it is feasible for leaders to work in the context of a high power distance and uncertainty avoidance culture in a way that differs markedly from the ‘traditional’ power-based autocratic style (Puffer and McCarthy, 2011; Bollinger, 1994). Whilst the study did not find evidence of all of the elements of Authentic Leadership (Luthans and Avolio, 2003; Avolio et al., 2009), there was clear evidence that the most successful leader displayed the elements of Self Awareness and Relational Transparency, and (through a values-based approach) some evidence of ‘a strong moral compass’. Furthermore, in the case of Element Leasing, the leader (the CEO) evidenced a strong focus on relational and engaging leadership (Uhl-Bien, 2006). This more engaging style demonstrated a clear relationship to the effective implementation of the strategic change.
2. To what extent do followers in Russian organisations accept leadership that is characterised by engaging, involving and authentic behaviours?
Within the literature, it is asserted that in Russian culture, followers have a tendency to accept inequalities in power distribution (Hofstede, 2001), and therefore not only accept, but also seek, strong and powerful authoritarian leadership (Bollinger, 1994; Puffer and McCarthy, 2011). This would indicate that leaders exhibiting a more engaging and authentic style would have difficulty in achieving results. However, our findings indicate that the reverse is the case. The CEO of Element Leasing was a Canadian, and, through adopting an engaging and involving leadership style, had developed a high level of commitment and trust amongst his followers. On the other hand, it is of interest to note that the British CEO of Bank Soyuz adopted what he perceived to be the Russian autocratic style and consequently encountered distrust and resistance to change amongst his followers, as did the Russian national CEO who also exhibited an autocratic and power-based style.

3. To what extent is the deployment of engaging and authentic leadership more effective than adopting an autocratic and directive style when implementing strategic change in Russian organisations?
All three of the case study organisations were engaged in implementing strategic changes. The only successful case of implementation was that of Element Leasing, which was led by a CEO employing an engaging and authentic style. The two organisations led by CEOs adopting an autocratic and directive style faced high levels of resistance to the changes, resulting in the implementation becoming “stuck”. This finding does resonate with broader studies in the literature relating to change leadership in Western organisations (Kuipers et al., 2014; Higgs and Rowland, 2011).

Overall, it does appear that the adoption of a relational approach to leadership in the implementation of strategic change has a positive impact on follower engagement with the change, leading to a successful implementation. Within the study, it appears that a successful leadership style results from a combination of elements of both Authentic and Transformational leadership models (Avolio et al., 2009; Bass, 1985). It does appear that the adoption of a relational leadership style impacts on follower engagement both directly and through creating an innovative and flexible culture, rather than the traditional Russian conservative, bureaucratic and structured one (Bollinger, 1994). Based on our findings, we suggest that the model shown in Figure 1 may provide a basis for the examination of the leadership of change in high power distance and uncertainty avoidance cultures (Hofstede, 2001; House et al., 2004), providing a frame for shifting the organisational culture to one that facilitates change.
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Contributions

The reported study makes a number of contributions to theory, method and practice. These are now discussed briefly.
Contributions to Theory
There have been numerous calls for research that explores the applicability of leadership theories developed in Western countries to non-Western contexts (Avolio et al., 2009; Edwards and Gill, 2012). The studies that have responded to these calls have largely focused on testing the general applicability of Transformational Leadership theory (Bass, 1985), and have been predominantly quantitative and have produced somewhat mixed results (Kavanagh and Ashkanasy, 2006; Rockstuhl et al., 2012). Therefore, the first contribution of the current study to this emerging cross-cultural leadership literature is through extending the range of countries explored and the examination of relationally focused leadership theory (Uhl-Bien, 2006; Avolio et al., 2009).
The study also contributes to the emerging literature on change leadership. It contributes through responding to the calls for more empirical work to support the predominantly conceptual and theory-free literature in the field (Higgs and Rowland, 2005; 2011; Kuipers et al., 2014). In addition, it contributes to this literature through providing a relatively rare example of exploration of change leadership in a cross-cultural context (Zondi and Mutambara, 2010; Dhingra and Punia, 2016). In doing this, we have identified that the adoption of a relational leadership style in high power distance and uncertainty avoidance cultures facilitates effective change implementation through shifting the organisational culture.
Contributions to Method
Research in the area of leadership has been dominated by quantitative, survey-based methods. Scholars have called for more explorations of the field through the development of qualitative studies designed to provide a greater depth of understanding (Avolio et al., 2009; Arif et al., 2017). This study contributes to these calls for greater methodological diversity in empirical studies of leadership. Similarly, in the change management literature, there are calls for empirical work that generates more in-depth insights into the behaviours of actors in change at the micro level (Kuipers et al., 2014; Hernandez, 2011). Through the use of critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954; Chell, 2002), the current study responds to such calls providing insights into leadership behaviours in the change process from the perspectives of both leaders and followers.
Contributions to Practice

The findings from this study have a number of implications for organisations. Firstly, there are implications for global or multinational organisations with operations based in Russia. When such organisations are involved in planning strategic change initiatives, they should take account of the leadership styles in their Russian operations and develop plans to align the styles and behaviours of the leaders of these operations with a more engaging and involving approach to change implementation. Secondly, there are implications for the Human Resource Management (HRM) functions in global and multinational organisations in terms of leadership development, talent management and international deployments. Leadership development should focus on developing cross-cultural understanding, but it should also ensure that such programs do not allow dominant narratives about leadership style to inform their development programmes
. Rather, programs should ensure that future leaders are taught to cultivate followers’ behaviours. In talent management and international deployments, organisations should clearly identify the ability of potential of candidates in relation to the competencies and behaviours required to  be successful in a Russian context.
Finally, there are potential implications for international investors in Russian businesses. Given today’s complex and volatile business environment, strategic change is almost constant (Floyd and Wooldridge, 2000). Executing strategic change successfully is critical to performance. Thus, based on our findings, investors may wish to consider the style of senior leadership in organisations being considered for investment as a potentially important factor in their decision-making.
Limitations

The current study was exploratory and, as such, is inevitably subject to a number of limitations. Firstly, although three cases were identified, they were all part of the same overall holding company. As such, the study could be viewed as being a single case and thus subject to significant limitations in terms of the generalisability of the findings (Yin, 2013). However, this limitation is somewhat ameliorated through the process of examination of the findings in the context of the extant literature and theory (Yin, 2013). Even so, there remains a limitation on the generalisability of the findings in the absence of further research that confirms them. In a similar vein, the sample companies were all in a related industrial sector (i.e. the financial sector), presenting an additional limitation on generalisability. Furthermore, the adoption of a purposive sampling approach (Hair et al., 2006) restricts the ability to claim that the sample was representative of Russian businesses.
The use of interviewing as a primary source of data carries a number of limitations in terms of respondent bias, recall issues and, to an extent, interviewer bias (Saunders et al., 2016). Such limitations were ameliorated to an extent through the adoption of a critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954; Chell, 2002).

Future Research

The limitations identified above do give rise to a number of opportunities for further research that will enhance our understanding of leadership and its role in change on a cross-cultural basis. Firstly, replicating the current study in other sectors within Russia would help to establish the potential generalisability of the findings. Secondly, following up the study by employing a survey-based quantitative design would further enhance our ability to test the generalisability of the findings. In particular, it would be valuable to test the model shown in Figure 1 through a survey-based study. In addition to the above, replicating the study in other countries with high power distance and uncertainty avoidance cultures, such as Saudi Arabia or Kuwait, may provide further insights into the impact of national cultural differences on leadership styles and their impact on successful change implementation.
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	First Order Themes
	Codes
	Second Order Themes


	Illustrative Quotes

	Organisation 
Culture
	· Conservative

· Bureaucratic

· Compliant

· Low change 
motivation

· Complacent

· Political

· Short-term focus
	· Conservative and Static

· Innovative and 
Flexible
	“just do it mindsets are the way here” (CEO – Ing)

“…very much politically driven as it has always been” (SM – Ing)

“…we are able to do things differently” (SM – EL)



	Change Success
	· Blocked

· “Stuckness”

· Change Implemented
	· Unsuccessful

· Successful
	“90% of staff don’t know what we need to do” (SM –BS)

“…we ended up completely stuck” (CEO – Ing)

“We implemented the whole of the delegated decision-making process” (CEO – EL)



	Follower Reactions
	· Lack of Commitment

· Resistance

· Low Trust

· Dissatisfaction with 
leader

· Attrition

· High trust in leader

· Active engagement

· Buy-in to change

· Team cohesion

· Lack of shared purpose
	· Level of trust

· Commitment and Engagement
· Cohesion
· Resistance to change
	“My view is that most people don’t trust the CEO” (SM – Ing)

“We are all enthusiastic about the way forward” (SM – EL)

“…they work to provide their living; they work just for money” (CEO – BS)

“…we don’t work as a management team” (SM – Ing)
“We are all in this together and support each other” (SM – EL)

“The way people are treated is unacceptable… people resist or       just leave” (SM – Ing)

	Change Approach
	· Unplanned

· Context-free

· Imposed

· Top-down
· High control

· Incremental

· Shared framework

· High involvement


	· Top-down
· High Involvement
	“I am ready to repeat 20 times what we need to do” (CEO – Ing)
“Our team was the basis of our success…. A lot depends on the      role of every member of the team” (SM – EL)

	Leadership Style
	· High PDI

· Empathetic

· Autocratic

· Transactional

· Leader-centric

· Appreciative

· Empowering

· Coercive

· Advocacy

· Directive

· Role modelling

· Values-based

· Team-based

· Supportive

· Involving
	· Autocratic/Directive
· Engaging/Involving
· Authentic
	“I use my power to request from my managers full compliance”   (CEO – Ing)
“The CEO gives me the freedom to go my own way in achieving common goals” (SM – EL)

“You listen to people and you solve problems then let them get on with it” (CEO – EL)

“…often says thank you personally” (SM – EL)

“A mistake made by someone is a mistake by him” (SM –EL)

“ ..he is always very just” (SM –EL)

	Communication
	· One way

· Top-down

· Active listening

· Clear and Insightful
	· One way/Top-down
· Two way/Involving
	“We are just told what to do” (SM –BS)
“My whole style is to trust people, listen to people” (CEO –EL)

	CEO Nationality
	· Russian

· British

· Canadian
	· Nationality
	

	Vision/Purpose
	· Lack of reality

· Slogan

· Growth Focus

· Short-term

· Uncommunicated

· Inspirational

· Dynamic


	· Unrealistic
· Dynamic


	“….give them a slogan” (CEO – Ing)

“ … vision gave me a clear idea of what we needed to do” (SM –     EL)


Table 1: Coding Development

Table 2. Cross-Case Comparison

	
	Ingosstrakh
	Element Leasing
	Bank Soyuz

	Change Success
	Change failed
	Change Implemented Successfully
	Change Failed

	Nationality of CEO
	Russian
	Canadian
	British

	Perceived Culture
	Conservative/Bureaucratic
	Innovative/Flexible
	Conservative/Bureaucratic

	Follower reactions/responses
	Lack of trust

High Attrition

Low Commitment

High Resistance
	Trust in CEO

Commitment to Change
	Low levels of Trust

Low Commitment

High Resistance

	Leadership Style
	Autocratic/Directive
	Engaging/Involving

Authentic
	Autocratic/Directive

	Communication
	One Way
	Two Way
	One Way

	Perception of Vision
	Lack of Realism
	Dynamic and Inspiring
	Lack of Realism/
Slogans
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