The culture theory jungle:
divergence and convergence in

models of national culture
LUCIARA NARDON and RICHARD M. STEERS

On both a conceptual and empirical level, serious
research on cultural differences in organization
and management has been simultaneously facili-
tated and inhibited by the existence of multiple
and often conflicting models of national culture.
These models offer useful templates for compar-
ing management processes, HRM policies, and
business strategies across national borders. Some
models have gone a step further and offered meas-
ures or numerical indicators for various coun-
tries that have been used widely in cross-cultural
research. However, a problem that continues to
nlague organizational researchers in this area is
2 lack of convergence across these models. This
divergence represents what we refer to as the cul-
rure theory jungle — a situation in which research-
=rs must choose between competing, if sometimes
sverlapping, models to further their research goals
2nd then defend such choices against a growing
hody of critics. This reality fails to facilitate either
parsimony or rigor in organizational research,
Izt alone useful comparisons across studies and
samples.

As such, after a brief review of the divergence
that currently exists in the most commonly used
models of culture, we argue in this paper that a
lear need exists to seek convergence across the
warious models where it exists in ways that facili-
tate both research and meaningful cross-cultural
comparisons. We then seck such convergence by
dentifying five relative common themes, or core
~ultural dimensions, that pervade the various
<tant models. Based on these themes, culture rat-
ngs for country clusters are presented based on
iata secured through the use of multiple measures
=nd multiple methods.

Divergence in models of national culture

At present, there are at least six models of national
cultures that continue to be widely cited and uti-
lized in the organizational research literature.
These include models proposed by Kluckhohn
and Strodtbeck, Hofstede, Hall, Trompenaars,
Schwartz, and House and his GLOBE associates.
Each model highlights different aspects of soci-
etal beliefs, norms, and/or values and, as such,
convergence across the models has been seen as
being very limited. Below we summarize each of
the six models very briefly as a prelude to a com-
parative analysis and attempted integration later
in the paper. (Readers are referred to the original
sources for a more in-depth discussion of each
model.)

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck

Based on the initial research by Clyde Kluckhohn
(1951),  cultural  anthropologists ~ Florence
Kluckhohn and Fred Strodtbeck (1961) suggested
one of the earliest models of culture that has served
as a principal foundation for several later mod-
els. They proposed a theory of culture based on
value orientations, arguing that there are a limited
number of problems that are common to all human
groups and for which there are a limited number
of solutions. They further suggested that values in
any given society are distributed in a way that cre-
ates a dominant value system. They used anthropo-
logical theories to identify five value orientations,
four of which were later tested in five subcultures
of the American Southwest: two Native American
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Table 1.1 Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s cultural dimensions

Relationship with Nature:
Beliefs about the need or
responsibility to control
nature.

Relationship with People:
Beliefs about social
structure.

Human Activities: Beliefs
about appropriate goals.

Relationship with Time:
Extent to which past,
present, and future
influence decisions.

Human Nature: Beliefs
about good, neutral or evil

Mastery: Belief that
people have need or
responsibility to control
nature.

Individualistic: Belief that
social structure should

be arranged based on
individuals.

Being: Belief that people
should concentrate on
living for the moment.

Past: In making decisions,
people are principally
influenced by past events
or traditions.

Good: Belief that people
are inherently good.

Harmony: Belief that
people should work
with nature to maintain
harmony or balance.

Collateral: Belief that
social structure should

be based on groups of
individuals with relatively
equal status.

Becoming: belief that
individuals should strive
to develop themselves into
an integrated whole.

Present: In making
decisions, people are
principally influenced by
present circumstances.

Neutral: Belief that people
are inherently neutral.

Subjugation: Belief that

individuals must submit to
nature.

Lineal: Belief that social
structure should be based on
groups with clear and rigid
hierarchical relationships.

Doing: belief on striving for
goals and accomplishments.

Future: In making decisions,
people are principally
influenced by future
prospects.

Evil: Belief that people are
inherently evil

human nature.

tribes, a Hispanic village, a Mormon village, and
a farming village of Anglo-American homestead-
ers. The five dimensions are identified in table 1.1.
Each dimension is represented on a three-point
continuum.

Hofstede

Dutch management researcher Geert Hofstede
(1980, 2001) advanced the most widely used
model of cultural differences in the organizations
literature. His model was derived from a study
of employees from various countries working for
major multinational corporation and was based on
the assumption that different cultures can be dis-
tinguished based on differences in what they value.
That is. some cultures place a high value on equal-
ity among individuals, while others place a high
value on hierarchies or power distances between
people. Likewise, some cultures value certainty
in everyday life and have difficulty coping with
unanticipated events, while others have a greater
tolerance for ambiguity and seem to relish change.
Taken together, Hofstede argues that it is possible
to gain considerable insight into organized behavior
across cultures based on these value dimensions.

Initially, Hofstede asserted that cultures could be
distinguished along four dimensions, but later
added a fifth dimension based on his research with
Michael Bond (1991). The final five dimensions
are illustrated in table 1.2.

Hall

Edward T. Hall (1981, 1990), a noted American
cultural anthropologist, has proposed a model of
culture based on his ethnographic research in sev-
eral societies, notably Germany, France, the US,
and Japan. His research focuses primarily on how
cultures vary in interpersonal communication, but
also includes work on personal space and time.
These three cultural dimensions are summarized in
table 1.3. Many of the terms used today in the field
of cross-cultural management (€.g.. monochronic-
polychronic) are derived from this work.

Trompenaars
Building on the work of Hofstede, Dutch manage-

ment researcher Fons Trompenaars (Tromepaars,
1993; Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1998)

wzble 1.2 Hofstede’s cultura’
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Tzble 1.2 Hofstede’s cultural dimensions

“wwer Distance: Beliefs
t the appropriate
ibution of power in

" ucertainty Avoidance:
Degree of uncertainty that
zzn be tolerated and its
mmpact on rule making.

‘idualism-Collectivism:
Relative importance of
‘ndividual vs. group interests.

Wasculinity-Femininity:
Assertiveness vs. passivity;
material possessions vs.
quality of life.

Long-term vs. Short-term
Orientation: Outlook on
work, life, and relationships.

Low power distance: Belief that effective
leaders do not need to have substantial
amounts of power compared to their
subordinates. Examples: Austria, Israel,
Denmark. Ireland, Norway, Sweden.

Low uncertainty avoidance: Tolerance for
ambiguity; little need for rules to constrain
uncertainty. Examples: Singapore,
Jamaica, Denmark, Sweden, UK.

Collectivism: Group interests generally
take precedence over individual interests.
Examples: Japan, Korea, Indonesia,
Pakistan, Latin America.

Masculinity: Values material possessions,
money, and the pursuit of personal

goals. Examples: Japan, Austria, Italy,
Switzerland, Mexico.

Short-term orientation: Past and present
orientation. Values traditions and social
obligations. Examples: Pakistan, Nigeria,
Philippines, Russia.

High power distance: Belief that people
in positions of authority should have
considerable power compared to their
subordinates. Examples: Malaysia,
Mexico, Saudi Arabia.

High uncertainty avoidance: Intolerance
for ambiguity; need for many rules to
constrain uncertainty. Examples: Greece,
Portugal, Uruguay, Japan, France, Spain.

Individualism: Individual interests
generally take precedence over group
interests. Examples: US, Australia, UK,
Netherlands, Italy, Scandinavia.

Femininity: Values strong social
relevance, quality of life, and the welfare
of others. Examples: Sweden, Norway,
Netherlands, Costa Rica.

Long-term orientation: Future orientation.
Values dedication, hard work, and thrift.
Examples: China, Korea, Japan, Brazil.

Table 1.3 Hall’s cultural dimensions

Context: Extent to which
the context of a message is
as important as the message
itself.

Space: Extent to which
people are comfortable
sharing physical space with
others.

Time: Extent to which people

approach one task at a time or
multiple tasks simultaneously.

Low context: Direct and frank
communication; message itself conveys
its meaning. Examples: Germany, US,
Scandinavia.

Center of power: Territorial; need
for clearly delineated personal space
between themselves and others.
Examples: US. Japan.

Monochronic: Sequential attention to
individual goals; separation of work
and personal life; precise concept

of time. Examples: Germany, US,
Scandinavia.

High context: Much of the meaning in
communication is conveyed indirectly
through the context surrounding a message.
Examples: Japan, China.

Center of community: Communal;
comfortable sharing personal space with
others. Examples: Latin America, Arab
States.

Polychronic: Simultaneous attention to
multiple goals; integration of work and
personal life; relative concept of time.
Examples: France, Spain, Mexico, Brazil,
Arab States.

presented a somewhat different model of culture
based on his study of Shell and other managers over
a ten-year period. His model is based on the early
work of Harvard sociologists Parsons and Shils
(1951) and focuses on variations in both values and
personal relationships across cultures. It consists
of seven dimensions, as shown on table 1.4. The
first five dimensions focus on relationships among
people, while the last two focus on time manage-
ment and society’s relationship with nature.

Schwartz

Taking a decidedly more psychological view,
Shalom Schwartz (1992, 1994) and his associates
asserted that the essential distinction between
societal values is the motivational goals they
express. He identified ten universal human val-
ues that reflect needs, social motives, and social
institutional demands (Kagitcibasi, 1997). These
values are purportedly found in all cultures and
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Table 1.4 Trompenaars’ cultural dimensions

Universalism-Particularism:
Relative importance of applying
standardized rules and policies
across societal members; role of
exceptions in rule enforcement.

Individualism-Collectivism: Extent
to which people derive their identity
from within themselves or their
group.

Specific-Diffuse: Extent to
which people’s various roles are
compartmentalized or integrated.

Neutral-Affective: Extent to which
people are free to express their
emotions in public.

Achievement-Ascription: Manner in
which respect and social status are
accorded to people.

Time Perspective: Relative focus
on the past or the future in daily
activities.

Relationship with Environment:
Extent to which people believe

Universalism: Reliance on formal rules

and policies that are applied equally
to everyone. Examples: Austria,
Germany, Switzerland, US.

Individualism: Focus on individual
achievement and independence.
Examples: US, Nigeria, Mexico,
Argentina.

Specific: Clear separation of a person’s
various roles. Examples: Sweden,
Germany, Canada, UK, US.

Neutral: Refrain from showing
emotions; hide feelings. Examples:
Japan, Singapore, UK.

Achievement: Respect for earned
accomplishments. Examples: Austria,
US, Switzerland.

Past/present oriented: Emphasis on past
events and glory. Examples: France,
Spain, Portugal, Arab countries.

Inner-directed: Focus on controlling
the environment. Examples: Australia,

Particularism: Rules must be tempered
by the nature of the situation and the
people involved. Examples: China,
Venezuela, Indonesia, Korea.

Collectivism: Focus on group
achievement and welfare. Examples:
Singapore, Thailand, Japan.

Diffuse: Clear integration of a person’s
various roles. Examples: China,
Venezuela, Mexico, Japan, Spain.

Affective: Emotional expressions
acceptable or encouraged. Examples:
Mexico, Brazil, Italy.

Ascription: Respect for ascribed or
inherited status. Examples: Egypt,
Indonesia, Korea, Hungary.

Future oriented: Emphasis on planning
and future possibilities. Examples:
China, Japan, Korea, Sweden, US.

Outer-directed: Focus on living in
harmony with nature. Examples:

they control the environment or it US, UK.

controls them.

China, India; Sweden, Egypt, Korea.

represent universal needs of human existence.
The human values identified are: power, achieve-
ment, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, uni-
versalism, benevolence, tradition, conformity,
and security.

Schwartz (1994) argued that individual and
cultural levels of analysis are conceptually inde-
pendent. Individual-level dimensions reflect the
psychological dynamics that individuals experience
when acting on their values in the everyday life,
while cultural-level dimensions reflect the solu-
tions that societies find to regulate human actions.
At the cultural level of analysis, Schwartz identi-
fied three dimensions: conservatism and autonomy,
hierarchy versus egalitarianism, and mastery versus
harmony, summarized in table 1.5 below. Based
on this model, he studied school teachers and col-
lege students in fifty-four countries. His model has
been applied to basic areas of social behavior, but
its application to organizational studies has been
limited (Bond, 2001).

GLOBE

Finally, in one of the most ambitious efforts to study
cultural dimensions, Robert House led an interna-
tional team of researchers that focused primarily on
understanding the influence of cultural differences
on leadership processes (House, Hanges, Javidan,
Dorfman, and Gupta, 2004). Their investigation was
called the “GLOBE study” for Global Leadership
and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness. In their
research, the GLOBE researchers identified nine
cultural dimensions, as summarized in table 1.6.
While several of these dimensions have been iden-
tified previously (e.g., individualism-collectivism,
power distance, and uncertainty avoidance), oth-
ers are unique (e.g., gender egalitarianism and
performance orientation).

Based on this assessment, the GLOBE research-
ers collected data in sixty-two countries and com-
pared the results. Systematic differences were
found in leader behavior across the cultures.
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Tzble 1.5 Schwartz’s cultural dimensions

servatism-Autonom,

ted in groups.

= crarchy-Egalitarianism:
Z«zent to which equality is

zlued and expected.
sanctioned if they do not.

Hierarchy: cultures are organized
hierarchically. Individuals are socialized equals who share basic interests as human
to comply with theirs roles and are beings.

Conservatism: individuals are embedded Autonomy: individuals are autonomous
at to which individuals are in a collectivity, finding meaning through from groups, finding meaning on their
participation and identification with a
group that shares their way of life.

own uniqueness. Two types of autonomy:
Intellectual autonomy: (independent pursuit
of ideas and rights) and Affective autonomy
(independent pursuit of affectively positive
experience).

Egalitarianism: Individuals are seen as moral

\astery-Harmony: Extentto  Mastery: individuals value getting ahead Harmony: individuals accept the world as it is
w=ich people seek to change  through self-assertion and seek to change and try to preserve it rather than exploit it.

== natural and social world
ance personal or group  personal or group interests.
meerests.

the natural and social world to advance

= example, participatory leadership styles that
= often accepted in the individualistic west are
- questionable effectiveness in the more collectiv-
- cast. Asian managers place a heavy emphasis
- paternalistic leadership and group maintenance
-~ivities. Charismatic leaders can be found in most
- tures, although they may be highly assertive in
—e cultures and passive in others. A leader who
<ens carefully to his or her subordinates is more
- ued in the US than in China. Malaysian leaders
= expected to behave in a manner that is hum-
- =. dignified, and modest, while American lead-
-~ seldom behave in this manner. Indians prefer
—.ders who are assertive, morally principled,
“=ological, bold, and proactive. Family and tribal
~~rms support highly autocratic leaders in many
“-ab countries (House et al., 2004). Clearly, one of
== principal contributions of the GLOBE project
-=s been systematically to study not just cultural
~ mensions but how variations in such dimensions
~~ect leadership behavior and effectiveness.

Seeking convergence in models of
national culture

Tzken together, these six culture models attempt to
~ccomplish two things: First, each model offers a
«zll-reasoned set of dimensions along which vari-
~us cultures can be compared. In this regard, they

offer a form of intellectual shorthand for cultural
analysis, allowing researchers to break down
assessments of various cultures into power dis-
tance, uncertainty avoidance, and so forth, and thus
organize their thoughts and focus attention on what
otherwise would be a monumental task. Second,
four of the models offer numeric scores for rating
various cultures. For example, we can use Hofstede
to say that Germany is a 35 while France is a 68 on
power distance, suggesting that Germany is more
egalitarian than France. Regardless of whether
these ratings are highly precise or only generally
indicative of these countries, they nonetheless pro-
vide one indication of how these countries might
vary culturally.

As is evident from this review, there are many
different ways to represent cultural differences.
Unfortunately, the six cultural models available
frequently focus on different aspects of societal
beliefs, norms, or values and. as such, convergence
across the models seems at first glance to be lim-
ited. This lack of convergence presents important
challenges both for researchers attempting to study
cultural influences on management and for manag-
ers trying to understand new cultural settings.

Instead of advocating one model over another,
we suggest that all of the models have important
factors to contribute to our understanding of cul-
ture as it relates to management practices. In order
to navigate this culture theory jungle, we argue
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Tamie 1.7 Common themes

Table 1.6 GLOBE’s cultural dimensions

Power Distance: Degree to
which people expect power
to be distributed equally.

Uncertainty Avoidance:
Extent to which people
rely on norms, rules, and
procedures to reduce the
unpredictability of future
events.

Humane Orientation:
Extent to which people
reward fairness, altruism,
and generosity.

Institutional Collectivism:
Extent to which society
encourages collective
distribution of resources
and collective action.

In-Group Collectivism:
Extent to which individuals
express pride, loyalty.

and cohesiveness in their
organizations and families.

Assertiveness: Degree to
which people are assertive,
confrontational, and
aggressive in relationships
with others.

Gender Egalitarianism:
Degree to which gender
differences are minimized.

Future Orientation: Extent
to which people engage in
future-oriented behaviors
such as planning, investing,
and delayed gratification.

Performance Orientation:
Degree to which high
performance is encouraged
and rewarded.

High: Society divided into classes; power
bases are stable and scarce; power is seen
as providing social order; limited upward
mobility.

High: Tendency to formalize social
interactions; document agreements in
legal contracts; be orderly and maintain
meticulous records; rely on rules and
formal policies.

High: Interests of others important;
values altruism, benevolence, kindness,
and generosity; high need for belonging
and affiliation; fewer psychological and
pathological problems.

High: Individuals integrated into

strong cohesive groups; self viewed as
interdependent with groups; societal goals
often take precedence over individual
goals.

High: Members assume they are
interdependent and seek to make
important personal contributions to group
or organization; long-term employer-
employee relationships; organizations
assume major responsibility of employee
welfare; important decisions made by
groups.

High: Value assertiveness, dominance,
and tough behavior for all members of
society; sympathy for the strong; value
competition; belief in success through
hard work; values direct and unambiguous
communication.

High: High participation of women in the
workforce; more women in positions of
authority; women accorded equal status
in society.

High: Greater emphasis on economic
success; propensity to save for the future;
values intrinsic motivation; organizations
tend to be flexible and adaptive.

High: Belief that individuals are in control
of their destiny; values assertiveness,
competitiveness, and materialism;
emphasizes performance over people.

| [wmmon Themes

Low: Society has large middle class; power

bases are transient and sharable; power often
seen as a source of corruption, coercion, and
dominance: high upward mobility. i Tatarels

Low: Tendency to be more informal in MO S On
social interactions; reliance on word of
people they trust; less concerned with
orderliness and record-keeping; rely on ! s
informal norms of behavior.

Low: Self-interest important; values
pleasure, comfort, and self-enjoyment;
high need for power and possessions: more
psychological and pathological problems.

Low: Individuals largely responsible for
themselves; self viewed as autonomous:
individual goals often take precedence over
societal or group goals.

Low: Members assume they are independent £ : cra
of the organization and seek to stand out by Bow zre powe i
making individual contributions; short-
term employer-employee relationships;
organizations primarily interested in the R
work performed by employees over their -
personal welfare. T

Low: Prefers modesty and tenderness to B . 3
assertiveness; sympathy for the weak; values e e
cooperation; often associates competition s E3 0OSS 2 SOCT
with defeat and punishment; values face- s

saving in communication and action.

Low: Low participation of women in the
workforce; fewer women in positions of NC BrTEME RS and
authority; women not accorded equal status e meEnrE 2m socizl oo
in society.
Low: Less emphasis on economic success: " o
propensity for instant gratification; values g
extrinsic motivation; organizations tend to
be bureaucratic and inflexible. How do pec

Low: Values harmony with environment over - & arsvitic
control; emphasizes seniority, loyalty, social

relationships, and belongingness; values who 2L M o 2
people are more than what they do. Y "

that the most productive approach is to integrate
and adapt the various models based on their util-
ity for better understanding business and manage-
ment in cross-cultural settings. In doing so, we
seek common themes that collectively represent

analysis.

the principal differences between cultures. While
no single model can cover all aspects of a culture,
we believe it is possible to tease out the principal
cultural characteristics through such a comparative T ol i g
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Tamiz 1.7 Common themes across models of national culture

Zommmon Themes _ Culure Models

Kluckhohn/

Strodtbeck Hofstede Hall Trompenaars Schwartz GLOBE
[ n of power and authority 1 1 I 1 2
Smpiasis on groups or individuals 1 1 1 1 2
#i=smonship with environment 2 1 1 1 3

i of time 1 1 1 1 |

®ersonal and social control 1 1 1 1
Déiner themes (see text) 1 2

“umbers indicate the number of cultural dimensions from the various models that fit within each theme.

= our view, five relatively distinct com-
mon themes emerge from this comparison (see

mible 1.7):

siribution of power and authority in society.
=ow are power and authority distributed in a
society? Is this distribution based on concepts
o7 hierarchy or egalitarianism? What are soci-
=2zl beliefs concerning equality or privilege?

— Centrality of individuals or groups as the basis

"~ social relationships. What is the fundamen-
=1 building block of a society: individuals or
zroups? How does a society organize for collec-
ove action?

Feople’s relationship with their environment.
Jn a societal level, how do people view the
world around them and their relationship with
22 natural and social environment? Is their goal
> control the environment and events around
“mem or to live in harmony with these external
ealities?

- Lse of time. How do people in a society organ-

‘ze and manage their time to carry out their work
znd non-work activities? Do people approach
work in a linear or a nonlinear fashion?
Mechanisms of personal and social control.
How do societies try to insure predictability in
the behavior of their members? Do they work to
control people through uniformly applied rules,
policies, laws, and social norms or rely more on
personal ties or unique circumstances?

To achieve this clustering, we must recognize

-zt in a few cases multiple dimensions in the

original models can be merged into a single more
general or unifying cultural dimension (e.g., insti-
tutional and in-group collectivism in the GLOBE
model), as discussed below. In addition, we need
to look beyond the simple adjectives often used by
the various researchers and seek deeper meaning in
the various concepts themselves, also as discussed
below.

At first glance, these five themes seem to repli-
cate Hofstede’s five dimensions, but closer analy-
sis suggests that the other models serve to amplify,
clarify, and, in some cases, reposition dimensions
so they are more relevant for the contemporary
workplace. Indeed, we believe that the commonal-
ity across these models reinforces their utility (and
possible validity) as critical evaluative compo-
nents in better understanding global management
and the world of international business. As such,
each model thus adds something of value to this
endeavor.

Core cultural dimensions:
an integrative summary

Based on this assessment, we suggest that the
advancement of cross-cultural organizational
research lies not in developing new models of
national culture or debating the validity of the vari-
ous extant models, but rather in seeking commo-
nalities or convergence among existing ones. To
accomplish this, we examine each of the five prin-
cipal themes of cultural differences that emerged
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Table 1.8 Core cultural dimensions: an integrative summary

ution in organiz

- Extent to which power and authority in

a society are distributed hierarchically or in a more egalitarian and participative fashion.

Individualism-Collectivism

Role of individuals and groups in social relationships: Extent to which social

relationships emphasize individual rights and responsibilities or group goals and
collective action; centrality of individuals or groups in society.

Mastery-Harmony

Relationship with the natural and social environment: Beliefs concerning how the world

works; extent to which people seek to change and control or live in harmony with their
natural and social surroundings.

Monochronism-Polychronism

Organization and utilization of time: Extent to which people organize their time based

on sequential attention to single tasks or simultaneous attention to multiple tasks; time

as fixed vs. time as flexible.

Universalism-Particularism

Relative importance of rules vs. relationships in behavioral control: Extent to which

rules, laws, and formal procedures are uniformly applied across societal members or
tempered by personal relationships, in-group values, or unique circumstances.

from our comparison, identifying similarities and
differences where they exist and teasing out the
details. We refer to these themes as core cultural
dimensions (CCDs) to reflect both their central-
ity and commonality in cross-cultural organiza-
tional research (see table 1.8). However, it should
be emphasized that credit for the identification of
these dimensions goes to previous researchers; our
focus here is simply to identify a means of inte-
grating, interpreting, and building upon their signal
contributions.

Hierarchy-equality
oymoc Jpmy ny @y -auoudy

The first common theme running through the vari-
ous models relates to how individuals within a
society structure their power relationships. That is,
is power in a society distributed based primarily
on vertical or horizontal relationships? Is power
allocated hierarchically or in a more egalitarian
fashion?

Hofstede’s (1980) refers to this as power dis-
tance and defines it as the beliefs people have
about the appropriateness of either large or small
differences in power and authority between the
members of a group or society. Some cultures,
particularly those in several Asian, Arab, and
Latin American countries, stress “high power
distance,” believing that it is natural or benefi-
cial for some members of a group or society to

exert considerable control over their subordinates.
Subordinates are expected to do what they are told
with few questions. However, this control does
not necessarily have to be abusive; rather, it could
be benevolent where a strong master exerts con-
trol to look after the welfare of the entire group.
Other cultures, particularly those in Scandinavia,
stress a “low power distance,” believing in a more
cgalitarian or participative approach to social or
organizational structure. They expect subordinates
to be consulted on key issues that affect them and
will accept strong leaders to the extent that they
support democratic principles.

Schwartz (1994) recognizes a similar cultural
dimension, which he calls hierarchy and egalitari-
anism, the terms we have adopted here. In “hierar-
chical” societies, the unequal distribution of power,
roles, and resources is legitimate. Individuals are
socialized to comply with obligations and roles
according to their hierarchical position in society
and are sanctioned if they do not. In “egalitarian”
cultures, individuals are seen as moral equals and
are socialized to internalize a commitment to vol-
untary cooperation with others and to be concerned
with others” welfare. According to Schwartz’
research, China, Thailand, and Turkey are hier-
archical cultures, while Denmark, Sweden, and
Norway are egalitarian cultures.

The GLOBE study (House et al., 2004) also
includes a cultural dimension referring to the
power distribution in society. However, it also

mmmiwnouziism vs. collectn

)
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223s a more specific cultural dimension, refer-
—=z 1o the issue of gender egalitarianism. For the
~_OBE researchers, the “power distance” dimen-

“n focuses on the degree to which people expect
mower to be distributed equally, while the “gender
zzlitarianism” dimension focuses on the degree to
« nich gender differences are minimized.

Trompenaars (1993) takes a somewhat differ-
== approach here. Rather than focusing on the
~«tribution of power, he focuses on how status
inc rewards are allocated in a culture. In “achieve-
—ent” cultures, status and rewards are based on
= individual or group’s accomplishments, while
= “ascription” cultures, such recognition is based
zrzely on such things as seniority, inheritance,
s zss. or gender. Achievement cultures use titles

=lv when they are relevant and their leaders typi-
czllv earn respect through superior performance.
=+ contrast, people in ascription cultures use titles
-oatinely as a means of reinforcing a hierarchy
:nd typically select their leaders based on age or
~zckground.

As noted in table 1.9, several key questions per-
“=ining to power orientation include the following:
should authority ultimately reside in institutions
<zch as dictatorships or absolute monarchies or
= the people themselves? Should organizations
~e structured vertically (e.g., tall organization
<ructures) or horizontally (e.g., flat organiza-
—on structures or even networked structures)? Is
Zecision-making largely autocratic or participa-
ory? Are leaders chosen because they are the most
sualified for a job or because they already have
szanding in the community? Are leaders elected or
zppointed? Are people willing or reluctant to ques-
on authority?

Individualism vs. collectivism
O}u,, C Nﬁ"b‘v “ 7/7'/‘4"7
The cultural dimension that has by far received
he most attention in the research literature is indi-
vidualism—collectivism. All six models recognize
that cultures vary in the fundamental structures of
social organization. A common theme that perme-*
ates the models is recognition that some cultures
are organized based on groups, while others are
organized based on individuals. The most common™

Table 1.9 Hierarchy-equality dimension

Belief that power
should be distributed
hierarchically.

Belief in ascribed or
inherited power with
ultimate authority
residing in institutions.
Emphasis on organizing
vertically.

Preference for autocratic

or centralized decision-
making.

Emphasis on who is in
charge.

Acceptance of authority;
reluctance to question

Belief that power should
be distributed relatively
equally.

Belief in shared or elected
power with ultimate
authority residing in the
people.

Emphasis on organizing
horizontally.

Preference for participatory
or decentralized decision-
making.

Emphasis on who is best
qualified.

Rejection or skepticism of
authority; willingness to

authority. question authority.

terms used to describe this are individualistic and
collectivistic. The fundamental difference across
the models refers to the extent to which this dimen-
sion is related to or separated from the power ori-
entation dimension (see below). Some researchers
suggest that a single dimension dealing with rela-
tionships among people (including both group
orientation and power) is more appropriate to dis-
tinguish between cultures, while others retain these
as separate dimensions. For our purposes, we will
discuss these two dimensions separately, although
we recognize that their relationship to each other
is important.

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) suggested
that there are important variations in how indi-
viduals relate to each other across cultures. They
classified cultures in three types: individualistic,
collateral, and lineal. In “individualistic” cultures,
individual goals are considered more important
and are encouraged to pursue their own personal
interests at the expense of others. In “collateral”
cultures, individuals see themselves as part of a
social group, formed by laterally extended rela-
tionships. In “lineal” cultures, the group is equally
important but the nature of the group changes.
One of the most important goals of lineal societies
is the continuity of the group through time, result-
ing in a strong emphasis in ordered positional
succession.
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Hofstede (1980) is generally given credit for
introducing the terms individualistic or collectiv-
istic. According to his definition, “individualistic”
cultures teach their people to be responsible for
themselves and that, in a sense, the world revolves
around them. Their job is to become independent
and to reap the rewards of their individual endeav-
ors. Individual achievement is admired and people
should not be emotionally dependent on organi-
zations or groups. By contrast, “collectivistic”
cultures stress group interests over those of the indi-
vidual. They stress personal relationships, achiev-
ing harmony as an overriding societal objective,
and the central role of the family in both personal
and business affairs. One’s identity is difficult to
separate from that of one’s group. Group decision-
making is preferred and groups protect their mem-
bers in exchange for unquestioned loyalty. This is
not to say that individuals are unimportant; they
are. Rather, collectivistic cultures tend to believe
that people can only attain their full potential as
a member of a strong group. The US and western
European cultures tend to be individualistic, while
Asian cultures tend to be mostly collectivistic.

Trompenaars’  (1993) dimension  mirrors
Hofstede’s earlier work. He differentiates between
individualism, where people think of themselves
first and foremost as individuals, and collectivism,
where people think of themselves first and fore-
most as members of a group. The only difference
between these two sets of dimensions can be found
in their application. For example, while Hofstede
lists Mexico and Argentina as relatively collec-
tivist, Trompenaars lists them as individualistic.
Whether this resulted from different measurement
techniques or from changes in the cultures in the
ten-year interlude between the two studies has not
been explained.

Schwartz’s (1994) dimension is also closely
related to individualism and collectivism. He clas-
sified cultures along an autonomy-conservatism
dimension, focusing on how individuals see them-
selves with respect to others. In “autonomous”
cultures, individuals see themselves as autono-
mous entities with independent rights and needs.
Individuals in autonomous cultures relate to one
another based on self-interest and negotiated agree-
ments. Schwartz distinguishes between two types

of autonomy: intellectual and affective. Intellectual
autonomy refers to an emphasis on self-direction
and independence of thought, while affective
autonomy refers to an emphasis on the pursuit of
one’s interests and desires. By contrast, “conserva-
tism” cultures stress preserving the status quo, pro-
priety, and the traditional order. Cultures towards
the conservatism pole stress closely knit harmoni-
ous relationships. Individual and group interests
are aligned and one finds meaning in life by tak-
ing part in a group. According to Schwartz (1994),
Israel, Malaysia, and Bulgaria are conservative
cultures, while France, Switzerland, and Germany
are autonomous cultures.

The GLOBE project (House et al., 2004) sub-
divided this dimension into institutional and in-
group individualism-collectivism, the distinction
being one of level of analysis. “Institutional col-
lectivism” refers to the extent to which society
encourages collective distribution of resources and
collective action, while “in-group collectivism”
refers to the extent to which individuals express
pride, loyalty, and cohesiveness in their particular
organizations and families. Other researchers have
also made a distinction between individual and cul-
tural level of analysis (Triandis, 1986). For our pur-
poses here, however, we will only focus on cultural
level of analysis, i.e. national or regional, under the
assumption that cultural level influences are more
relevant to the study of management practice.

Finally, although Hall (1959, 1981) does not
directly refer to individualism and collectivism,
his notion of interpersonal communication, spe-
cifically how much context surrounds people’s
messages, is closely related to the way societies
are organized. Hall distinguishes between low
and high context cultures. In “low context” cul-
tures, such as Germany, Scandinavian countries,
and the US, the context surrounding the message
is far less jmportant than the message itself. The
context provides the speaker and listener with very
little information relating to the intended message.
As a result, people need to rely more on providing
greater message clarity, as well as other guarantees
like written contracts or information-rich advertis-
ing. Language precision is critical, while verbal
agreements, assumed understandings, innuendos,
and body language count for little. By contrast, in
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“=izh context” cultures, such as Japan and China,
= context in which the message is conveyed (that

the social environment in which the message is
c-mmunicated) is often as important as the mes-
szze itself. Indeed, the way something is said is
- mmes even more important in communicating

~ersonal relationships, mutual trust, and personal
~=outations. People know the people they are talk-
=z with, and reading someone’s face becomes an
—oortant — and necessary — art. As a result, less
mz=ds to be said or written down. High context cul-
wr=s tend to be relatively collectivistic, while low
c-ntext cultures tend to be more individualistic.

In summary, the individualism-collectivism
~mension has been widely identified in previous
models of culture as representing a key variable
= understanding what differentiates one society
~—-m another. In general, this dimension focuses

= the fundamental issue of whether society and
~erpersonal relationships are organized based
= individuals or groups as their principal build-
=z blocks (see table 1.10). Basic questions here
=-lude the following: Do people achieve self-
“=ntity through their own efforts or through group
—embership? Are individual goals or group goals
—ore important? Do group sanctions reinforce
~ersonal responsibility or conformity to group
-orms? Is individual or group decision-making
~referred? Is business done primarily based on

Titten contracts or on personal relationships? Is
communication characterized primarily by low
context (where the message contains all or most
=0 of the intended message) or by high context

vhere the context surrounding the message also
czrries significant information)?

e «A/U-w oy -

Mastery vs. harmony °)
“ 7/7w . gv??'ﬂq,

=ive of the six models reviewed here agree that
“here are important variations across cultures with
regard to the degree to which people try to con-
ol their environment or adapt to their surround-
mgs. Some models focus on the degree to which
mndividuals believe they can and should control
nature, while others focus on the degree to which

Table 1.10. Individualism-collectivism dimension

 Collectivistic

Individualistic

Person-centered approach Group-centered approach
valued; primary loyalty to valued; primary loyalty to
oneself. the group.

Preference for preserving Preference for preserving
individual rights over social harmony over
social harmony. individual rights.

Belief that people Belief that people achieve
achieve self-identity self-identity through group
through individual membership.
accomplishment.

Focus on accomplishing Focus on accomplishing
individual goals. group goals.

Sanctions reinforce
conformity to group norms.

Sanctions reinforce
independence and
personal responsibility.
Contract-based Relationship-based
agreements. agreements.

Tendency toward high-
context (subtle, indirect)
communication.

Tendency toward low-
context (direct, frank)
communication.
Tendency toward Tendency toward group
individual decision- or participative decision-
making. making.

individuals value achievement or accommodation
with nature. Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) pro-
pose two separate cultural dimensions that relate
to this dimension. The first dimension focuses on
how humans relate to nature. They identified three
main cultural types. In “mastery” cultures, indi-
viduals have a need or responsibility to control
nature; in “subjugation” cultures, individuals sub-
mit to nature; and in “harmony” cultures, individu-
als work with nature to keep harmony or balance.
The second dimension focuses on the degree to
which striving for goals is important. “Being” cul-
tures stress spontaneous expression of the human
personality; “becoming” cultures stress developing
oneself as an integrated whole; and “doing” cul-
tures stress acting on the environment to produce
accomplishments.

Hofstede’s (1980) dimension, “masculinity”
and “femininity,” focuses on the extent to which
cultures stress achievement or quality of life and
personal relationships. Masculine cultures value
assertiveness, success, progress, achievement, and
control over the environment. Feminine cultures,
on the other hand, value modesty, relationships,

i
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harmony with the environment, and quality of life.
Hofstede argues that a preference for achievement
or harmony is related to the role often dictated of
men and women in societies. Masculine (achieve-
ment oriented) societies also show higher emo-
tional and role differentiation between men and
women than feminine societies.

Building on Rotter’s (1966) model of locus of
control, Trompenaars (1993) distinguishes between
inner-directed and outer-directed goal behavior. In
inner-directed cultures, individuals believe they
can and should control nature, imposing their
will on it. In outer-directed cultures, by contrast,
individuals believe that societies exist as a part of
nature and should largely adapt to it.

Schwartz (1994) suggests that cultures vary in
the degree to which individuals seek to master
and at times change the natural and social world.
Schwartz identified two types of culture: mastery
and harmony. In “mastery” cultures, individuals
value getting ahead through self-assertion and seek
to change the natural and social world to advance
personal or group interests. In “harmony” cultures,
individuals accept the world as it is and try to pre-
serve it rather than exploit it. Harmony cultures
value adapting to the environment.

Finally, GLOBE (House er al., 2004) suggests
three interrelated dimensions that may be sub-
sumed under goal orientation: assertiveness, per-
formance orientation, and humane orientation.
“Assertiveness” refers to the degree to which
individuals in organizations or societies are asser-
tive, tough, dominant, and aggressive in social
relationships. “Performance orientation” reflects
the extent to which a community encourages and
rewards innovation, high standards, and perform-
ance improvement. Finally, “humane orientation”
reflects the degree to which society encourages
individuals for being fair, altruistic, friendly, gen-
erous, caring, and kind to others.

A comparison of these models suggests more
agreement than disagreement. In general, it is well
established that cultures vary in how individuals
relate to nature and to one another. The disagree-
ment lies in whether these dimensions are inde-
pendent or not. While Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck
(1961) and GLOBE suggest that there are a group
of independent dimensions to account for these

Table 1.11 Mastery-harmony dimension

Focus on changing or
controlling one’s natural
and social environment.

Achievement valued over
relationships.

Emphasis on competition
in the pursuit of personal
or group goals.

Embraces change and
unquestioned innovation.
Emphasis on material
possessions as symbols

Focus on living in harmony
with nature and adjusting
to the natural and social
environment.

Relationships valued over
achievement.

Emphasis on social
progress, quality of life, and
the welfare of others.
Defends traditions;
skepticism towards change.

Emphasis on economy,
harmony. and modesty.

of achievement.

Emphasis on passive,
reactive, “feminine”
approach.

Emphasis on assertive,
proactive, “masculine”
approach.

Preference for seniority-
based intrinsic rewards.

Preference for
performance-based
extrinsic rewards.

behaviors, Hofstede (1980), Trompenaars (1993),
and Schwartz (1994) integrate these behaviors into
one cultural dimension. We argue that, for purposes
of better understanding organization and manage-
ment across cultures, it is logical to focus on a
small number of critical dimensions that account
for most of managerial behavior instead of cutting
the cultural pie into several smaller slices.

For this reason, we follow Schwartz’s (1994)
approach and use mastery and harmony as rep-
resentative of cultures that vary in the extent to
which they seek achievement and control over the
natural and social world or accommodation with
it. Table 1.11 compares mastery and harmony cul-
tures, integrating the findings from the researchers
reviewed above. Je

A

"Ly
Monochronism vs. polychronism ~ ;
05w e ll/u-s Joaro wAa o YALS
Five of the six models reviewed regard a society’s
time orientation as an important cultural variable.
While there is widespread agreement that societies
vary considerably in how they view or use time,
there is less convergence concerning which per-
ception of time is most salient. That is, some cul-
ture models focus on the degree to which cultures
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=0 for and focus on the future (House et al.,
2 14 Hofstede, 2001; Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck,
-=1). while others focus on how individuals per-
czive the flow of time (Hall, 1959; Trompenaars
:=Z Hampden-Turner, 1998). Moreover, even when
m=re 1s a convergence of opinions about which
soect of time is most important to study, there
utle agreement concerning how the dimension
~ould be measured.
Xluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) suggest that
. zures focus on the past, present, or future. “Past
mented” cultures value preserving or restoring
—=iitions of the past. “Present oriented” cultures
- little attention to what happened in the past and
~nk the future is vague and unpredictable. “Future
~znted” cultures focus on a better future, stressing
s=znge and avoiding traditional ways. In planning,
~zs7 oriented societies use the past to anticipate the
wure: present oriented societies resolve current
~roolems without regard for the future; and future
—znted societies focus on the long-term implica-
=s of past and present actions.
Hofstede, in his work with Michael Bond
=21). classifies cultures in short- or long-term
—znted, focusing on the extent to which cultures
=ss working for today or working for tomorrow.
“_ong-term oriented” cultures value hard work,
-=sonal sacrifice for future benefits, dedication
= cause, and personal thrift. The emphasis is on
.zcrifice so that future generations can prosper. By
conrrast, “short-term oriented” cultures focus more
= the past or present, stressing respect for tradi-
ns and fulfillment of one’s social obligations
cr achievement or investments.
The GLOBE project (House et al., 2004) focuses
= the degree to which a society encourages and
~zwards “future-oriented behaviors” such as plan-
=ng and delaying gratification. However, in con-
—zstto Hofstede and Bond’s (1991) and Kluckhohn
-4 Strodtbeck’s (1961) conceptualizations, their
zzernative to future orientation is not an emphasis
°= tradition or learning from the past, but rather
>w economic success, maladaptive managers
:nd organizations, and psychologically unhealthy
ndividuals. Hall (1959) took a very different
zoproach to characterize time. He discusses time
zs it relates to organizing work activities, noting
“nat some cultures tend to approach work activities

Table 1.12 Monochronism-polychronism
dimension

Simultaneous attention to
multiple tasks.

Sequential attention to
individual tasks.

Linear, single-minded Nonlinear, interactive

approach to work, planning,  approach to work,

and implementation. planning, and
implementation.

Precise concept of time; Relative concept of time;
punctual. often late.

Approach is people-
centered; commitment
to people and human
relationships.

Approach is job-centered;
commitment to the job and
often to the organization.

Integration of work and
personal life.

Separation of work and
personal life.

Approach to work is
unfocused and patient.

Approach to work is
focused and impatient.

in a linear or single-minded fashion, referred to as
“monochronic,” while others approach multiple
tasks simultaneously, referred to as “polychronic.”
Finally, Trompenaars’ approach is a blend of the
earlier models, suggesting that one’s time orienta-
tion (past, present, or future) influences the degree
to which people approach tasks sequentially or
simultaneously.

While all of these approaches add value to the
study of cultural differences, we believe that,
from a managerial standpoint, Hall’s approach of
distinguishing between monochronic and poly-
chronic cultures seems most useful. In a sense,
concerns with the future are closely related to
needs for achievement and assumptions of con-
trol. Cultures that believe the future is their own
doing are more likely to stress planning and
future orientation than cultures that believe they
cannot affect the turn of events. These cultures
are more likely to focus on living the present. In
our view, the central point in understanding time
orientation is whether people approach their work
one task at a time in a somewhat linear fashion or
attempt to perform multiple tasks simultaneously
(see table 1.12). Do people have a precise concept
of time and tend to be very punctual or do they
have a relative concept and tend to be late? Do
they need a steady flow of information to do their
job? Are people more committed to their jobs or
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to family and friends? Do they separate work and
family life or see them as an integrated whole?
Do they take a linear or nonlinear approach to
planning? And, finally, are they focused and
impatient or unfocused and patient?

Universalism-particularism
I H 9 C CAamg, W?J(WOV\)')

Finally, 6ne of the more intractable dimensions
found in current culture models involves the issue
of rules as a means of reducing uncertainty in
society. Here there is less agreement across the
models. For example, both Hofstede (1980) and
GLOBE (House et al., 2004) call this dimen-
sion “‘uncertainty avoidance.” However, Hofstede
focuses principally on the degree to which socie-
ties can tolerate uncertainty and use rules to control
personal behavior, while GLOBE focuses on the
degree to which societies attempt to reduce uncer-
tainty through rules and regulations. Meanwhile,
Trompenaars (1993) follows Parsons and Shills’
(1951) classic work and focuses on the relative
importance of rules vs. relationships. T hey all tend
to agree, however, that the various social, ideologi-
cal, and behavioral mechanisms by which social
control manifests itself in a society represents an
important aspect of culture.

In this regard, we suggest that rather than com-
paring cultures on the extent to which they attempt
tglw tolerate uncertainty, it is better to com-
pare cultures based on how they try and deal with
it. How cultures deal with uncertainty is largely

~influenced by other cultural dimensions, includ-
ing the mechanisms of social control. We believe
society’s views on rules and rules enforcement is
a critical culture dimensions because it influences
how cultures cope with uncertainty as well as other
critical managerial action.

In universalistic, or rule-based, cultures, there
is a tendency to promulgate a multitude of laws,
rules, regulations, bureaucratic procedures, and
strict social norms in an attempt to control as
many unanticipated events or behaviors as possi-
ble. People tend to conform to officially sanctioned
constraints because of a moral belief in the virtue
of the rule of law, and will often obey directives

even if they know violations will not be detected.
Waiting for a red light in the absence of any traf-
fic is a good example here. Rules and laws are
universally applied (at least in theory), with few
exceptions for extenuating circumstances or per-
sonal connections. There is a strong belief in the
use of formal contracts and rigorous record keep-
ing in business dealings. Things are done “by the
book™ and infractions often bring immediate sanc-
tions or consequences. Finally, decisions tend to
be made based on objective criteria to the extent
possible. All of this is aimed at creating a society
with no surprises. Germany, the Netherlands, the
Scandinavian countries, the US, and Canada are
often identified as rule-based cultures.

By contrast, particularistic, or relationship-
based, cultures tend to use influential people more
than abstract or objective rules and regulations
as a means of social control. This social control
can come from parents, peers, superiors, supervi-
sors, government officials, and so forth — anyone
with influence over the individual. In this sense.
relationship-based cultures tend to be particular-
istic and individual circumstances often influence
the manner in which formal rules are applied. In
addition, greater emphasis is placed on developing
mutually beneficial interpersonal relationships and
trust as a substitute for strict rules and procedures.
There is generally less record keeping and things
tend to be done on an informal basis. There is also
greater tolerance for non-compliance with bureau-
cratic rules in the belief that formal rules cannot
cover all contingencies and that some flexibility is
often required. Finally, decisions tend to be made
based on a combination of objective and subjective
criteria and with less formality. Russia, Greece.
Venezuela, Italy, Portugal, and Spain are often
cited as examples.

This is not to say that particularistic cultures
do not value laws and official procedures; they
do. Rather, laws and procedures are often fol-
lowed only to the extent that one’s social network
embraces them and sees either the virtue or neces-
sity of following them, not because of some innate
belief in their moral correctness, as is the case with
rule-based cultures. Where predictability of behav-
for is important, it is motivated largely through
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7zble 1.13 Universalism-particularism dimension

Particularistic

“miividual behavior largely regulated by rules, laws,
“-rmal policies, standard operating procedures, and social
: that are widely supported by societal members and
zoplied uniformly to everyone.

Raule-based.

phasis on legal contracts and meticulous record

Y

%.les and procedures spelled out clearly and published
=

=ules are internalized and followed without question.
Do things formally by the book.

_ow tolerance for rule breaking.

=cisions based largely on objective criteria (e.g., rules,

policies).

While rules and laws are important, they often require
modifications in their application or enforcement

by influential people (e.g., parents, peers, superiors,
government officials) or unique circumstances.

Relationship-based.

Emphasis on interpersonal relationships and trust; less
emphasis on record keeping.

Rules and procedures often ambiguous or not believed or
accepted.

Rules are sometimes ignored or followed only when strictly
enforced.

Do things through informal networks.
Tolerance for rule breaking.

Decisions often based on subjective criteria (e.g., hunches,
personal connections).

-ontacts, not contracts, and interpersonal trust and

—utual support between partners is critical. These
- “ferences are summarized in table 1.13.

Country clusters and core cultural
dimensions

~ major challenge in working with cultural differ-
==ces is determining how best to assess or meas-
== such differences for purposes of research and
~=zory development. Some culture models, like
“ofstede and Trompenaars, offer country-specific
~umeric scores for each of their cultural dimen-
<ons. However, converting cultural differences
=70 numeric scores is an imprecise science at best.
Cultures by definition are qualitative, not quanti-
-ztive, and attempts to attach numbers to various
ultures only invite errors and misunderstandings.
\foreover, cultures are not monolithic; each culture
consists of people who are different in many ways
=ven if central tendencies can be differentiated
~etween various nationalities. For example, while
=e may describe people from the United States as
-zlatively individualistic and people from Japan as
latively collectivistic, many Americans in fact

zre highly collectivistic and many Japanese are
nighly individualistic. It is only a matter of degree

and central tendencies that differentiate between
the two cultures.

Despite this limitation, several researchers have
made serious attempts to attach numbers to various
cultures in order to facilitate country comparisons.
Without such numbers, it is argued, comparisons
by both researchers and managers become prob-
lematic. However, these ratings are based on
research methods that have been widely criticized,
and the accuracy of the results has frequently been
questioned (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner,
1998; House et al., 2004). Indeed, many of the esti-
mates for specific countries do not agree with each
another. For example, while Hofstede assigns Italy
a score of 76 on individualism-collectivism (highly
collectivistic), Trompenaars assigns it a 20 (moder-
ately collectivistic). While Hofstede (2001) assigns
Germany a score of 35 (egalitarian) on power dis-
tance, House and his associates (2004) assign it a
5.25 (hierarchical). Moreover, some country esti-
mates by the same researchers change over time.
For example, Trompenaars (1993; Trompenaars
and Hampden-Turner, 1998) rated Thailand as
individualistic in his first assessment, but collec-
tivistic in his second. Such errors call into question
the validity of the entire rating system.

An alternative to quantitative measures is quali-
tative, or ethnographic, measures. But problems
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exist here too, largely due to potential rater bias in
developing both the models and measures. While
cultural anthropologists have made earnest attempts
to differentiate across cultures using ethnographic
or qualitative methods, room for errors persists due
to possible cultural biases of the evaluators. For
instance, a US born, US educated anthropologist
will likely view the world (and hence different cul-
tures) through American eyes, and may possibly
overlook important cultural traits because he or she
is not looking for them. Indeed, this occurred when
Michael Bond and Peter Smith (1996) first noted
that looking at cultures through an east Asian per-
spective led to the identification of different cul-
tural dimensions for purposes of assessment. This
human bias in assessment and analysis is itself a
natural outcome of cultural differences. As a result,
as with quantitative assessments, ethnographic or
qualitative measures of cultural differences do not
always agree with one another.

In order to operationalize the core cultural
dimensions presented here, it is necessary to have
a means of classifying cultures so country — or at
least regional — comparisons can be made. Mindful
of the limitations discussed above, we chose to esti-
mate cultural differences within country clusters
(as opposed to individual countries) by adapting a
model originally proposed by Ronan and Shenkar
(1985). This model focused on identifying regions
where ample anthropological data were available,
and our use of these clusters reflects this imbalance.
Some regions (e.g., Central Asia, Polynesia) are
not included, while others (e.g., Europe) are cov-
ered in considerable detail. (Our hope is that future
research will address this imbalance.) In addition,
according to Ronan and Shenkar, several countries
(e.g., Brazil, India, and Israel) do not easily fit
into such a framework, so again some caution is
in order. With these cautions in mind, we used the
Ronan and Shenkar model to identify nine country
clusters for which sufficient data were available to
estimate central tendencies in cultural character-
istics: Anglo cluster (e.g., Australia, Canada, UK,
USA): Arab cluster (Dubai, Egypt, Saudi Arabia);
eastern European cluster (e.g., Czech Republic,
Hungary, Poland); east/southeast Asian cluster
(e.g., China, Japan, Korea, Singapore, Thailand);
Germanic cluster (e.g., Austria, Germany); Latin

American cluster (e.g., Argentina, Costa Rica,
Mexico); Latin European cluster (e.g., France.
Italy, Spain); Nordic cluster (e.g., Denmark,
Norway, Sweden); and Sub-Sahara African cluster
(e.g., Ghana, Kenya, Nigeria).

Based on these country clusters, and using mul-
tiple measures and multiple methods to the extent
possible, we then assessed and integrated a com-
bination of quantitative and qualitative measures
from available research in order to categorize
cultures along the five dimensions. First, existing
quantitative measures from such researchers as
Hofstede, Trompenaars, and House and associates
were examined and compared. Next, ethnographic
data compiled largely from cultural anthropology
focusing on specific cultures or geographic regions
were incorporated into the analysis and compared
against the quantitative findings. Finally, remain-
ing points of disagreement were discussed between
the co-authors and other researchers in an effort
to reach a consensus on the final ratings. While it
is not claimed that this procedure eliminated all
errors, it is felt that it represents a superior method
to the previous reliance on single-source data.
Still, room for error persists, in particular due to
the potential rater bias of the authors, and readers
are cautioned to use their own judgment in inter-
preting results.

In making our assessments, we chose to develop
a more conservative ordinal rating scale, clustering
cultures into four categories (e.g., strongly indi-
vidualistic, moderately individualistic, moderately
collectivistic, and strongly collectivistic) based on
the relative strength of the various dimensions com-
pared to other cultures, instead of attempting to cal-
culate specific numeric ratings that may appear to
be more precise than they actually are. The results
are shown in table 1.14. Note that these are only
rough estimates based on available research. While
the results shown in the table may appear to be less
precise than assigning specific numeric ratings, we
believe they are possibly both more accurate and
useful because they assume a more conservative
stance in data analysis and are based on multiple
data points. Finally, in making use of the informa-
tion presented here, it is important to recognize
that no point on any assessment scale is preferrec
over any other; they are simply different.
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Tzble 1.14 Central tendencies on core cultural dimensions for country clusters

L¥id Moderately Strongly

egalitarian individualistic
Lrzd Strongly Strongly
hierarchical collectivistic
Zast European Moderately Moderately
hierarchical collectivistic
East’Southeast Asian Strongly Strongly
hierarchical collectivistic
Germanic Moderately Moderately
egalitarian individualistic
Latin American Moderately Moderately
hierarchical collectivistic
Lazin European Moderately Moderately
hierarchical collectivistic
Nordic Strongly Moderately
egalitarian collectivistic
Sub-Sahara African Strongly Strongly
hierarchical collectivistic

Strongly Strongly Moderately
mastery-oriented monochronic universalistic
Moderately Strongly Strongly
harmony-oriented polychronic particularistic
Moderately Moderately Moderately
mastery-oriented monochronic particularistic
Strongly- Moderately Strongly
harmony-oriented monochronic particularistic
Moderately Moderately Strongly
mastery-oriented monochronic universalistic
Moderately Strongly Strongly
harmony-oriented polychronic particularistic
Moderately Moderately Moderately
harmony-oriented polychronic particularistic
Moderately Moderately Strongly
harmony-oriented monochronic universalistic
Moderately Moderately Strongly

harmony-oriented polychronic particularistic

“e- The country cluster categories used here were adapted from Ronan and Shenkar (1985). The core cultural dimension (CCD) ratings

In interpreting the results shown in table 1.14, it
—ust also be remembered that significant within-
-luster variance can often be found. For example,
== noted earlier, all Anglos are not individualistic,
«nile all east or southeast Asians are not collectiv-
>. While it is sometimes necessary to focus on
central tendencies between cultures for purposes
o general comparisons, the role of individual and
~zgional differences in determining attitudes and
~zhaviors should not be overlooked. Still, it should
~ot be surprising that cultural ratings for countries
n the same cluster of the world (e.g., Denmark,
Norway, and Sweden) tend to be closer than rat-

the world (e.g., Italy, Spain, France). This is a natu-
al consequence of contiguous countries in various
regions living side-by-side with their neighbors
sver centuries and sometimes millennia. Still,
:mportant cultural differences can be found across
neoples inhabiting a particular region. Finally, it is
important to remember that, while these cultural
dimensions may be a useful shortcut for gain-
ing conceptual entry into general cultural trends

ent central tendencies for selected country clusters (see text for details). Variations, sometimes substantial, around these central
wcies can be found in all clusters and countries. Also note that some regions of the globe (e.g., Central Asia) are not included here due to
absence of substantive data, while others (e.g., Europe) are represented in some detail due to the availability of sufficient data.

across countries and regions, they are in no way
a substitute for more systematic in-depth analyses
as they relate to the study of culture, work, and
organizations.

Directions for future research

In this paper, we propose a vehicle for understand-
ing cultural differences based on the previous work
of Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, Hofstede, Hall,
Trompenaars, Schwartz, and the GLOBE research-
ers. We further suggest that in order to facilitate
future research and cross-cultural comparisons it
is useful to integrate and consolidate existing — if
sometimes divergent — models of national cultures.
While previous researchers have introduced various
cultural dimensions, we conclude from our com-
parative analysis that five specific dimensions —
referred to here as core cultural dimensions — are
particularly salient for understanding management
practices in different cultures. In our view, these
five dimensions account for most of the conceptual
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variance across cultures and help researchers
escape from the culture theory jungle — a prolifera-
tion of theories that needlessly forces researchers
to choose whose side they are on prior to initiating
a research project. The five dimensions presented
here were derived from a comparative analysis and
integration of six competing theories and represent
what to us is a useful strategy for reducing the con-
fusion caused by both the overlap and differences
across models.

However, any attempted integration such as ours
obviously requires further study and validation.
Cultural dimensions by their very nature are inter-
related and, while they may make sense as a collec-
tive whole, each dimension may lose its relevance
or even meaning when studied individually or out
of context. As such, more research of a comprehen-
sive or integrative nature is called for. Moreover,
as is evident from our review, there is widespread
agreement among existing models about the themes
of the various dimensions, but less agreement about
the details of what some of these dimensions actu-
ally mean. Below we propose some specific areas
for future research within each of the core cultural
dimensions discussed above:

1. Hierarchy-equality. Variations in power orien-
tation have received considerable attention is
recent research. Moreover, a review of this
research suggests that this dimension enjoys
the most agreement across the various mod-
els. The question that remains unanswered,
however, is the extent to which power orien-
tation and group orientation are independent
dimensions or are closely related and, if so,
how? Again, Triandis (1986) laid the founda-
tion for this issue, but more work is needed. In
particular, future research may focus on inves-
tigating the relationship between power orien-
tation and rule orientation. These dimensions
appear to be correlated and further investiga-
tion teasing out the role of rules, relationships,
and social structure into power distribution are
likely to shed light into the relationship of the
several culture dimensions and their influence
on behavior.

2. Individualism—collectivism. There has already
been considerable research on individualism—

collectivism. Of particular note here is the
work of Triandis (1994), who refined this con-
struct and then tested his approach in fifteen
countries. He found seven factors that relate
to this dimension: self-reliance and independ-
ence, competition, hedonism, interdepend-
ence, family integrity, closeness to in-groups,
and sociability. The first three were related to
individualism and the last four to collectivism.
He suggested that collectivism and individu-
alism were polythetic constructs, meaning
that there were various kinds of individualism
and collectivism. He suggested further that
four dimensions were universal attributes of
the constructs of individualism and collect-
ivism: (1) definition of the self: independent
versus interdependent; (2) structure of goals:
compatible with in-group goals, independent
of in-group goals; (3) emphasis on norms ver-
sus attitudes: social behavior is determined by
norms, duties and obligations (collectivism) or
attitudes, personal needs, perceived rights and
contracts (individualism); and (4) emphasis
on relatedness versus rationality: collectiv-
ists emphasize relatedness, giving priority to
relationships and taking into consideration the
needs of others even when the relationships
are not advantageous. Individualists empha-
size rationality, and calculate the cost benefits
associated with relationships. Based on this
research, Triandis argued that societies vary
in the extent in which the differences among
people are minimized or emphasized. In homo-
geneous cultures people do not want to stand
out, while in heterogeneous societies being
different is emphasized. Future research may
wish to focus on a more explicit examination
of how this critical dimension relates to other
cultural dimensions, again looking to how the
various dimensions that collectively comprise
culture work together to influence attitudes
and behaviors.

3. Mastery—harmony. As noted above, this cultural
dimension refers to people’s beliefs concerning
the degree of their control over the natural and the
social world. However, clarifying exactly what this
dimension means is not easy. For example, earlier
models diverge in the extent to which people’s

w
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need for achievement should be included in this
dimension or whether this represents a separ-
ate cultural dimension. Future research needs
to tease out this dimension and explore the
degree to which beliefs about control and need
for achievement are actually correlated. At the
same time, future research should examine the
relationship between gender differences across
cultures and perceptions of control. While pre-
vious research has suggested that there are
important cultural variations regarding gen-
der differences, it is not clear if they relate to
assumptions of control, need for achievement,
power distribution, or even possibly a separate
cultural dimension. We believe this is a fruitful
area for future research.
Monochronism—polychronism. Future research
should investigate the relationship between
perceptions of the flow of time and how tasks
are organized (i.e. the monochronic and poly-
chronic distinction) and perceptions of past,
present, and future, short and long term. Are
these views of time independent or intercon-
nected? It seems that while most researchers
agree there is an important cultural component
in how individuals perceive time, there are disa-
creements concerning which aspects of time are
more important. Future research should focus
on refining the time dimension studying the
relationships among several aspects of time.
Universalism—particularism. Significant
research is needed to validate this dimension.
We have argued that rather than comparing
cultures on how they perceive uncertainty, it
is more salient to compare them on how they
deal with rules which, in turn, influence how
they deal with uncertainty. Two important
culture models, those proposed by Hofstede
1980) and the GLOBE project (2004), suggest
that cultures vary in the degree to which they
avoid uncertainty. While we think uncertainty
is not a culture dimension as it is an experience
better explained by other more consequential
culture variables, we recognize that there are
significant variations in how individuals per-
ceive and cope with uncertainty across cultures.
We suggest that each of the five main cultural
themes proposed here influences perceptions of

uncertainty. For instance, mastery cultures are
more likely to try to change the environment
to reduce uncertainty than harmony cultures.
Moreover, the degree to which individuals see
themselves as autonomous or embedded in
groups may influence how collectives organize
to cope with common uncertainties. The way in
which power, status, and authority in a society
are distributed is likely to influence the degree to
which individuals take responsibility for uncer-
tain events or rely on the guidance, opinion,
or protection of superiors. Additionally, time
perceptions may influence the timing in which
uncertainty is perceived and action is taken. In
summary, we suggest that instead of classifying
cultures according to their tolerance or ways of
dealing with uncertainty, it makes more sense to
focus on social control. Social control, as well
as other cultural dimensions, influences how
cultures cope with uncertainty. Future research
should explore how each cultural dimension
influences perceptions and ways of dealing with
uncertainty.

As indicated in this paper, much remains to be
done to understand in a more comprehensive way
the etiology of cultural differences as they relate to
management practice. In this pursuit, researchers
must of necessity come to terms with the funda-
mentally flawed and imprecise nature of both their
theories and their data. In the near term — if not also
the long term — accurate data in support of research
will frequently be difficult to collect and analyze
and, since theory-building and empirical research
go hand-in-hand, theoretical development itself
will often be constrained. In the meantime, in our
view, researchers must rely on personal insight and
intuition, reflection, and collaboration, not just in
what they believe to be “hard” data, if they are to
make genuine progress on this important topic. We
believe that the existing models in the field, indi-
vidually and collectively, represent useful and con-
structive efforts towards this end. Our hope is that
future researchers will attempt to build on these
signal contributions instead of merely criticizing
them. In our view, cross-cultural organizational
research is and must remain a synergistic and col-
laborative endeavor.
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