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Abstract


Hofstede (1980) suggested that national cultures could be identified according to a relative ranking along the dimensions of individualism/collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity/femininity, and power distance.  His work, and the work of later writers, is based to a substantial degree upon results obtained from administration of the Hermes instrument during the 1960s and 1970s.  This manuscript describes his original research, discusses later efforts to validate Hermes, and makes recommendations for organization scholars interested in pursuing cross-cultural inquiry.

1. Introduction


Cultural forces have long been seen as important phenomena in the investigation of individuals and organizations.  At a minimum, culture has been shown to influence leadership (e.g., Mitroff, 1987; Rieger & Wong-Rieger, 1985), worker attitude formation (e.g., Lincoln, 1989), and decision-making processes (e.g., Pascale, 1978; Takamiya, 1972).  In fact, it could be argued that the current emphasis on studying Japanese-style management (e.g., Kujawa, 1983, 1986) is partly due to the belief that there are characteristics of Japanese culture that lead to more effective organizations.


While culture itself is presumed to impact behavior, cross-cultural forces (i.e., effects resulting from the intermingling of people from dissimilar cultures) have also been considered important in shaping behavior (e.g., Adler, Doktor, & Redding, 1986; Benedict, 1934; Black & Mendenhall, 1990; Dunning, 1989; Graen, Wakabayashi, Graen, & Graen, 1990; Shackleton & Ali, 1990; Wakabayashi & Graen, 1991).  Nonetheless, little is known about the  operationalization of constructs associated with these cross‑cultural influences (Black & Mendenhall, 1990; Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede, 1984; Hui & Triandis, 1986).  A recent review of the extant literature revealed that many cross‑cultural studies result in findings that are anecdotal, ambiguous, or confusing (Black & Mendenhall, 1990).  Research based on such findings is of limited use to scholars and practitioners alike.  For example, nearly 30 years ago Bass (1966) suggested that the cultural make-up or composition of a work group has an effect on productivity and group process.  While multicultural groups (i.e., groups with members from more than a single culture) are seen as desirable in situations where a breadth of perspective is needed, they often experience a breakdown in process as a result of their heterogeneity (e.g., Steiner, 1972).  The managerial challenge of these multicultural work groups is, therefore, to cultivate the benefits of diverse teams while averting damage to group process.  As a result of their potential benefit to organizations, multicultural groups have been the focus of much recent research.  Nonetheless, this line of inquiry remains in its infancy.


In the area of cross-cultural organizational research, one thread of research stands out.  Hofstede (1980, 1983, 1984) presented a typology of the dimensions of culture that has been widely used in subsequent research.  As depicted in Figure 1, in the 20 years following the publication of Hofstede's (1980) seminal research on the dimensions of culture, well over 2000 studies have been conducted in which researchers based either their theoretical formulation or their data points on the findings of Hofstede's early research (1980, 1983, 1984).  The purpose of the present study is to assess and discuss the appropriateness of such reliance on Hofstede's research findings and conclusions.  This paper also proposes future directions for continuing cross-cultural inquiry.

2. Culture and Cross-Cultural Research


Before examining Hofstede's research, it is important to develop an understanding of what is meant by culture and cross-cultural research.  While culture has been defined in many ways, most writers have adopted a definition similar to that of Kluckhohn (1951, p. 5):

Culture consists in patterned ways of thinking, feeling and reacting, acquired and transmitted mainly by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements of human groups, including their embodiments in artifacts; the essential core of culture consists of traditional (i.e. historically derived and selected) ideas and especially their attached values.

In other words, culture essentially is:  (a) shared by members of a social group, (b) passed from one generation to another, and (c) used to provide a structure to one's perceptions of the world (Adler, 1991).


Culture is the social representation shared by members of a society (cf. Gergen, 1985).  A paradigm of sorts, it is the set of guiding assumptions by which members come to describe, explain, or otherwise account for behaviors of and in their organizations and societies.  Culture is not something that exists in a time-space vacuum, nor is it a veridical reflection or map of the world.  Rather, culture is an artifact of communal exchange.


Hofstede (1980) suggested that culture is to humans collectivity what personality is to an individual.  According to Hofstede, culture, "could be defined as the interactive aggregate of common characteristics that influence a human group's response to its environment" (1980, p. 25).  These characteristics shape the behavior of a group through their influence on member behavior.  In most circumstances this influence provides a limitation on the search for behaviors that are acceptable (or not) within the particular social entity.  Furthermore, Hofstede held that cultures and values are essentially inseparable.


Investigations into cultural influences are, at a minimum, extremely difficult due to two fundamental design issues.  First, because culture is linked to a particular social entity at a particular time, researchers must control for normal developmental changes in the social entity over time.  The difficulty is only magnified when one delves into cross-cultural inquiry.  According to Bendix (1963), cross-cultural inquiry is an attempt to develop concepts and generalizations at a level somewhere between what is true of all societies and what is true of only one society at one point in time.  A challenge to researchers, then, is to identify constructs having the same effects across varying social entities.  Thus, cross-cultural inquiry is just as applicable when one investigates different organizational cultures as when one studies different societal cultures.  However, it often becomes an arduous task to disentangle the impacts of different cultures (e.g., organizational cultural effects from national cultural effects).  At the very least, cross-cultural organizational research must account for organizational culture by ensuring that the data are collected in multiple organizations and in different countries.


Second, because of real cultural differences (what cross-cultural inquiry proposes to study) it is quite challenging to substantiate the claim that one is actually measuring equivalent phenomena across cultures.  As sociologists have pointed out, mating rituals vary in the exact form they take across different cultures, yet distinct cultures have very definable behavioral patterns that are functionally equivalent to one another.  By the term functional equivalence is meant perceptual agreement by unit members regarding the operation of constructs under question (cf. James, 1982; Triandis, 1983).  It is not simply the translation of verbal stimuli that provides equivalence.  Rather, the development of functionally equivalent measures across cultures requires an understanding of multiple systems and development of instruments simultaneously in all systems.  Because of this, the collaboration of a multicultural research team is nearly a necessity to confirm that the final instruments provide a comparableness in the semantic interpretation of constructs and their interrelationships.


For example, an instrument widely used in cross-national research, Cantril's (1965) self-anchoring scale, was designed to measure magnitudes of hopes and inspirations for self and country.  This scale requires individuals to delineate where they presently stand on a "ladder"; the bottom rung representing the worst possible life for them, the top rung representing the best possible life for them.  As Cantril stated, "it should be emphasized over and over again that the ratings people assign either themselves or their nation are entirely subjective; hence a rating of say '6,' given by one person by no means indicates the same thing as a '6' given by another person.  This obvious point is mentioned here because experience has shown that some people misunderstand the whole rationale of this technique assuming that the scale is like an intelligence test where a given rating has a precise and presumably somewhat universal connotation" (1965, p. 23).  Nonetheless, this instrument is often used to compare countries in terms of their relative levels of aspiration, despite the fact that the same numeric value in one country may represent an entirely different quantity in another country.  Thus, without documented evidence that such numeric values represent functionally equivalent levels of aspiration, the validity of such comparative research is questionable.

3. The Hermes Attitude Survey


The setting for the development and refinement of Hofstede's primary research instrument, Hermes, was the IBM Corporation (disguised in earlier writing as the "Hermes" Corporation).  A global work force of 88,000 respondents in 67 countries was surveyed in the field.  Over time, 117,000 questionnaires were completed for final analysis (Hofstede, 1980; 1990).


Hofstede's work in cross‑cultural research began with a comprehensive literature review and assimilation of constructs.  Following that, in‑depth interviews were conducted in 10 different countries (Hofstede, Neuijen, Ohayv, & Sanders, 1990).  Many dimensions were incorporated into the original Hermes instrument, but most of the target domain concerned the values of the cultures in a manner after Rokeach (1972; 1973).  The terminal values of the culture were presumed to be strongly linked to cultural dimensions.  Three dimensions were postulated a priori and one dimension emerged through analyses of the data.


As part of a pilot study 146 survey questions designed for paper and pencil administration were developed and tested.  After factor analyzing the pilot study results, 60 "core" questions were maintained for all subsequent administrations, and 64 "optional" questions were retained for possible additional use.  Criteria used for evaluation/retention of survey questions were not reported, nor were the results of the original factor analysis.  The items included questions concerning job satisfaction, perceptions about work, personal goals and beliefs, and demographic information.


All survey questions were originally written in English, translated into 20 different languages, then occasionally back-translated as required (Hofstede, 1980).  Many writers (e.g., Hui & Triandis, 1989; Porter, 1990) have commented on difficulties associated with administering written tests across different languages.  Hofstede (1980) believed that working within a multi-national concern where English was the commonly used language provided additional security against language translation confounds.  Yet, this can be viewed as a limitation, which will be addressed later in this manuscript.  Data were collected between 1967 and 1973, sometimes in an irregular fashion; another limitation that will be discussed later.


Frequency distributions were prepared for all items and consistency and uniformity were studied.  Fewer than 5 percent of the responses were deemed inappropriate (double answers, invalid responses, etc.).  Hofstede (1980) reported that most response sets were unimodal and that most frequency distributions were skewed. Hofstede made it clear that most of the measures were ordinal and not interval.  In fact, some questions contained only nominal response alternatives.  The instrument, with the various iterations described, is contained in Appendix 1.


Stability over time was determined with 44 of the questions that were administered to the same individuals more than once.  Stability over five to six years ranged from .12 to .94, with a median of .53, which Hofstede (1980) believed was somewhat stable.  Further, based on low stability over time, five questions were ultimately removed from the final analysis.  No other reliability measures were reported.


Four initial factors comprised of 48 variables were identified using a varimax axes rotation. These variables were further analyzed using an oblique factor rotation, which Hofstede justified due to high correlation among the dimensions.  A .35 cutoff for variable loading was used by Hofstede for inclusion.  Ultimately, 32 variables loaded on three factors, which were later explicated by Hofstede. Hofstede (1980) labeled the three dimensions, then divided one to create a fourth dimension for conceptual clarity.  The dimensions were:  individualism‑collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and masculinity‑femininity.  These dimensions and their descriptions are presented in Table 2.  Hofstede posited that any national culture could be characterized by evaluating the unique combinations of these dimensions within a country or other grouping.  Further, according to Hofstede, national cultures could be "mapped" on a grid of culture characteristics in accordance with scores attained with the Hermes instrument.

4. Following Hofstede's Lead


Hofstede's (1980) effort was widely welcomed and accepted (e.g., Hui & Triandis, 1986; Shackleton & Ali, 1990).  Hofstede even referred to the magnitude of the project as "a heroic adventure" (1980, p. 63).  Much cross‑cultural and international writing has been based upon the tenets encompassed within the four dimensions of national culture as identified by Hofstede's research (e.g., Schwartz, 1990). Yet, surprisingly little has been done to validate and replicate Hofstede's efforts.  Perhaps the size of the original project discouraged such research in two ways.  First, the sheer numbers associated with the original project (e.g., 40 country sample) likely discouraged others from attempting to replicate in similar fashion.  Second, also because of the sample size of the original project, researchers may have been convinced by Hofstede that the findings of the study were indisputable and resolute.  Nonetheless, several writers (including Hofstede, 1984; 1990) have investigated the relationships originally examined by Hofstede in 1980.


Hofstede (1983) more carefully examined his original measures, including assessing for changes over time.  He found that the original relationships held.  Further, he determined that there was a universal shift toward individualism.  No other "trends" were identified.  A reading of the 1983 work suggests that Hofstede was actually "clarifying" earlier‑reported results more so than re‑evaluating their validity. Little empirical evidence is offered to support these "clarifications."


Hofstede and Bond (1984) used a limited portion of the original data to compare the 1980 survey results with another empirical measure.  Earlier, Ng, Hossain, Ball, Bond, Hayashi, Lim, O'Driscoll, Sinha, and Yang (1982) had internationalized Rokeach's (1973) value survey.  Comparison between data collected with the Hermes instrument and data collected with the Ng, et al. instrument across similar samples revealed high correlations among the findings.  The four factors identified by Hofstede (1980) emerged using data collected by Ng, et al. (1982).  Reported correlations between Hofstede's scales and those from the value survey ranged from .95 to .74 (median .86, significant at alpha = .05 or better).  Few other findings were reported.


Triandis, Kashima, Shimada, and Villareal (1986) conducted an empirical examination of acculturation activities among ethnic subcultures within the U.S. Navy.  Among other findings, the results of the study included general support for Hofstede's findings of high power distance among Latin Americans.  While only a small portion of one of the original dimensions was considered, this validation was meaningful, since so few validations have been reported.


Hui and Triandis (1986) examined the impact of cross‑cultural differences among researchers.  Specifically, the issue of "individualism‑collectivism" was addressed.  In an empirical study, Hui and Triandis (1986) found that the dimension of individualism‑collectivism seems to exist, but they cautioned against wholesale adoption or use of the construct.  With little empirical basis to justify this precaution, they claim that the notion can be overly simplistic.  Their support for Hofstede's findings are, therefore, mixed.


Yeh (1988) sought to replicate Hofstede's findings among samples of American, Japanese, and Taiwanese managers.  This study used Hofstede's methodology, yet found serious problems of validity and reliability with the measures.  Yeh concluded that, while the cultural dimensions presented by Hofstede (1980) were obviously very important, Hofstede's measurement approach was quite lacking.


Shackleton and Ali (1990) used a geographic near‑east sample to reexamine Hofstede's (1980) findings concerning power distance and uncertainty avoidance.  Their results provided positive support for Hofstede's 1980 findings, with results that were highly correlated with Hofstede's.

5. Limitations of Hofstede's Original Work


Several limitations of the development and use of the Hermes instrument must be mentioned.  To begin, all data are self‑reported.  Even under ideal conditions this can be problematic (social desirability effects, demand effects, etc.).  However, in the Hermes administrations, individual respondents were identified and tracked.  Surveys were collected by the corporation and forwarded to Hofstede.  No mention was made of confidentiality or security arrangements.  Further, records were maintained of individual units, country‑specific responses, and organizations within the IBM Corporation which supplied data.  


Second, since the English language was universal within the multinational corporation, it was assumed that a written questionnaire could be administered free from bias in English.  This seems presumptuous in research designed for any purpose, but for cross‑cultural studies it may prove deleterious.  Many writers (e.g., Triandis et al., 1986) emphasize that language is a powerful currency in examining cross‑cultural phenomena.


Third, all of the respondents were employed by the same multinational corporation, introducing possible range restrictions.  Clearly individuals select themselves into (and out of) organizations on the basis of a perceived fit between themselves and their expectations of the organization (Holland, 1985).  This, in turn, often leads organizations to become populated with individuals of similar styles and characteristics.  Additionally, because the research was conducted within a single corporation, there is some uncertainty about which culture the instrument actually measures -- corporate culture or national culture.  Indeed, it seems likely that the influence of both cultures would be present in individuals' responses.  In fact, recent research (Wakabayashi & Graen, 1991) suggests that when organizations are comprised of individuals from two different national cultures, a third culture emerges.  This new culture, while embracing aspects of both national cultures, also consists of unique characteristics arising from the integration of cultures.  The issue for cross-cultural organizational research (Hofstede included), is that unless one controls for organizational culture in some manner (for example, conducting research in multiple organizations), it is impossible to make statements solely regarding national cultural differences.


Fourth, Hofstede (1980) mentioned briefly that the Hermes data were originally collected for a purpose other than cross-cultural studies.  The data were collected to enhance the customer‑service functions of the organization and to integrate the corporate culture of the investigated firm.  Further, Hofstede (1980) a priori hypothesized that three national cultural dimensions exist; his preliminary data analysis "confirmed" this suspicion.  Investigator bias is a danger here.  When there appeared intuitively to be a fourth dimension, Hofstede adopted it, though the empirical analysis did not strongly support the presence of this dimension.  While social science research necessarily includes some "judgment calls," theoretical or other support must be presented when contradicting or otherwise straying from empirical findings.  In Hofstede's research, this was not done.


Hofstede (1980) briefly discussed the factor analysis that determined the dimensions later adopted.  To be sure, factor loadings were reported for the more promising variables, but little else is known about the data.  For example, no reliability measures (other than test-retest reliability) were reported.  Further, in no place does Hofstede mention the dangers of spurious results inherent with the highly correlated data or extraordinarily large sample size.


Hofstede (1980) indicated that data were collected over time from a number of respondents but does not state the time span, number of administrations, or other relevant information necessary to evaluate his methodology.  Further, close reading of the test-retest reliability analyses reveals that a large number of the respondents and groups were not considered for these tests due to low response rates or mortality.  These artifacts may have unintentionally increased the reliability of the results.  Moreover, Hofstede (1980) did not address the issue of mono‑method bias.  Later writers (e.g., Rieger & Wong‑Rieger, 1988) discussed the efficacy of multi‑trait multi‑method approaches for cross‑cultural research and the dangers associated with mono‑method and other biases.


Last, many writers, (e.g., Hui & Triandis, 1989) have commented on the problems associated with Likert‑type scales, particularly concerning artifacts associated with extreme‑response styles.

6. Discussion of Use of the Hermes Instrument


The Hermes instrument has been used little since its development by Hofstede.  Ordinarily this would tend to minimize the dangers associated with adopting an instrument where the psychometric properties have not been proven.  Yet, hundreds of conceptual and empirical articles have appeared in the literature which are grounded in the theory of national cultures as advanced by Hofstede (1980; 1983).  Hence, the true peril may not lie in the continued use of an instrument that may be inherently flawed.  Instead, it may be imbedded in later contributions to the body of knowledge which are based on Hofstede's tenuous conclusions about national characteristics.  Admittedly, the few attempts to validate one or more of Hofstede's dimensions have supported his work.  Yet, little is known concerning these validation efforts; the reported findings are scant and the descriptions of methodology are meager.  Nonetheless, the wide body of scholarly research grounded largely in Hofstede's dimensions of national culture characteristics is staggering.  Much recent work (e.g. Palich, Hom, & Griffeth, 1990) is still based on acceptance of national characteristics as advanced by Hofstede (1980).  There is a clear danger in basing additional research on potentially unproven previous work.

7. Toward the Future:  What Next?


An interesting happening occurred at a workshop at an Academy of Management Meeting several years ago.  During the workshop on "strategies for conducting international research," all three speakers made reference to Hofstede's research, even though such was not their intention (later discussions revealed).  Early (1991) referred to Hofstede's research as a very fine approach for conducting cross-cultural research.  Lincoln (1991) stated that Hofstede showed a lack of in-depth investigation of what was going on within each country in the study, questioning Hofstede's conclusions.  Finally, Singh (1991), while not commenting on the validity of Hofstede's approach, used Hofstede's quantitative results as independent variables for the countries in Singh's study! While these utterances transpired over a decade before the current project, to date there exists in the extant literature yet a paucity of empirical criticism of Hofstede’s work.


Interest still abounds in Hofstede's research -- and for good reason.  While Hofstede's research methodology has previously received critical attention (e.g., Roberts & Boyacigiller, 1984; Yeh, 1988), it appears that much of this criticism has gone unheard.  One could wonder whether or not cross-cultural researchers truly have a concern for methodological rigor, but this concern is unlikely to be true.  On the other hand, because of the difficulties of conducting cross-cultural research (some of which were discussed in this article), Hofstede's research fills a necessary void.  Prior to Hofstede (1980), there were few large-scale cross-cultural studies.  Certainly particular areas have been well-investigated across a handful of nations (e.g., the study of control and hierarchy in organizations, Tannenbaum, Kavcic, Rosner, Vianello, & Wieser, 1974; Tannenbaum & Rozgonyi, 1986).  Nonetheless, none of these earlier efforts have come close to the magnitude of Hofstede's work.


Perhaps cross-cultural research may be likened to the early research on work design.  Prior to Herzberg's seminal work on the effects of work design on motivation (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Herzberg, 1966), little existed in this very important area.  However, even though criticism abounds regarding Herzberg's methodological and theoretical approach (e.g., Fein, 1974; King, 1970; House & Wigdor, 1967; Hulin & Blood, 1968; Vroom, 1964), Herzberg's work is still one of the more highly cited works in organizational behavior journals.  The reason for this is simple:  Herzberg et al. (1959) captivated an audience of organizational researchers by stating what, until then, had largely gone unspoken -- that, because of how they are designed, some jobs are motivating in themselves.


In much the same way, Hofstede has fascinated cross-cultural researchers with "evidence" that there is a purpose behind conducting cross-cultural research -- measurable differences can be found across cultures.  In fact, one of the most significant contributions of Hofstede's work is the tremendous impact it has had on stimulating research and reflection in the area of cross-cultural differences.  Such a contribution should not be overlooked.  However, just as Hackman and Oldham (1976) took the study of work design to new heights (by building on the apparent "truths" in Herzberg's theoretical formulation), so too does cross-cultural research wait for efforts to take Hofstede's work to the next level.


One debate that continues in the area of cross-cultural research is whether or not valid large-scale empirical research can be conducted.  Several writers (e.g., Kukla, 1988) suggested that cross‑cultural investigations do not lend themselves to empirical research.  At the most, ethnophenomenological research might be conducted.  Proponents of this idiographic perspective note that because of culture-based biases, language differences, and the like, an understanding of culture is only possible through immersion into the culture.


On the other hand, other writers (e.g., Rieger & Wong‑Rieger, 1988) have suggested that with proper triangulation and operationalization, empirical investigations are highly suitable for cross‑cultural studies.  Furthermore, Dunning (1989) and Early (1991) suggested that the key element to empirical cross-cultural research is conducting interdisciplinary investigations, where biases are ameliorated by the blending of research paradigms.  This nomothetic approach holds that empirical cross-cultural research can be successful in increasing understanding of culture if such research is carried out rigorously.


Nonetheless, many writers agree (e.g., Black & Mendenhall, 1990; Montanari, Domicone, & Headrick, 1990; Porter, 1990) that cross-cultural studies are relevant and strongly indicated.  With the de facto "shrinking" of the planet and the relative compression of chronological order, academicians and practitioners can ill afford to neglect issues that are paramount to communication across national borders and cultures.  Yet, examination of the development and use of the Hermes instrument offers little in the way of reassurance that the puzzles of cross‑cultural dimensions have been adequately addressed.  A more rigorous approach to construct identification, determination and measurement of variables, and interpretation of generalizable results is clearly indicated.


Hofstede's (1980) Hermes and its resultant findings may have been more of a false prophet than a cross-cultural messiah.  However, without additional information, researchers may never know.  Therefore, there are several challenges to organization scholars.  A rigorous validation of Hofstede's (1980) Hermes instrument should be undertaken and reported.  This research should be undertaken by an international team of researchers.  Efforts must be devoted to determining internal and external validity, reliability, and other psychometric properties of the measure.


At the same time, limitations of the original and subsequent work must be determined and reported.  Many confounds and artifacts are likely with the manner through which the instrument came about and the large sample of convenience used.  However, details of the research are currently much too sparse.


In essence, what is called for is a critical review of the dimensions of national culture that appear to have been commonly accepted among social scientists across disciplines.  This is particularly pressing because of the apparent methodological shortcomings presented in this article.  In addition, it is indisputable that the dimensions presented by Hofstede are not the only important dimensions on which to compare individuals in different cultures.  Indeed, Hofstede and Bond (1988) did not hold such a belief.  Future research might do well to turn to previous sociological idiographic research to assemble a more complete understanding of the dimensions of culture.  From there, a research team could then undertake the task of measurement construction and validation assessment.  Again, a review of the literature reveals that several criticisms of  Hofstede’s work can be found, yet there is no empirical test or validation of his work that has been published. This lacuna must be ameliorated. Until then, research and theory based on principles presented by Hofstede must be suspect.  Less "blind faith" in our research and more rigorous interrogation of our sources are strongly suggested.
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Table 1

Factor Loadings of Variables in the Hermes Instrument

Factor 1 (factor variance 24 percent)

(Individualism ‑ Low Power Distance Factor; these dimensions were later separated by Hofstede for conceptual clarity)

 .82
A18
Importance personal time

 .82
B53
Interesting work not as important as earnings

 .78
B52
Corporation not responsible for employees

‑.76
A55
Low percentage perceived manager 1 or 2

 .75
B46
Employees not afraid to disagree

 .74
A54
High percentage preferred manager 3 (1967‑1969)

 .69
B59
Staying with one company not desirable

 .63
B56
Employees should not participate more

‑.62
A12
Low importance physical conditions

‑.61
A9
Low importance training

 .59
A13
Importance freedom

 .59
B55
Employees don't lost respect for consultative manager

 .59
B24
Does not prefer foreign company

‑.58
A17
Low importance use of skills

 .41
A5
Importance challenge (second loading)

 .37
A15
Low importance advancement (third loading)

Factor 2 (factor variance 13 percent)

(Masculinity Factor)

‑.71
A16
Low importance manager

 .68
A7
Importance earnings

‑.67
A8
Low importance cooperation

 .60
A11
Importance recognition

 .54
A5
Importance challenge

‑.53
A6
Low importance desirable area

‑.51
A14
Low importance employment security

‑.46
A37
High stress (second loading)

‑.45
B57
Individual decisions better (second loading)

 .43
A17
Importance use of skills (second loading)

 .39
A15
Importance advancement (second loading)

‑.35
B52
Corporation responsible for employees (second loading)

‑.35
B58
Corporation responsible for society (second loading)

Table 1 (continued)

Factor Loadings of Variables in the Hermes Instrument (continued)

Factor 3 (factor variance 12 percent)

(Uncertainty Avoidance)

 .76
B60
Company rules may be broken

 .62
A37
Low stress

 .59
A43
Continue less than five years

 .56
B9
Prefers manager rather than spcialist career

‑.50
B57
Individual decisions better

 .49
B44
Does not prefer manager of own nationality

 .49
A58
Low overall satisfaction

 .46
A15
Importance advancement

‑.46
B55
Employees lose respect for consultative manager (second loading)

 .45
B54
Competition not harmful

‑.43
A9
Low importance training (second loading)

‑.35
A10
Low importance benefits

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture's consequences. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 83‑84.

Table 2

Hofstede's (1980) Dimensions of National Characteristics

1.
Power Distance, as a characteristic of culture, defines the extent to which the less powerful in a society accepts inequality in relationships with power and considers it as normal.  Inequality exists within any culture, but the degree of it that is tolerated varies between one culture and another.  "All societies are unequal, but some are more unequal than others" (Hofstede, 1980, p. 136).

2.
Individualism, as a characteristic of a culture, opposed collectivism (the word is used here in an anthropological, not a political, sense).  Individualist cultures assume individuals look primarily after their own interests and the interests of their immediate family (husband, wife, and children).  Collectivist cultures assume that individuals‑‑through birth and possibly later events‑‑belong to one or more close "in‑groups," from which they cannot detach themselves.  The in‑group (whether extended family, clan, or organization) protects the interest of its members, but in turn expects their permanent loyalty.  A collectivist society is tightly integrated; an individualist society is loosely integrated.

3.
Masculinity, as a characteristic of a culture, opposes femininity.  Masculine cultures use the biological existence of two sexes to define very different social roles for men and women.  They expect men to be assertive, ambitious, and competitive, to strive for material success, and to respect whatever is big, strong, and fast.  They expect women to serve and to care for the nonmaterial quality of life, for children, and for the weak.  Feminine cultures, on the other hand, define relatively overlapping social roles for the sexes, in which neither men nor women need to be ambitious or competitive.  Both sexes may go for a different quality of life than material success and respect whatever is small, weak, and slow.  In both masculine and feminine cultures, the dominant values within political and work organizations are those of men.  In masculine cultures these political/organizational values stress material success and assertiveness. In feminine cultures they stress other types of quality of life, interpersonal relationships, and concern for the weak.

4.
Uncertainty avoidance, as a characteristics of a culture, defines the extent to which people within a culture are made nervous by situations that they consider to be unstructured, unclear, or unpredictable, and the extent to which they try to avoid such situations by adopting strict codes of behavior and a belief in absolute truths.  Cultures with a strong uncertainty avoidance are active, aggressive, emotional, security‑seeking, and intolerant.  Cultures with a weak uncertainty avoidance are contemplative, less aggressive, unemotional, accepting of personal risk, and relatively tolerant.

Hofstede, G. (1984). The cultural relativity of the quality of life concept, Academy of Management Review, 9 (3), 389‑398.

