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Abstract 

N ational Cultural Differences 
as Related to Organizations 

Evert D. Osbum 

A review of the literature on cross-cu1tural studies related to national 

cu1tural di旺'erencesand organizations was conducted. After arriving at a 

working definition of the word “culture" in a broad context， focus was turned 

to the identification of the dimensions of national cu1tural di宜'erences，with 

the contributions made by Hofstede， Laurent， and Trompenaars proving to 

be most significant. After noting the effect of national culture on organiza-

tional cu1ture at the macro level， a survey was done of the literature repre-

sentative of the effort to describe how cultural di旺erencesa宜'ectkey aspects 

of organizations， particularly those of leadership， management， and commu圃

nication. Finally， six suggestions for further research are 0宜eredwhich 

would add to the comprehensiveness of the literature on the subject. 

N ational Cultural Differences as Related to Organizations 

羽市atfollows is a non-exhaustive review of some of the key academic 

literature that is available concerning the dimensions of national cu1tural 

di旺'erencesand their e宜'ectsupon organizations. The writer is of the belief 

that this is an increasingly relevant topic in an era of globalization and multi-

cultural interaction and that familiarization with scholarly works on the 

subject may serve as an aid to those involved in organizational leadership 

roles. 

After first determining a working definition of the critical term “culture，" 

attention will then be focused upon the major studies concerning the dimen-
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sions of national cultural di旺erences，particularly in regard to work-related 

values. This will be followed by a look at the relationship between national 

and organizational cu1tures， succeeded by an overview of literature 

concerned with how national cu1ture a旺ectskey aspects of organizations 

such as leadership， management， and communication. Finally， a number of 

suggestions will be 0宜eredconcerning areas in which further research on 

the topic is required. 

Toward a Working De:finition of “Culture" 

Intercultural communication specialist Edward T. Hall once wrote， 

Deep cu1tural undercurrents structure life in subtle but highly 

consistent ways that are not consciously formulated. Like invisible 

jet streams in the skies that determine the course of a storm， these 

hidden currents shape our lives; yet their influence is only beginning 

to be identified. (Hall， 1976， p. 12) 

One of the primary purposes of this paper is to identi命researchthat 

has been done relatively recently to determine what some of these cultural 

influences are on an international scale. Thirty-one years ago Roberts (1970) 

performed a review of cross-cultural research related to organizations in 

which 526 publications were uncovered， concluding that 1) defining“culture" 

remained problematic， and that， up to that time， 2) research had been 

focused primari1y on individual behavior in organizations with very little 

being done on organizational-environmental [national cultural] interactions 

(pp. 327， 347). Regarding the latter conclusion， Morrison and Inkpen (1991) 

found in an exhaustive review of business literature a decade ago that the 

mainstream functional journals were stilllacking as out1ets for intemational 

research. 

Fortunately， this has changed somewhat， as will be seen， but first the 

problem of defining “culture" must be briefly addressed. Even fifty years ago 

Kroeber and Kluckholn had already identified over 160 definitions of culture， 

finally settling on the following: 

National Cultural Di酔rencesas Related to Organizations 33 



Culture consists of pattems， explicit and implicit， of and for behavior 

acquired and transmitted by symbols， constituting the distinctive 

achievement of human groups， including their embodiment in 

artifacts; the essential core of cu1ture consists of traditional (i.e.， 

historically derived and selected) ideas and especially their attached 

values; culture systems may， on the one hand， be considered as 

products of action， on the other， as conditioning elements of future 

action. (cited in Adler， 1997， pp. 14田15)

Tylor (1871/1994) 0宜ereda somewhat simpler definition much earlier， 

and there has been a plethora of attempts to update both his and the 

Kroebe子Kluckholndefinition since， perhaps one of the most widely accepted 

contemporary ones being offered by Schein (1991， 1992)， his original 

definiton being referred to by Hatch (1997). Hofstede (1984a) proposed in 

his seminal work on international cu1tural di宜erencesthat cu1ture may be 

defined as “the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the 

members of one human group from another" and which includes systems of 

values， cu1ture being to“a human collectivity what personality is to an 

individual" (p. 21). In his most recent work， Hofstede (1997， pp. 7・9)pointed 

out that culture is learned from one' s social environment and that its di宜er司

ences are manifested in symbols， heroes， rituals， and values， which are 

likened to the layers of an onion， with symbols being on the outer edge， 

moving inward through to values， which are at the core. Symbols， heroes， 

and rituals fall under the rubric of practices， what one does， whereas values 

are what one believes and serve as the basis for those actions. 

The assumptions， values， beliefs， and symbols in Hatch's (1993) 

“cultural dynamics model" may be included in the Hofstede definition， and 

are very similar to what was proposed by Fine (1995). Pettigrew (1979， p. 2) 

included symbol， language， ideology， belief， ritual， and myth in the concept 

of cu1ture. Doney， Cannon and Mullon (1998， paragraph 30) accepted a 

somewhat broader updated definition of cu1ture as“a system of values and 

norms that are shared by a group of people and that when taken together 

constitute a design for living." Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998)， 

rejecting the more recent definitions， chose to accept that 0宜eredby Cli宜ord
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Geertz in 1973， viz.， culture is the means by which people “communicate， 

perpetuate， and develop their knowledge about attitudes towards life. 

Culture is the fabric of meaning in terms of which human beings interpret 

their experience and guide their action" (cited in Trompenaars & Hampden-

Tumer， 1998， p. 24). 

One may determine from this brief account of some of the many defini-

tions of culture that there simply is no agreement among scholars as to 

which one is to be adopted. However， the definition which this writer found 

to be referred to most often in the recent literature is that proposed by 

Hofstede. His most current working definition of culture is that“it is the 

collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of 

one group or category of people from another，" the “software of the mind，" 

so to speak (Hofstede， 1997， p. 5). From this point forward， this will be the 

working definition accepted herein. 

This being said， it may also be useful to note that national cu1tures are 

developed as a means of coping wi出 thebasic problems which all mankind 

faces. These were identi自edin 1954 by the sociologist Alex lnkeles and the 

psychologist Daniel Levinson as follows: 

1) Relation to authori勿

2) Conception of selt， in particular: 

a) the relationship between the individual and society， and 

b) the individual's concept of masculinity and femininity 

3) Ways of dealing with conflicts， including the control of aggression 

and the expression of feelings. (cited in Hofstede， 1997， p. 13) 

Of course， the manner in which people in di証erentareas of the world 

have throughout history chosen to deal with these problems has varied 

considerably， giving rise to quite particularized cu1tures. It is to the di旺er-

ences between these cultures that attention is now focused. 

The Dimensions of N ational Cultura1 Di:fferences 

There are those who would argue that national culture is directly 
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related to success， economically and otherwise (cf. Singapore's Senior 

Minister Lee Kuan Yew in Zakaria， 1994). Though this is beyond the scope 

of the present study， there is abundant evidence that national cultural d旺er-

ences do exist and that these must be understood if successful intercu1tural 

interaction is to take place (Slate， 1993; Hofstede， 1994). Though one 

acquires one's own cu1ture simply by experiencing it， learning another 

culture requires a more conscious e旺ortthat involves discovering 1) the 

target cu1ture's basic assumptions， and 2) the correlation between those 

assumptions and the culture's modes of individual behavior and patterns of 

socialorganization (Walsh cited in Anand， 1980， p. 10). 

In order to facilitate this process， scholars， particularly in the past two 

decades， have begun to work towards identi布ringthe dimensions of cultural 

di旺'erencesbetween nations. Hall (cited in Gannon， 2001， p. 9) emphasizes 

four dimensions through which societies may be compared: 1) Context， or 

the . amount of information that stated in order to communicate effectively; 2) 

Space， or the ways of handling personal space when communicating; 3) 

Time， which is either monochronic (scheduling one thing at a time) or 

polychronic (scheduling mu1tiple activities at the same time); and 4) Infor園

mation flow， or the structure and speed at which messages are communi-

cated. 

Useful as Hall's model may be， however， the work of three scholars in 

particular has been most influential in identifying the dimensions of national 

cultural di旺erences.Their contributions to the literature will now be 

considered. 

Geert Hofstede's Contribution 

An eminent Dutch management researcher and social psychologist， in 

1968 and 1972 Hofstede conducted a survey of managers and employees at a 

mu1tinational corporation， IBM， in 40 countries， producing a total of over 

116，000 questionnaires. Focusing on values， which he describes as “broad 

tendencies to prefer certain states of affairs over others" (Hofstede， 1984a， p. 

18)， he discovered that a four-dimensional model could best account for the 

international di旺erencesin work-related values encountered. These are as 

follows: 
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1) Power Distance (PDI)-the extent to which the less powerful 

members of institutions and organizations within a coun仕yexpect

and accept that power is distributed unequally. 

2) Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI)一一theextent to which the members 

of the culture feel threatened by uncertain or unknown situations. 

3) lndividualism/Collectivism (IDV) -societies in which ties bet-

ween individuals are loose as opposed to those in which people 

from birth onwards are integrated into strong， cohesive groups， 

which 0宜erlifetime protection in return for unquestioning loyalty. 

4) Masculinity/Femininity (MAS)-the desirability of assertive 

behavior against that of modest behavior. (updated definitions 

from Hofstede， 1997， pp. 28， 113， 51-52， & 80， respectively) 

Expanding his research to include 50 countries and three regions (East 

Africa， West Africa， and Arab-speaking countries) on six continents， the 

scholar discovered that the same dimensions remained valid， with certain 

countries aggregated into one culture cluster， while others congregated into 

quite di旺erentclusters (Hofstede， 1983a). For example， America and J apan， 
同10countries in which this writer is keenly interested， may be found at 

opposite ends of the power distance and individualism scales， Americans 

having a low sense of power distance and high individualism， while J apanese 
tend to have a high sense of power distance and low individualism. The same 

may be said for uncertainty avoidance， with Americans having weak uncer-

tainty avoidance as opposed to the J apanese tendency towards a strong 
avoidance of things uncertain. Though both cultures are characterized as 

masculine， J apanese culture is characterized as considerably more so， with 
the predominant socialization pattern being for men to be assertive 

(dominant) and women to be much more nurturing (submissive). 

Regarding Hofstede's category of Masculinity /Femininity， Adler (1997) 

has felt compelled to change the title to that of“Career Success and Quality 

of Life，" arguing that“the original dimension does not correspond with 

contemporary understandings of masculinity and femininity，" the new title 

more accurately reflecting the underlying meaning of what Hofstede origi-

nally intended (pp. 55， 64). Upon inspection of Hofstede's description of the 

Masculine/Feminine dimension， this writer is of the opinion that Adler's 
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change does indeed more adequately represent what he had intended. 

In 1988 Hofstede and Bond (original Organizational Dynαmics article 

reprinted in Gannon， 2001) added a世thdimension as a result of a 22-country 

Chinese Value Survey conducted in East Asia. This category， dubbed 

“Confucian Dynamism，" reflects the tendency of the peoples of East Asia to 

place importance on the Confucian values of persistence， hierarchical 

ordering of relationships， thrift， and the engendering of a sense of shame. In 

practical terms， Hofstede (1997， pp. 164四166)categorizes this dimension as a 

“Long-term vs. a Short-term Orientation" in life， with long司termoriented 

cultures being dynamic and more focused on the future and short-term 

oriented nations tending to be more static and concentrated on the past and 

present. 

Concerning the original four dimensions identified， Hofstede and Bond 

(1984b) conducted a validation study based upon Rokeach's Value Survey 

and concluded that，“because of the basic nature of large number of 

countries covered， it [Hofstede's model] can serve as a useful anchoring 

framework for showing synergy among cross-cultural studies" (p. 420). In 

1990 Hoppe， a management educator， likewise performed a validation study 

of Hofstede's work， replicating the IBM study on political and institutional 

elites from 19 primarily European countries (18 of which were included in 

Hofstede's original survey) and discovering a strong correlation between 

Hofstede's results and his own (cf. Hofstede， 1997， pp. 97， 256-257). 

However， Fernandez， Carlson， Stepina， and Nicholson (1997) point out 

that nearly three decades have now passed since Hofstede's original data 

was last collected and that there may well have been major worldwide 

environmental changes resulting in shifts in his national cultural classifica-

tions. In their study of nine countries on four continents， they concluded that 

their findings“suggest there have been significant shifts in value classifica-

tions in some countries since Hofstede conducted his first comprehensive 

study，" with some of the countries examined showing shifts in ranking when 

compared with his data (Fernandez et al.， 1997， paragraph 31). 

Furthermore， Yeh and Lawrence (1995， paragraphs 6， 8， 34) contend 

that research has shown that Confucian dynamism and individualism are 

highly related， being two sides of the same coin， and should very well not be 

consid 
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dynamism appears to have been an attempt to explain the economic growth 

of some of the East Asian countries in the late 1980's， yet it has been force-

fully argued that“stable political environments and market-oriented policies 

were more important conditions in explaining growth in these countries" and 

that“factors other than culture clearly matter，" Hofstede himself realizing 

the danger of the bias of cultural determinism (Yeh and Lawrence， 1995， 

paragraphs 26， 28). 

Nevertheless， these potential drawbacks notwithstanding， the impact of 

Hofstede's work must be acknowledged， the four original dimensions being 

referred to by a number of scholars (cf. Adler， 1997; Bigoness & Blakely， 

1996; Francis， 1991; Furnham et al.， 1993; Hatch， 1997; ]ackson & Schuler， 

1995; ]aeger， 1986; Shane， 1992). Hofstede found highly significant di旺er-

ences in the attitudes and behavior of managers and employees in di宜erent

countries， and these differences do not appear to change over time 

(Hofstede， 1983a， p. 71). N ational culture was found to explain more of the 

di旺'erencesin work-related values and attitudes than did position， profession， 

age or gender， in fact accounting for 50 percent of the di旺'erencesin 

employees' attitudes and behavior overall (cf. Adler， 1997， pp. 47， 61). 

Of course， Hofstede was not performing his analyses of national 

cultures in a vacuum， other researchers also being involved in identifying 

the values of various peoples. Though he postulates that “it is unlikely that a 

dimensional structure with more than six or seven elements wi1l be very 

helpful" (Hofstede， 1998， p. 28)， there have been other attempts at estab-

lishing alternative and/or additional dimensions. 

AndreLαurent's Contribution 

While a professor of organizational behavior at a leading international 

management school in Fontainebleau， France in the late 1970's， Laurent 

studied the behaviors and philosophies of managers in nine Western 

European countries， the United States， and three Asian countries (the 

People's Republic of China， ]apan， and lndonesia)， asking them in a 56-item 

questionnaire to describe their approach to a number of common work situa-

tions. Data tabulated in indices correlated to questions grouped according to 

the themes of organizations as political， authority， role-familiarization， and 

hierarchical-relationship systems led to the conclusion that the management 
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process in the Occidental countries studied was very much cu1ture bound 

(Laurent， 1983， p. 95). 

A summary of Laurent's work indicates that there are significant differ-

ences between task-oriented (e.g.， American) and relationship-oriented (e.g.， 

Latin American) cu1tures regarding managerial styles， with little actual 

agreement across national borders on the very nature of the managerial role. 

Adler (1997) observes that one of the most significantcharacteristics of 

Laurent's work is that it shows that“cu1tural di旺erencesare more 

pronounced among employees from around the world working within the 

same organization than among employees working for native organizations 

in their native lands" (p. 61). 

Together， Hofstede's five dimensions of variance and Laurent's research 

documents that there are， in fact， a broad range of national cultural di宜er-

ences in work-related behavior and beliefs. This was further borne out in 

research conducted in the 1980's and 1990's by Trompenaars， another 

researcher from the N etherlands. 

Fons Trompenααrs' Contribution 

Trompenaars (1996， paragraph 2) produced a model of cu1ture 

consisting of three layers. The outer layer， labeled explicit culture， consists 

of artifacts and products; the middle layer is comprised of norms and values; 

and the inner layer， called implicit culture， is the group of basic assumptions 

that a particular group has. Just how implicit and explicit culture is formed is 

seen to be in direct correlation with how a particular nation or organization 

has chosen to resolve the basic dilemmas emerging from the universal 

problems confronted by mankind. Hampden-Turner postulates that every 

country or organization faces a) dilemmas in relationships with people; b) 

dilemmas in relationship to time; and c) dilemmas in relations between 

people and the natural environment (Trompenaars， 1996， paragraphs 4-5). 

These three sources of challenge confront all people everywhere， and 

the means in which different groups of people have chosen to deal with them 

naturally vary， thereby giving rise to unique cu1tures on a nationallevel. In 

regard to how the dilemma of relating with other people is solved， 

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998) have identified five basic dimen-

sions， which are as follows: 
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1) Universalism versus particularism (rules versus relationships) 

2) Communitarianism versus individualism (the group versus the 

individual) 

3) N eutral versus emotional (the range of feelings expressed) 

4) Diffuse versus specific (the range of involvement) 

5) Achievement versus ascription (how status is accorded) (p. 29) 

These bipolar value orientations and where on the spectrum a given 

culture falls in relation to them strongly influence how the said culture will 

conduct and manage its business. In academic and field research conducted 

over a fifteen-year period and involving participants (75% in management and 

25% administrative staff) from 30 companies with departments in 55 

countries， 30，000 valid cases were accumulated (cf. Trompenaars & 

Hampden-Turner， 1998， pp. 1-2， 252). Trompenaars found that there were 

indeed significant differences between both national and corporate cultures， 

as “every nation seeks a di旺'erentand winding path to its own ideals of 

integrity" (Trompenaars， 1996， paragraph 91). 

For example， a universalist， rule-based approach tends to be more 

common in Protestant cultures， with strongly universalist cu1tures using the 

courts to mediate conflicts. However， more particularist cu1tures that focus 

on the exceptional nature of the immediate circumstances take a much more 

pragmatic， relativistic approach， so that a country like ]apan perceives that it 

has much less need for lawyers and courts to protect the truth (Trompenaars 

& Hampden四Turner，1998， pp. 31， 36). 

In addition to the five dimensions in which cu1tures operate and in 

which there are numerous di旺erences across national cultures， 

Trompenaars also emphasizes the cu1tural discrepancies in 1) how time is 

managed， and 2) how nature is related to. Concerning the former， sequen-

tially-oriented cultures tend to view time as a series of passing events and as 

a factor that organizations must manage. On the other hand， synchronically-

focused cultures view the past， present， and future as interrelated and are 

more flexible regarding punctuality and getting things done “on time" 

(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner， 1998， pp. 123-128). 

In relating to nature， cu1tures like that found in the United States are 
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inner-directed and seek to control nature by imposing their will upon it， with 

organizations viewed as machines that obey the will of their operators. In 

contrast to this， outer-directed cultures believe that man is part of nature and 

must， therefore， cooperate with it. Such cultures perceive of organizations as 

the product of nature themselves (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner， 1998， 

p.145). 

The significance of Trompenaars' work is that it documented additional 

dimensions of national cultural di旺erencesand highlighted some of the 

ethical issues faced by managers working cross-culturally， in that sense 

going beyond Hofstede and Laurent (cf. Adler， 1997， p. 58). Of course， 

others have continued to work towards the end of identi:fying cultural dimen-

sions previously undiscovered， and their work will now be focused upon. 

Other Contributions 

Jackson and Schuler (1995) note that the most widely known framework 

for the comparison of national cultures is that of Hofstede， his original four 

dimensions of power distance， uncertainty avoidance， individualism/ collec-

tivism， and masculinity /femininity being considered as valid by most 

available research. They go on to point out that the dimensions of infor-

ma1ity， materialism， and change orientation have also been identified within 

the past decade. 

In addition to these， Triandis highlighted the tightness versus the 

looseness of rules as a means of distinguishing between cultures， allowing 

for a novel manner of comparison. For instance， individua1istic Germany may 

be viewed as comparable to collectivistic J apan in the sense that both 

observe a high degree of tightness in regard to rules and regulations (noted 

in Gannon， 2001， p. 16). 

While not characterizing them as dimensions of national cultural differ-

ences， Brislin， Cushner， Cherrie， and Yong (1986， p. 52) have created a 

guide on intercαultural interaction that is organized around 18 categories of 

C汀roωss-cu叫lltl.加lral“incident低s，"such as views on ambig忠ui匂ty，work， roles， ritual and 

superstition， hierarchies among people， and learning styles. Perusal of all 

eighteen “incidents" reveals considerable overlap between the di宜'erencesin

work-related values identified by Hofstede and others， indicating that the 

work of Bris1in， et al.， may be considered as a legitimate contribution to the 
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field， although not actually recognized in the literature as such. 

Osland and Bird (2000， paragraph 8) note that a total of 22 dimensions 

have in fact been utilized by researchers up to this point to compare cultures， 

but acknowledge that Hofstede's work represented a major step forward in 

the field of cross-cultural research， commenting that“hundreds of studies 

have used one or more of Hofstede's dimensions to explore similarities and 

di妊erencesacross cultures regarding numerous aspects of business and 

management" (paragraph 27). They have made a unique contribution to the 

field in their own right， however， by having introduced the concepts of 

cultural paradox and value trumping， noting that， in specific contexts， certain 

cultural values have a tendency to take precedence over others， implying 

that culture is， in reali匂T，embedded in context and cannot be fully compre-

hended without taking said context under careful consideration (Osland & 

Bird， 2000， paragraph 1). 

More specifically， Osland and Bird caution that the paradoxes in 

cultural behaviors often 0 bserved even within one country may be explained 

by 1) the tendency for observers to confuse individual with group values; 2) 

unresolved cultural issues; 3) bipolar (either-or) patterns; 4) role behaviors; 

5) real versus espoused values; and 6) the value trumping mentioned above 

(paragraph 32). In order to reach a holistic understanding of any culture， 

Osland and Bird suggest that scholars adopt their “model of culture sense圃

making，" which involves a five-step cyclical process， as follows: 

1) Indexing the context of a behavior 

2) Making attributions， viz.， analyzing contextual clues and matching 

the context with appropriate schema 

3) Selecting schema， or cultural scripts， defined as “a pattern of 

social interaction that is characteristic of a particular cultural 

group" 

4) Noting the influence ofthe hierarchy ofvalues in the culture 

5) N oting the influence of history and tradition on the culture 

(paragraphs 38-43) 

Thus， while themselves not adding any new dimensions of national 

cultural di旺erencesper se， Osland and Bird's contribution to the literature 
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on the subject is deemed to be considerable by this writer， not for the 

summary of previously discovered dimensions provided， however useful， but 

for raising the consciousness level of researchers. Further work done in the 

field must take into account cu1tural sensemaking in order to correctly 

ascertain the true values of the target cultures being considered. 

It may be ascertained from the brief summary of the identification of 

national cultural di宜'erencesabove that it may be concluded出atHofstede， 

Laurent， Trompenaars and Hampden同Turner，and Osland and Bird have 

made the most significant contributions to the literature up to the present. 

This may be further borne out by reviewing their studies in view of the 

relationship between national and organizational cultures. 

The E:ffect of National Culture on Organizational Culture 

Morgan (1998， p. 114) comments，“Many of the major cu1tural similar-

ities and di宜'erencesin the world today are occupational rather than national. 

. . . However， . . • it would be a mistake to dismiss cross-national di宜erences
in culture as being of li仕lesignificance." Smircich (1983， p. 355) implies the 

need for doing cu1tural analysis in relation to organizations， and Gregory 

(1983) acknowledges the importance of understanding cultural problems 

within organizational units. Regarding the relationship between organiza-

tional and national cultures， Adler (1997， p. 63) states unambiguously，“Far 

from reducing national di旺'erences，organizational cu1ture maintains and 

enhances them." 

Hofstede (1997) defines organizational cu1ture as “the collective 

programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one organi-

zation from another" and posits that the six dimensions of organizational 

cu1ture are that it is 1) holistic; 2) historically determined; 3) related to 

things anthropologists study; 4) socially constructed; 5) soft (as opposed to 

Peters and Waterman， 1982); and 6) difficult to change (pp. 179四180).

Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998) assert that there are four 

types of corporate cu1tures that are distinguished by the national cultural 

dimensions of equality versus hierarchy and orientation to the person versus 

orientation to the task. The metaphors used for the corporate cu1tures 
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identified illustrate the employees' notion of their relationship to the organi-

zation. The metaphors for the corporate句Tpesand national cultural orien-

tation for each are listed below. 

• The family -hierarchical， person-oriented cu1ture (e.g.， South 
Korea， Spain) 

• The Eiffel Tower -hierarchical， role-oriented culture (e.g.， 
Australia， France) 

・Theguided missile -egalitarian， project-oriented culture (e.g.， 
Norway， U.S.A.) 

• The incubator -egalitarian， fulfillment開orientedculture (e.g.， 
Canada， Switzerland) (adapted from Trompenaars & Hampden-

Turner， 1998，pp. 162， 184) 

Characterizations of the four corporate types are made according to 

organizational members' relationships to each other， attitudes toward 

authority， ways of thinking and learning， attitudes towards people， ways of 

changing， ways of motivating and rewarding， manner of dealing with 

criticism， and methods of conflict resolution， all of which are closely related 

to national cultural characteristics， leading these researchers to conclude 

that the dimensions of national cultural preferences “help determine the type 

of corporate culture ‘chosen' "(Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner， 1998， pp. 

161，183). 

This being acknowledged， however， it must at the same time be noted 

that corporate culture and national culture are separate entities and that 

many actual organizational culture di旺erencesare composed of di宜erent

elements than national culture di宜'erences，the former residing primarily at 

the level of practices (symbols， heroes， and rituals). Hofstede， N euijen， 

Ohayv， and Sanders (1990， paragraph 106) conducted an organizational 

culture study across ten separate organizations in Denmark and the 

Netherlands and found that， while there are considerable di旺'erencesin 

values among national cultures， for organizations the opposite was the case: 

there were “considerable di旺'erencesin practices for people who held about 

the same values." 

Consequent1y， it may be concluded from the above that national culture 

National Cultural Di酔rencesas RelatedωOrganizations 45 



is a significant factor in what broad type of organizational culture evolves in a 

specific country， whi1e other factors are at work in the development of the 

practices within the culture of a particular organization. Thus， national 

culture di旺erencesa旺'ectorganizational culture at the macro level， whereas 

organizational culture differences themselves are at the micro level. Since it 

is precisely in the area of work-related values that critical aspects of organi-

zations are most likely to be a旺'ectedby national cu1ture differences， it 

becomes imperative to assess what the literature reveals along these lines. 

National Culture Differences and Key Aspects of Organizations 

A survey of the literature suggests that certain key elements of organi司

zations are heavily influenced by national cu1ture. On leadership， for 

example， Schein (1999， p. 98)， makes the critical observation that leaders 

embed cultural elements in the organizations they represent. He asserts that 

“any definition of ‘good leadership' usually reflects the historical， social， or 

cultural context in which the analysis is conducted，" noting that “leadership， 

then， is partly a cultural phenomenon and must be analyzed within a given 

cultural， political， and socio-economic context" (Schein， 1994， pp. 107， 110). 

Hofstede (1984a) lucidly states that leadership is necessari1y related to 

“subordinateship，" the relationship between the leader and the subordinates， 

concluding，“If leadership is only a complement to subordinateship， a key to 

leadership is the type of subordinate expectations we are likely to find in a 

country" (p. 258). Therefore， he finds that the national cultural power 

distance relationship between leaders and the led is a critical factor in deter同

mining what wi1l be perceived as e旺'ectiveleadership in a given setting (cf. 

Sadler & Hofstede， 1976). 

Commenting on the relationship between transformational leadership 

and justice， for instance， Pi1lai， Scandura， and Williams (1999， paragraphs 45， 

46) postulate that“specific leadership behaviors are associated with specific 

cu1tures， and the impact of specific leadership functions di旺ersacross 

cu1tures，" with one of the cu1tural differences being how leadership and 

organizational justice are manifested. 

Regarding management， Hofstede (1983b， p. 88) notes that both 
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managing and organizing are culturally dependent simply because they“do 

not consist of making or moving tangible objects， but of manipulating 

symbols which have meaning to the people who are managed or organized." 

He theorizes that nationality is important to management for political， socio-

logical， and psychological reasons (cf. pp. 75-76). As an example， in a later 

assessment Hofstede (1993， paragraph 2) makes the assertion that U.S. 

management theories contain “a number of idiosyncrasies not necessarily 

shared by management elsewhere，" the three primary examples being “a 

stress on market processes， a stress on the individual， and a focus on 

managers rather than on workers." 

Grove and Hallowell (1994) note that there are seven cultural influences 

on managerial behavior， and Bakhtari (1995) finds that cultural factors do 

indeed e宜'ectwhich of the six styles of management (coercive， authoritative， 

affiliative， democratic， pace-setting， and coaching; cf. Schein， 1996) is most 

likely to be adopted in an organization. Bigoness and Blakely (1996) find that 

cross-national managerial values do di旺:er，and Kanungo and Wright (1983) 

maintain that managerial job attitudes， such as the types of job outcomes 

being sought， vary significantly from one culture to another (cf. Jackson & 

Schuler， 1995). 

Concerning the crucial element of communication， Condon has shown 

that language and behavior， nonverbal behavior， values， and patterns of 

thought (in order of ascending perplexity) are critical factors in cross-

cultural communication problems between organizations (noted in Adler & 

Graham， 1989). Munter (1993) and Tixier (1997) also emphasize the impor-

tance of cultural factors in communication among international organizations 

(cf. Ihator， 2000; Eisenberg & Goodall， 2001). 

A host of other important elements of organizations出atare affected by 

national cu1tural di旺'erenceshas been noted in the 1iterature， as may be 

ascertained below. 

• Advertising & sales (Dubinsky et al.， 1991; Albers-Miller & Gelb， 
1996) 

・Buildingof trust (Doney， Cannon， & Mullen， 1998) 
• Business transactions (Shane， 1992; Sa1ter， 1995; Morosini， 
Shane， & Singh， 1998; Schuler & Rogovs匂， 1998; Steensma et al.， 
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2000; Brouthers & Brouthers， 2001) 

• Decision-making and control Gaeger， 1983; Simonson， 2000) 
・Ethicalperceptions (Dubinsky et al.， 1991; Markoczy， 2000) 
・Organizationaldevelopment (Hofstede， 1984a; Jaeger， 1986) 
・Organizationalstructuring (Mintzberg， 1993) 
• Personnel training (Hofstede， 1984a; Mintzberg & Quinn， 1991; 
Weech， 2000) 

・Persuasionand negotiations (Francis， 1991; Aaker & Maheswaran， 
1997) 

・Roleconflict (Peterson et al.， 1995) 
• Strategy innovation (Perlitz， 1994; Trompenaars， 1996) 
・Workethic (Weber， 1930/1985; Fumham et al.， 1993) 

In summary of this section， it is evident from the recent literature that 

national cultural di宜erenceshave a profound effect on organizations at the 

macro level. From leadership， management， and communication to organiza-

tional development， personnel training and the very work ethic of its 

members， organizations are heavily influenced by the national cultures of 

which they are a part. 

Issues for Further Research 

In spite of the work that has been done in the area of national cultural 

di宜erencesand organizations， key elements of which have been cited above， 

there remain a number of issues which require further e旺ortson the part of 

cross-cultural researchers， identified as the following: 
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1) Studies on the dimensions of national cultural differences must be 

conducted from a non-Anglo perspective， preferably by a team of 

experts from a mix of countries， including the Third World (cf. 

Hofstede， 1984a). Such studies could be further validated by 

expanding the target sample beyond the relatively highly 

educated and affluent business world that has almost exclusively 

been the subject of studies to date (cf. Buell， 1994). 



2) Research covering as large a number of countries as possible 

should be carried out， noting that the vast majority of cross-

country analyses were done in the pre-Internet era. The speed 

with which technology has moved， particularly in the past decade 

of the Information Age， has led to globalization trends and the 

minimization of distance， which may have blurred cu1tural 

distinctions that ex.isted only twenty years ago. 

3) Analyses on national cultural differences may be further refined 

through similar studies on regional， ethnic， occupational， and 

organizational subcultures (Hofstede， 1984a). 

4) The consequences of national cu1tural differences and how 

policies may be designed to best take them into account could be 

elaborated upon much more than has been done up to this point 

(Hofstede， 1984a). 

5) Research on the relationship between cu1ture and a nation's 

economic， legal， and political system could wel1 contribute to a 

greater understanding in the area of intercultural management 

(Early and Singh， 1995). Situational factors should not be neglected 

when investigating the e旺ectof national culture (Markoczy， 2000). 

6)百leliterature has described to some degree the impact of national 

cultural di宜erenceson organizational behavior， but much remains 

to be done on determining how the process works and on how 

culture a狂ectsnational performance (Redding in Nicholson， 1995). 

Conclusion 

Though there certainly remains much to be done in the area of cross-

cu1tural research pertaining to national cu1tural differences， as outlined 

above， the literature reviewed herein indicates that demonstrable progress 

has been made， particularly in the past twenty years. Considerable e宜orthas 

been devoted to simply defining what “culture" means， a smal1 sampling of 

which was offered in the first section， though perhaps the most significant 

category of the literature perused is that concerning the dimensions of 

national cultural di宜erences.Hofstede's five dimensions of variance in work-
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related values and Laurent's emphasis on the di宜erencesbetween task-

oriented and relationship-oriented cultures， in tandem with Trompenaar's 

five basic dimensions， are deemed by this writer to be the most significant 

contributions in this category to date， particularly if they are tempered by 

Osland and Birds' model of sensemaking. 

The 1iterature on the e宜'ectof national culture on organizational culture 

indicates that the latter is a旺'ectedby the former on a macro level， the details 

of which are fairly extensively documented in the sense that there are a 

number of studies relating to the e宜'ectsof national cultural di旺erenceson 

key aspects of organizations， such as leadership， management， and commu-

nication. 

The present author suggests that more research be done， particularly in 

the area of worldwide field studies on national cultural di旺erences，although 

it must be acknowledged that， by their very nature， such studies are 

extremely difficult to conduct. Nevertheless， the importance of the subject 

matter necessitates that such e宜ortsbe undertaken， being of immense value 

to leaders of organizations throughout the world who face a complex and 

rapidly-changing environment in the 21st century. 
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