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Hofstede’s framework, which is based on survey data collected in the late 1960s and early
1970s, dominates quantitative culture research in international strategic management.
However, as countries develop economically, modernization theory predicts shifts in cultural
values, which likely affect countries’ scores on Hofstede’s work-related values dimensions, in
turn raising doubt about the continued relevance of this framework for global strategy
researchers and practitioners. We examine how country scores on Hofstede’s dimensions have
developed over time by replicating Hofstede’s dimensions for two birth cohorts using data from
the World Values Survey. Results indicate that, on average, contemporary societies score
higher on Individualism and Indulgence versus Restraint, and they score lower on Power
Distance than do past societies. We find that cultural change is absolute rather than relative,
meaning that countries’ scores on the Hofstede dimensions relative to the scores of other
countries have not changed very much. As a consequence, cultural differences between country
pairs (i.e., cultural distances) are generally stable. We discuss the implications of our findings
for global strategy research. Copyright © 2015 Strategic Management Society.

INTRODUCTION

A key challenge for global strategy concerns manag-
ing the dissimilarities that exist between the various
societies in which a multinational firm operates
(Ghemawat, 2007). Variation in culture and the
values of societies constitutes an important part of
these differences (Ghemawat, 2001). Culture shapes
perceptions and responses to strategic challenges,
making it vital for multinational managers to recog-
nize cultural differences and deal with this diversity
effectively (Schneider and De Meyer, 1991). Key
research themes in global strategy, therefore, involve
culture and, especially, cultural values differences

(Hofstede, 1994; Lewin and Kim, 2004; Tung,
2008). These literatures rely on various frameworks,
including Hofstede (1980, 2001), Schwartz (1994,
2006), GLOBE (House et al., 2004), Trompenaars
(1993), and the World Values Survey (Inglehart,
1990, 1997). Although not without criticism (Ailon,
2008; Baskerville, 2003; McSweeney, 2002; Taras,
Steel, and Kirkman, 2010), Hofstede’s framework in
particular dominates the field (see Kirkman, Lowe,
and Gibson, 2006 for an overview).1
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1 The appeal of Hofstede’s culture framework is reflected in the
consistently high number of citations to his studies, ranking his
work among the most highly cited works in social science. As
of May 2015, Google Scholar generates more than 100,000
citations to Hofstede, of which more than 40,000 are citations to
the first edition of his book on culture’s consequences
(Hofstede, 1980) and more than 25,000 are for the second
edition published in 2001. In comparison, the 2004 GLOBE
study (House et al., 2004) has close to 4,000 citations.
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A recurring concern in the literature is the tempo-
ral stability of culture measures and measured cul-
tural differences (Leung et al., 2005; McSweeney,
2009; Shenkar, 2001; Tung and Verbeke, 2010).
Theories of cultural change have predicted conver-
gence, stability (divergence), or some combination
thereof (Inkeles, 1960; Inglehart and Baker, 2000;
Ralston et al., 1997; Webber, 1969). Concerns about
temporal stability apply particularly to Hofstede’s
culture framework because of its widespread use and
because Hofstede’s dimensions of national culture
are based on survey data collected 45 years ago. A
key open question is whether the scores on these
dimensions of national culture—developed in the
late 1960s and the early 1970s—are still representa-
tive of today’s globalized societies. Specifically, if
we were to discern a similar set of national culture
dimensions for contemporary societies, to what
extent would countries’ scores on these dimensions
be stable over time?

To test whether shifts in countries’ scores on the
Hofstede dimensions can be observed, we follow
sociological theory and apply a dynamic approach
that considers two separate birth cohorts, an older
and a younger one. We use data from the World
Values Survey (WVS), covering more than 340,000
individuals from almost 100 different countries, with
data collected from 1981 to 2008. The first, older
cohort is used to replicate Hofstede’s dimensions
and is based on an analysis of the values of individu-
als belonging to the working population at the time
of Hofstede’s original study in the late 1960s and
early 1970s. A carefully designed ecological corre-
lation analysis, factor analysis, and subsequent reli-
ability analysis allow us to replicate three of the
four original Hofstede dimensions (Individualism,
Uncertainty Avoidance, and Power Distance, but not
Masculinity/Femininity), as well as one of the two
dimensions that Hofstede added to his framework
later (Indulgence versus Restraint, but not Long-
Term Orientation). Based on this replication, we also
derive national culture scores for the second,
nonoverlapping cohort (mostly belonging to the
current working population) and compare countries’
scores on the dimensions of Individualism, Power
Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance and Indulgence
versus Restraint between the two cohorts. We do not
compare scores on the Long-Term Orientation
dimension, as this dimension suffers from poor
reliability.

We find, first, that Hofstede’s dimensions of
national culture can be replicated for different

cohorts using contemporary values data. Second, we
find that the scores on our replicated dimensions of
national culture have changed. Specifically, results
indicate that, on average, societies have become sig-
nificantly more Individualistic, more Indulgent/less
Restrained, and less hierarchical, as reflected in
lower scores on Power Distance. However, country
scores on Uncertainty Avoidance have not changed
significantly. Third, results reveal that the change in
scores on these dimensions has been absolute and
not relative. That is to say, countries have moved
along the same path with value differences between
countries staying more or less the same. An impli-
cation of this finding is that, on average, the cultural
distance between countries is relatively stable. A
notable exception is the U.S., for which we find that
cultural distance to other countries has decreased.

Our findings contribute to the literature in two
related ways. First, we respond directly to an
oft-heard disclaimer in extant culture research in
global strategy concerning the temporal stability of
Hofstede’s dimension scores (e.g., Shenkar, 2001).
Rather than making a generic claim that Hofstede’s
dimension scores are (not) outdated, we have sought
to address this issue empirically to find that the
overall picture on cultural change is more subtle.
Second, the relevance of culture for strategic chal-
lenges such as how to deal with corruption (Martin
et al., 2007), the amount of discretion to grant
to CEOs (Crossland and Hambrick, 2011), or
whether to focus on long- or short-term profitability
(Hayward and Kemmelmeier, 2007; Lewin and Kim,
2004) has not been diminished by processes of
global cultural convergence. In fact, our results indi-
cate that using Hofstede’s data in international stra-
tegic management research is as relevant now as it
was when his work was first published. Hofstede’s
scores on dimensions of national culture have not
become irrelevant simply because they were devel-
oped 45 years ago. Instead, we call for a better
understanding and increased awareness of when and
for which countries the field can still rely on
Hofstede’s framework and when to be more careful
in sampling a specific set of countries.

THEORY AND BACKGROUND

Culture in international strategic management

The study of culture in international management
has a comparative and an interactive tradition
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(Beugelsdijk, 2011). Comparative research focuses
on showing the effects of societies’ cultural back-
grounds on all kinds of outcome variables, ranging
from human resource practices through attitudes
toward corruption and opportunism to national inno-
vation rates and economic development (Aycan
et al., 2000; Hofstede and Bond, 1988; Chen, Peng,
and Saparito, 2002; Johnson and Lenartowicz, 1998;
Martin et al., 2007; Rosenzweig and Nohria,
1994; Ryan et al., 1999; Schneider and De Meyer,
1991; Shane, 1993). In this literature, researchers
most frequently use the framework developed
by Hofstede (1980, 2001) to study levels of culture.
As Hofstede’s framework identifies a set of univer-
sal dimensions of national culture on which all
societies can be located, it allows for intercultural
comparisons.

Interactive culture research does not consider the
direct effects of countries’ cultures on outcomes, but
rather focuses on the question of how managers and
multinational firms deal with or are affected by the
fact that they are operating in multiple, dissimilar
cultural environments. Researchers in this tradition
have primarily studied culture as a source of dis-
tance. In this literature, the concept of cultural dis-
tance, or the degree of difference between national
cultures, is taken as an important input for psychic
distance (Beckerman, 1956; Dow and Karunaratna,
2006) and for the liability of foreignness experi-
enced by firms operating abroad (Bae and Salomon,
2010; Eden and Miller, 2004; Peng, Wang, and
Jiang, 2008; Zaheer, 1995). Indeed, many empirical
studies have examined the impact of measures of
cultural distance on a range of issues in international
management and global strategy (for surveys, see
Kirkman et al., 2006; Tihanyi, Griffith, and Russell).
The theoretical interest in the concept notwithstand-
ing, empirical results on the effects of cultural
distance are mixed, which has been related to
the incomplete operationalizations of cultural dis-
tance (Kirkman et al., 2006; van Hoorn and
Maseland, 2014; Shenkar, 2001). The most common
operationalizations of cultural distance are based on
differences in scores on Hofstede’s dimensions
between country pairs (Kogut and Singh, 1988).

Hofstede’s dimensions of national culture

Hofstede (1980) constructed his culture framework
from data collected in attitudinal surveys conducted
in subsidiaries of IBM in 72 countries from 1967 to
1973. Hofstede (1980) subsequently was one of the

first researchers to use factor analysis and reduce
cross-national cultural diversity to country scores on
a limited number of dimensions. Hofstede’s work
provided researchers with a consistent and parsimo-
nious quantification of cultural differences between
countries, causing a surge in empirical studies about
the impact of culture on the activities and perfor-
mance of multinational firms (Kirkman et al., 2006).
Although competing frameworks and dimensions of
national culture have appeared since (Schwartz,
1994; Trompenaars, 1993; House et al., 2004), none
of these works has yet reached the level of influence
that the Hofstede framework has. Hofstede
(1980) originally identified four dimensions of
national culture: Individualism (or Individualism/
Collectivism), Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoid-
ance, and Masculinity/Femininity. The fifth and
sixth dimensions, Long-Term Orientation and Indul-
gence versus Restraint, were added later. Only the
four original dimensions are based on the surveys
conducted at IBM, while scores for the latter two
dimensions are based on items and data from the
World Values Survey.

Individualism denotes the extent to which society
sees people primarily as individuals looking after
themselves (high individualism) or primarily as
members of tightly knit communities (low individu-
alism). Power Distance reflects the extent to which
people in a society expect and accept that power is
distributed unequally. Uncertainty Avoidance mea-
sures the degree to which members of society are
comfortable in unstructured situations. High uncer-
tainty avoidant cultures are characterized by a strong
need for predictability and control over the environ-
ment. Masculinity/Femininity reflects the emphasis
in society on caring for others, solidarity, and quality
of life (Femininity), as opposed to achievement and
success (Masculinity).

The Long-Term Orientation dimension was
uncovered in a study by the Chinese Culture
Connection (1987) project, which sought to remedy
the potential Western cultural bias in the original
IBM survey by running a separate survey designed
by an independent team of Asian researchers
(Hofstede and Bond, 1988). The project confirmed
the existence and relevance of the four Hofstede
dimensions, but also identified a fifth, until then
unknown dimension. Initially this fifth dimension
was labeled Confucian Dynamism to reflect the Con-
fucian nature of the values it included. However,
Hofstede (1991) changed the name of this dimension
to the more general Long-Term Orientation. Cul-
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tures scoring high on Long-Term Orientation tend to
be more future oriented, accepting delayed gratifica-
tion of material and social needs. Such cultures are
characterized by strong persistence and thrift,
whereas cultures that are short-term oriented value
respect for tradition and social obligations more.

While the original Long-Term Orientation scores
are available only for a limited number of countries,
Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov (2010) recalculated
this dimension using value items from the WVS and
using data imputation techniques to increase the
number of countries for which scores on this dimen-
sion are available to 93. Hofstede et al. (2010)
further introduced a sixth dimension called Indul-
gence versus Restraint, originally discovered by
Minkov (2007; see, also, Minkov, 2011). This
dimension was also identified on the basis of WVS
items and reflects the degree to which societies have
strong norms regulating and suppressing the instant
gratification of human drives.

Cultural stability and change

The argument that culture is stable (e.g., Hofstede,
2001) is related to the so-called culturalist perspec-
tive (Beugelsdijk and Maseland, 2011; Khalil, 2010),
which claims that values differences between soci-
eties are deeply rooted in history and drive socioeco-
nomic developments rather than the other way
around (Weber, 1904/5; Huntington, 1996). Accord-
ing to Hofstede (2001), value systems have their
origins in ecological factors. From thereon, however,
value systems lead to the emergence of particular
institutions in society, such as family structures, law,
education systems, and political structures. These
institutions, in turn, reinforce the values underlying
them, as they direct the socialization of younger
cohorts and shape the evolution of knowledge in
society. Such symbiosis between the institutions of a
society and the mental models held by its population
creates a strong degree of stability in both culture
and formal institutions (Hofstede, 2001; North,
1992, 2005). In the culturalist perspective, countries’
scores on the dimensions identified by Hofstede,
thus, reflect a long historical evolution. As Hofstede
(2001: 12) puts it, culture is ‘the crystallization of
history in the minds, hearts, and hands of the present
generation.’ Because each society has its own par-
ticular history that cannot be changed, values differ-
ences between societies are highly persistent.

Doubts about cultural stability are fuelled by a
large literature on societal value change during pro-

cesses of modernization and globalization. Building
on Marx’s view of social consciousness as a reflection
of a society’s economic structures (Marx, 1846),
modernization theorists have long argued that contin-
ued economic development goes together with pre-
dictable changes in norms, values, and beliefs (Bell,
1973; Inglehart, 1990, 1997; McClelland, 1961;
Nash, 1964). Most notably, the shift from industrial to
post-industrial society brings about fundamental
changes in people’s daily experiences, which are
reflected in changing worldviews (Inglehart and
Baker, 2000). Whereas industrial structures require
rational, hierarchical forms of organization and
matching attitudes toward authority, in a service-
dominated, post-industrial economy, information
processing and communication become much more
important. As a result, values such as self-expression
and autonomy get stressed (Inglehart, 1990). This
shift in emphasis would translate in higher scores on
individualism and lower scores on power distance in
the Hofstede framework. In addition, increasing pros-
perity implies that entire birth cohorts in developed
countries grow up taking material security and sur-
vival for granted. Since people tend to attach more
value to objects that are in short supply, these cohorts
subsequently increasingly tend to emphasize issues
such as quality of life, freedom, and aesthetics over
economic and physical security (Inglehart, 1997;
Inglehart and Baker, 2000; Leung, 2006). The
Hofstede dimensions are not immune to such forces,
as they relate to levels of economic development
(Hofstede, 2001; Tang and Koveos, 2008). We sum-
marize this discussion in Hypothesis 1, which con-
cerns changes in countries’ scores on the Hofstede
dimensions:

Hypothesis 1: Country scores on Hofstede’s
dimensions of national culture have changed over
time.

Even when the scores on these dimensions of
national culture change, what happens to cultural
distance in this process is an open question. The
earlier arguments imply that, on the one hand, dimen-
sion scores are likely to change, but that, on the other
hand, differences can be expected to persist as well.
Under the influence of economic and technological
developments, societies will probably become more
individualistic, less permissive of hierarchies, and
more focused on indulgence and enjoying life.
However, these changes are largely the same for
societies worldwide, while the fundamental differ-
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ences between societies rooted in each society’s his-
torical and institutional legacy remain. The upshot is
what Ralston (2008) calls static crossvergence: con-
vergence in the sphere of economic and political
values coinciding with continued diversity in the
cultural sphere (cf. McGrath et al., 1992). In this
scenario, ‘cultures change, (but) they change in for-
mation’ (Hofstede, 2001: 36). Cultural distances
would then remain the same, as the observed cultural
change does not cause alterations in the positions of
countries on Hofstede’s dimensions relative to each
other.

Still, there are also ample theoretical reasons to
expect that cultural distances between countries do
change. Apart from changing economic conditions,
globalization in the sense of increased contact
between societies is also likely to affect the evolution
of national cultures (Zaheer, Schomaker, and
Nachum, 2012). More in particular, exposure to
Western media, education systems, management
techniques and consumer goods has been suggested
to cause a global convergence of cultures. When
younger cohorts grow up being exposed to American
culture (Hollywood, MTV) and socialized in
Western education programs during their formative
years, these experiences are bound to leave an
imprint on their values. As these younger cohorts
gradually replace their parents in society, society as
a whole experiences cultural change in the direction
of a more Americanized, global culture (Ritzer and
Ryan, 2004). More recently, the shift of economic
weight toward Asia has led some scholars to predict
cultural convergence toward Asian values and beliefs
in the near future (Sheth, 2006). Formal translation
of these theoretical ideas gives us the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Country differences in the scores
on Hofstede’s dimensions of national culture (i.e.,
cultural distance) have decreased over time.

DATA AND SAMPLE

Measuring changes in values

Methods for measuring cultural change fall into four
main categories. First, value change has been studied
by means of new survey instruments. The GLOBE
project (House et al., 2004), for instance, has been
heralded as a more recent source of information on
cultural dimensions and countries’ positions on them

(Hutzschenreuter and Voll, 2008; Javidan et al.,
2006) that can be compared to the results reported by
Hofstede (1980, 2001).

Second, using the same survey instrument, mea-
surements at different points in time may be com-
pared to see whether values change or are stable. For
example, Heuer, Cummings, and Hutabarat (1999)
investigate the stability of Hofstede’s value mea-
sures by exposing MBA students and middle-level
private sector managers from Indonesia and the U.S.
to a survey similar to Hofstede’s original IBM study.

A downside of these first two approaches is that
survey measures are not completely identical, com-
plicating comparisons. The vigorous debate on
whether the GLOBE and Hofstede frameworks
measure the same things illustrates this point
(Brewer and Venaik, 2011; Hofstede, 2006; Javidan
et al., 2006; Maseland and van Hoorn, 2009; Smith,
2006). In addition, the costs of conducting a survey
of the size of Hofstede’s IBM study are prohibitive
for engaging in such an endeavor on a regular basis
(Zaheer et al., 2012).

A third approach involves replicating value survey
results with different types of data that are available
at later points in time. Tang and Koveos (2008), for
instance, report a strong cross-sectional relationship
between some of Hofstede’s culture dimension
scores and per capita income levels and other insti-
tutional factors. They subsequently use this finding
to calculate updated dimension scores using time
series data on income per capita. The extrapolation
of cross-sectional relations to relations within coun-
tries over time is only useful if culture dimensions
can be replicated by means of readily available data
that contain little information other than information
on cultural differences. Replications of culture
dimensions on the basis of a factor like per capita
income, for example, are of limited value, because
income levels are associated with many other vari-
ables besides culture.

For these reasons, we follow a fourth approach to
assess value change, which is to compare different
birth cohorts within the same survey (cf. Inglehart,
1990, 1997). The approach is based on the socializa-
tion hypothesis, which finds that ‘one’s basic values
reflect the conditions that prevailed during one’s pre-
adult years’ (Inglehart, 1990: 68) and remain largely
stable after that. The process of socialization implies
that basic value change takes place through the
replacement of older birth cohorts by younger birth
cohorts. By comparing the values of the cohort
included in Hofstede’s IBM study with the values of
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a cohort that was born after this first cohort, we are
able to assess whether values have remained stable
or have changed significantly.

Data and procedure

We use combined data from the World Values Survey
and the European Values Study (European Values
Study Group and World Values Survey Association,
2006; World Values Survey Association, 2009). This
dataset gives us the largest database on values with
the broadest country coverage possible. Moreover,
as the recent fifth and sixth dimensions (Long-Term
Orientation and Indulgence versus Restraint) are
also based on the WVS dataset (Hofstede et al.,
2010), it is consistent to continue using the WVS for
the replication of the four original Hofstede dimen-
sions as well.

Following Hofstede’s (1980) original approach,
we use the WVS data to calculate country mean
value scores, which we then use as inputs for the
construction of measures of the different dimensions
of national culture. Many value items included in the
WVS and EVS have binomial answers categories
(0/1), in which case we take the fraction of people in
one of the two categories and calculate country aver-
ages. A limited number of questions have nominal
answer categories with three or more possible
answer categories from which respondents choose.
We recode these items and calculate country aver-
ages as the fraction of respondents in each of the
possible answer categories. Finally, for survey items
using a Likert-type scale, we take the average
country score. We exclude questions on outcome
variables such as income and number of children. A
careful analysis of all questions in the WVS and
EVS using the ‘Integrated questionnaire WVS-EVS
1981-2008 v 2011-06-09’ yields 233 value-related
survey items.2

Based on the timing of Hofstede’s original IBM
study, from 1969 to 1973, we define two birth
cohorts. The first cohort includes everyone poten-
tially sampled in the IBM survey and refers to the
working population from 1969 to 1973. Setting the
age of the working population at 15 to 65, our first
cohort includes all WVS respondents born in or
before 1958 and in or after 1902 (i.e., all individuals
that were at least 15 years and a maximum of 65

years old by the time of Hofstede’s second survey).
The second, nonoverlapping cohort consists of
people born after 1958. Table 1 summarizes the key
characteristics of both cohorts. The first cohort is
only meant to replicate Hofstede’s dimensions, as
this cohort overlaps with the cohort from which
Hofstede sampled the values data in his original
study. The second cohort, then, allows us to examine
changes in values of the working population over
time.

We start our analysis with the first cohort. For
each of the 233 value-related EVS-WVS question-
naire items, we calculate the ecological correlations
with the four original Hofstede dimensions (Indi-
vidualism, Masculinity/Femininity, Power Distance,
and Uncertainty Avoidance). As mentioned, Long-
Term Orientation and Indulgence versus Restraint
are two recent dimensions that are already based on
WVS items. Hence, for these two dimensions, we
simply calculate country averages on the WVS items
already used by Hofstede and collaborators.

For the original four dimensions, we first consider
absolute correlations larger than 0.6. In the entire
WVS database, we find one correlation that is larger
than 0.9, four correlations between 0.8 and 0.9, 21
correlations between 0.7 and 0.8, and 56 correlations
between 0.6 and 0.7. In case a value item has a high
ecological correlation but is available for a small
sample of countries only (e.g., N ≤ 15), we exclude
the item in question. Small samples result when a
particular question has not been asked to all respon-
dents in all countries covered by the WVS but only
to, for example, respondents in European or Islamic
countries. We subsequently optimized the replicated
dimensions based on maximization of the correlation
with the original Hofstede dimension, the face valid-
ity of the WVS questions (more on that later), a
factor analysis, and a reliability analysis.

The first rule is that our factor analysis of the
items chosen to replicate a specific Hofstede dimen-
sion should have only one eigenvalue larger than 1
and should, thus, fit into a single overall dimension.

2 All codebooks and data are available from the WVS Web site
(http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org).

Table 1. Birth cohort characteristics

Cohort 1 Cohort 2

Definition of cohort 1902–1958 After 1958
Average birth year 1941 1971
Total number of

respondents
171,379 173,447
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The second rule is that the Cronbach’s alpha that we
calculate for each replicated dimension should have
an optimal score and cannot be increased further by
leaving out one or more value items. The third rule is
that none of the value items is included more than
once, i.e., that none of the items is used to replicate
more than one of Hofstede’s dimensions of national
culture. In other words, each replicated dimension
consists of a unique set of WVS items. At the end of
this iterative process, we rescale our replicated
dimensions to fit a 0 to 100 scale, which matches
Hofstede’s procedure for calculating country scores
on his dimensions.

Using the same set of WVS items, we calculate
the scores for the second cohort, employing the same
rescaling formula we used for the first cohort. Value
change is then easily assessed as the absolute differ-
ence in countries’ scores on the replicated dimen-
sions between the first cohort and the second cohort.

COUNTRY SCORES ON HOFSTEDE’S
DIMENSIONS USING THE WVS

We are able to replicate three of the four original
Hofstede dimensions, as well as one of the two
recently added dimensions that are already based on
WVS data. We find only one item in the WVS data-
base that correlates substantially (r = 0.79) with
Masculinity/Femininity. This item asks for the
degree to which the respondent agrees that a wife
must always obey her husband. Although this ques-
tion does not contradict the meaning of Hofstede’s
Masculinity/Femininity dimension, it is available for
only 12 countries. Hence, we are not able to provide
a meaningful replication of the Masculinity/
Femininity dimension. For Long-Term Orientation,
we manage to construct a dimension on the basis of
the same WVS items used by Hofstede et al. (2010)
to construct their updated measure of Long-Term
Orientation. However, this dimension turns out to
have a Cronbach’s alpha of only 0.57 (N = 39).
Although the correlation with the original 1991
Long-Term Orientation measure is high at 0.83
(N = 14), the small Cronbach’s alpha suggests that
the internal consistency of Long-Term Orientation is
questionable (George and Mallery, 2003). Hence, we
decide that, Hofstede et al.’s (2010) new measure
notwithstanding, the WVS data do not render a
meaningful replication of Long-Term Orientation
and we do not consider this dimension in our remain-
ing analyses.

Replicating Individualism, Power Distance, and
Uncertainty Avoidance

Conceptually, the Individualism dimension describes
‘the relationship between the individual and the col-
lectivity’ (Hofstede, 2001: 209), in particular the
‘extent to which people are autonomous individuals
or embedded in their groups’ (Triandis and Gelfand,
2012: 499). In collectivist cultures, people perceive
themselves as closely linked to each other, tend to
take the norms and duties imposed by the collectivity
as guiding, and attach high importance to their rela-
tionships with others. Individualist cultures are char-
acterized by low levels of interdependency and by
people following their own personal goals rather than
behaving according to the norms imposed by society
(Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1995). There is a high
tolerance of deviation from societal norms and a low
emphasis on conformity and obedience, especially to
expectations from parents or other family (Hofstede,
2001; Triandis, 2001).

Although primarily selected on the basis of their
correlation with Hofstede’s original Individualism
dimension, the WVS items we select in our replica-
tion closely correspond to this theoretical concept.
The first three of these items concern the fraction of
people who disagree with the statement that one of
the main goals in life is to make one’s parents proud,
the extent to which people in a country find abortion
justifiable, and the extent to which people in a
country find homosexuality justifiable. Insofar as
abortion and homosexuality are not representative of
a society’s majority, these items reflect the tolerance
of society toward deviating from the norm and the
inclination of people to follow their own preferences
and beliefs rather than adhere to the moral rules
imposed on them by their society or by their family.
In the same vein, Hofstede (2001) relates Individu-
alism to autonomy and self-orientation, the right to a
private life, weak family ties, and less conformity
behavior.

The fourth item in our Individualism replication
concerns the extent to which respondents agree that
private ownership of business should be increased.
Such trust in private enterprise is a logical extension
of the belief that ‘everyone is expected to look after
him/herself and her/his immediate family only’
(Hofstede, 2001: 225). As individualist cultures
stress autonomy and nonconformity, they are less
likely to see states as able to represent the collective
interest of entire groups of individuals. Private indi-
viduals, rather than collective states, need to provide
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people’s economic needs. Indeed, Hofstede (2001)
relates his Individualism dimension to a greater
appeal for market capitalism, individual incentives,
and competition. In the GLOBE study, individualism
is measured through a similar question: ‘I believe
that the economic system in this society should be
designed to maximize: individual interests-collective
interests’ (House et al., 2004: 464).

Thus, all four items are consistent with the
meaning of Individualism and its implications. The
replicated dimension is available for 84 countries
(many more than for Hofstede’s original dimension
score), has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.81 (Hofstede
reports an alpha of 0.77 in his original study), and
correlates 0.77 with Hofstede’s original Individual-
ism dimension.

Hofstede’s second dimension, Power Distance,
conceptually relates to the degree to which members
of an organization or society expect and accept that
power is shared unequally (Hofstede, 2001: 98).
High Power Distance cultures perceive inequality as
the basis for societal order. Hierarchies and people’s
positions therein form an essential part of social
identity. Superiors are seen as persons who are
entitled to privileges, obedience, and respect. In low
Power Distance cultures, hierarchical positions are
merely functional, so that higher and lower ranked
people remain essentially equals. Hofstede (2001)
stresses that the notion of Power Distance is not just
present at the work floor, but spills over to other
institutions such as the family or society as a whole.
A similar definition and understanding of Power Dis-
tance is provided by the GLOBE study, defining it as
‘the extent to which a community accepts and
endorses authority, power differences, and status
privileges’ (House et al., 2004: 513), with commu-
nity referring to both the family and society at large.
According to GLOBE, high Power Distance is asso-
ciated with a society that is differentiated into classes
and in which resources are available to only a few.

Our replication of Hofstede’s Power Distance
dimension yields one factor comprising three WVS
items that together capture the different aspects of
Power Distance. The first item is Inglehart’s
materialism-postmaterialism index. This index is a
composite index based on four items included in the
WVS, and it has been used to measure the shift from
materialist to postmaterialist values (Inglehart, 1990,
1997; Inglehart and Baker, 2000). Two important
anchors are the preference for maintaining order
versus giving people more say at work and in their
communities. These two anchors clearly relate to the

notion of hierarchy versus equality as a basis for
social order. The second item asks respondents
whether they feel that one must always love and
respect one’s parents. This item captures the notion
that higher-placed persons are entitled to respect and
obedience because of who they are rather than what
they do. Although none of the three questions origi-
nally used by Hofstede relate to hierarchy in the
family, both Hofstede and GLOBE have argued that
the notion of power distance extends to the family.
Hofstede (2001) argues that Power Distance is
related to the tendency of parents to teach children
obedience.

The third item concerns a statement as to whether
nationals are privileged over immigrants when jobs
are scarce. The notion of privilege is a direct conse-
quence of the perception of superiors as persons with
more rights than lower-placed others. Hofstede
describes the acceptance of privilege as an important
aspect of Power Distance (Hofstede 2001), and it is
closely related to hierarchy and inequality. Privileg-
ing nationals over immigrants constitutes a hierar-
chical solution to a problem (scarcity of jobs). It
violates the low Power Distance principle that all
people are essentially equal and have equal rights.

The replicated Power Distance dimension is avail-
able for 80 countries, has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83
(Hofstede reports an alpha of 0.84 for his dimen-
sion), and correlates 0.72 with Hofstede’s original
Power Distance dimension.

Hofstede’s third dimension, Uncertainty Avoid-
ance, refers to ‘the extent to which the members of a
culture feel threatened by uncertain or unknown situ-
ations’ (Hofstede, 2001: 161). High Uncertainty
Avoidance has its roots in the belief that the world is
a hostile place (Hofstede, 2001). This translates in a
strong need for firm and rigid rules to reduce uncer-
tainty, causing, for instance, more proliferate legis-
lation in highly Uncertainty Avoidant cultures. At the
same time, the perception of the outside world as
threatening and hostile implies that people are skep-
tical about the tendency of others to stick to those
rules. Although highly Uncertainty Avoidant cul-
tures tend to award states a lot of power to keep the
behavior of others in check, there is also a strong fear
and expectation that these states will abuse this
power to pursue their own interests (Hofstede,
2001).

The items we select in our replication of Uncer-
tainty Avoidance reflect this orientation. The first
item measures the degree of trust or, better, lack
thereof in other people. High Uncertainty Avoidance
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is associated with a large fraction of people saying
that generally speaking you cannot trust people and
need to be careful in dealing with people. This item
captures the belief that the world is a hostile place
and that any ambiguity in interactions is likely to be
exploited by others. The other three items—the con-
fidence people in a country have in political parties,
the confidence people in a country have in the justice
system, and the belief that the country is run by a few
big interests looking out for themselves—reflect the
societal implications of this anxiety aspect of Uncer-
tainty Avoidance: the proliferation of laws and state
influence causing a less than optimal institutional
setting to emerge, coupled with a deep distrust of the
state’s willingness to make and uphold laws in the
interest of the general public. Our items correspond
to Hofstede’s (2001) finding that Uncertainty Avoid-
ance causes citizens to have little confidence in civil
service, and to feel that the law is usually against
them, as well as to the questions used in other
surveys when measuring Uncertainty Avoidance (for
example, ‘I believe that society should have rules
or laws to cover situations,’ in the GLOBE study
(House et al., 2004).3

The replicated Uncertainty Avoidance dimension
is available for 59 countries, has a Cronbach’s alpha
equal to 0.76 (Hofstede reports an alpha of 0.72 for
his dimension), and correlates 0.67 with Hofstede’s
original dimension.

Table 2 summarizes this discussion and lists the
questionnaire items used to replicate Individualism,
Power Distance, and Uncertainty Avoidance.

Measuring Indulgence versus Restraint

Since the dimension scores for Indulgence versus
Restraint reported by Hofstede et al. (2010) are
already based on WVS items, we simply follow their
construction method, using the same set of WVS
items for our measurement of this dimension.
Table 3 presents the questionnaire items used to
measure this dimension.

The three items included in the measurement of
the Indulgence versus Restraint dimension concern
the extent to which people feel that leisure time is
important in their lives, people’s happiness levels,
and how much freedom of choice and control people

feel they have in their lives. Higher scores on Indul-
gence versus Restraint are associated with increased
importance of leisure time, higher levels of happi-
ness, and higher levels of freedom of choice and
control. The Indulgence versus Restraint dimension
is available for 96 countries, has a Cronbach’s alpha
of 0.79, and correlates 0.92 with the original Indul-
gence versus Restraint dimension. The reason this
correlation is not equal to 1 is because our measure is
based on a specific birth cohort, whereas Hofstede
et al.’s (2010) original measure is not.

Reliability of the questionnaire items used

As we followed Hofstede (1980) and based our rep-
lication on country averages, rather than on the
values of individuals, we have added information on
country mean scores on the various WVS items to
Tables 2 and 3. Hofstede selected countries from the
attitudinal data that IBM collected in subsidiaries in
72 countries, requiring a minimum of 20 respondents
per country (Hofstede, 2001). In contrast, the
country mean value scores we calculate are based on
a minimum of 67 respondents per country and up to
2,114 observations per country on average. Reliabil-
ity of country mean values scores is correspondingly
high. Specifically, we have checked the reliability of
countries’ average scores on the WVS value items by
randomly splitting the complete sample of individual
respondents in half and calculating country mean
value scores for each of the two halves. We repeated
this procedure 1,000 times for each of the 14 value
items we used. Even though individual respondents
were assigned to one of the two halves completely
randomly, country mean value scores calculated for
the two halves were virtually identical, correlating at
least 0.979 (detailed results for each item are avail-
able upon request).

Factor structure

The apparent content validity of the dimensions
and the reliability of the underlying values scores
notwithstanding, a remaining question is whether
the replicated dimensions together accurately
capture the gist of Hofstede’s framework. Our goal
is to replicate Hofstede’s dimensions as accurately
as possible, including, where possible, the strong
interrelations between the various dimensions of
national culture present in Hofstede’s framework
(Hofstede, 1980, 2001). To assess whether our
selected items are unique for the dimensions they

3 See the GLOBE questionnaire available online at http://
business.nmsu.edu/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/
GLOBE-Phase-2-Beta-Questionnaire-2006.pdf.
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are supposed to represent, we examine how
strongly the selected WVS items load on the origi-
nal Hofstede dimensions. The results of the factor
analysis of the items included in the replication of
Individualism, Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoid-
ance, and Indulgence versus Restraint are shown in
Table 4 (as indicated, we do not consider the Long-
Term Orientation dimension, as this dimension
lacks internal consistency).

We find three factors with an eigenvalue larger
than 1. Although the sample size is relatively small
compared to the number of items (41 countries, 18

items; subject to variable ratio [SVR] of 2.3), post
hoc analysis gives no reason to question the reliabil-
ity of the factor analysis. Loadings of the size
displayed in Table 4 have been shown to be interpre-
table whatever the sample size used (Guadagnoli and
Velicer, 1988). Moreover, the mean of the item com-
monalities is larger than 0.7, which is considered
sufficient (MacCallum et al., 1999). We find three
factors with at least four items and a variable to
factor ratio (VFR) of six which is also considered
good (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Finally, we find that the
BIC model fit is best in a three-factor model.

Table 3. Measuring indulgence versus restraint

WVS-EVS questionnaire
item

Reverse
coded?

Answer categories/
scale

Mean score
whole
sample

Average number
of respondents
per country

Minimum number
of respondents
per country

Leisure time is important
in life

Yes 1 very important
4 not at all important

1.99 1,558 69

How happy one is Yes 1 very happy
4 not at all happy

2.01 1,719 75

How much freedom of
choice and control

No 1 none at all
10 a great deal

6.66 1,654 75

Table 4. Factor structure of the selected WVS items and Hofstede’s original dimensions

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Hofstede’s Individualism 0.83
One of my main goals in life is to make my parents proud 0.90
Private versus government ownership of business −0.48
Justifiability: homosexuality 0.58 0.43
Justifiability: abortion 0.90
Hofstede’s Power Distance 0.72
Inglehart’s materialism-postmaterialism index −0.41 −0.66
Regardless of what the qualities and faults of one’s parents are, one must

always love and respect them
0.92

When jobs are scarce, employers should give priority to [OWN NATION]’s
people over immigrants

0.72

Hofstede’s Uncertainty Avoidance 0.75
Confidence in political parties 0.90
Confidence in justice system 0.83
Country is run by big interest (versus for all people’s benefit) −0.76
Generally speaking people can be trusted versus you need to be careful in

dealing with people
−0.65

Hofstede’s Indulgence versus Restraint 0.98
Leisure time is important in life −0.71
How happy one is −0.84
How much freedom of choice and control 0.87

Note: Only loadings larger than 0.4 are shown. N = 41.
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Just as in Hofstede’s (1980, 2001) original work,
our three-factor solution shows that Individualism
and Power Distance are part of one factor. We
observe a negative correlation between the replicated
Individualism and Power Distance dimensions and
the separate value items associated with these
dimensions. We follow Hofstede and ‘continue treat-
ing them as two dimensions because they are con-
ceptually distinct’ (Hofstede, 1980: 62). Uncertainty
Avoidance and the associated WVS items clearly
distinguish themselves from Individualism, Power
Distance, and associated value items. A similar
observation holds for Indulgence versus Restraint.
Our factor analysis, thus, shows that the selected
items load strongly on the original Hofstede dimen-
sions they are supposed to represent.

Calculating country scores on the WVS-based
Hofstede dimensions

Having established which items load on which
dimension of national culture, we can now calculate
the country scores on the dimensions for the first
birth cohort. We calculate the scores using the mean
scores on the WVS value items. Technically, by
using the average scores instead of the factor scores,
we give each item included in a specific dimension
equal weight. Using the factor scores, these weights
could potentially differ. In practice, however, the
factor scores and the scores based on averages are
highly correlated. Following Hofstede (1980, 2001),
we rescale the scores for each dimension so that
country scores for the first cohort are from 0 to 100.
For replication purposes, we provide the formula to
calculate the scores for the different dimensions:4

• Individualism: 17.3 + 7 x (country mean item
1—country mean item 2 + country mean item
3 + country mean item 4)

• Power Distance: 134 + 60.4 x (country mean
item 2—country mean item 1—country mean
item 3)

• Uncertainty Avoidance:—11.3 + 21.67 x
(country mean item 1 + country mean item
2—country mean item 3—country mean item 4)

• Indulgence versus Restraint: 6.79 + 18.4 x
(country mean item 3—country mean item
1—country mean item 2)

We apply the same formulas to calculate country
scores on these dimensions for the second birth
cohort. By applying the same rescaling formula, we
can explicitly compare country scores on the repli-
cated Hofstede dimensions between the two cohorts.
If values have changed, calculated scores will differ
for the second cohort compared to the first cohort.
Depending on the direction and size of the changes,
calculated scores for the second cohort may be
smaller than 0 or larger than 100.

DO COUNTRY SCORES ON THE
HOFSTEDE DIMENSIONS CHANGE?

We first discuss results relating to Hypothesis 1,
which predicts a change in countries’ scores on the
(replicated) dimensions of national culture. Table 5,
Panel A, presents an overview of dimension scores
for the two birth cohorts that we identified. Compari-
son of the first cohort (mean birth year = 1941) with
the second cohort (mean birth year = 1971) indicates
that the working populations in countries have, on
average, become more individualistic (+9 points on a
0 to 100 scale), less based on power relationships
(-12 points), and more indulgent (+8 points). But,
average changes in country scores on the Uncer-
tainty Avoidance dimension are smaller (+3 points).
For a formal assessment of our first hypothesis, we
apply a t-test to the average dimension scores for
Cohort 1 versus Cohort 2 (last row of Panel A in
Table 5). We find statistically significant differences
between the two birth cohorts for all four dimen-
sions, which supports Hypothesis 1.

A caveat concerning the discussion of aggregate
numbers is that such numbers mask country-specific
changes, which can deviate substantially from global
trends. Individualism in the U.S., for example,
increased by only +4 points, compared to an average

4 As mentioned in the main text, the formulas provided assume
equal weights for the items included in each dimension.
Because not each item is measured on the same scale, it may be
that the country scores on the items require standardization first.
There may be a difference between the weighted and the non-
weighted dimension scores when the factor is based on low
loadings and poor reliability. Given the strong results for our
factor analysis, we do not expect this to be the case. However,
to rule out this possibility, we also performed the factor analysis
on the standardized item scores and subsequently calculated the
overall dimension scores using the regression-based weights
calculated for each item. We correlated the dimension scores
based on the standardized item scores with those in which we
give equal weights to the items, and we find correlations larger
than 0.97 for all four dimensions. Because of this high corre-
lation, we prefer to provide the ‘simple’ formulas based on the
non-weighted items for replication purposes.
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increase of +9 points. Power Distance in the U.S.
decreased by -3 points, compared to an average
decrease of -12 points, and Indulgence versus
Restraint in the U.S. increased by +3 points, com-
pared to an average increase of +8 points. Only the
change in Uncertainty Avoidance in the U.S. is more
or less equal to the average change in the sample as
a whole (+2 for the U.S. versus +3 for the sample as
a whole). Overall, the picture for the U.S. is that
developments are qualitatively in line with global
developments but less pronounced.

DOES CULTURAL DISTANCE
DECREASE?

Next, we examine whether value change has had an
impact on the differences in the scores between
countries, i.e., on cultural distance (Hypothesis 2).
First, we correlate the scores on the different dimen-
sions and compare the first and second cohorts. The
correlation between country scores for the first
cohort and the second cohort is 0.97 for Individual-
ism, 0.96 for Power Distance, 0.97 for Uncertainty
Avoidance, and 0.93 for Indulgence versus Restraint.
These high correlations between Cohort 1 and
Cohort 2 suggest that, although scores on the dimen-
sions have changed between cohorts, countries’ rela-
tive positions in this ranking are rather stable.
Countries that scored in a particular way on a dimen-
sion in the first cohort tend to do so in the second
cohort as well. For comparative research, this finding
implies that using data from the period of the
Hofstede sample or data from younger cohorts does
not make much of a difference.

High correlations between country scores in the
first and second cohorts do not necessarily mean that
cultural distance has not changed quantitatively,

however. To test whether cultural distance indeed
has decreased (Hypothesis 2), we calculate the dis-
tance from each country to all other countries on all
dimensions for both Cohort 1 and Cohort 2. Panel B
in Table 5 presents the results. For the sample as a
whole, cultural distance has increased for the Indi-
vidualism and Power Distance dimensions, while it
has decreased for the Indulgence versus Restraint
dimension. T-tests confirm that these changes in cul-
tural distance are statistically significant. For Uncer-
tainty Avoidance, though, we observe no statistically
significant differences in countries’ average cultural
distance between the two cohorts. Overall, we con-
clude that our results lend no clear support to
Hypothesis 2. The cross-country differences in the
scores on the replicated dimensions of national
culture do not consistently decrease over time.

To get a clearer picture of how aggregate-level
trends mask country-specific developments, we have
calculated the correlations between cultural dis-
tances calculated for Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 for all
countries in the sample. Table 6 summarizes the
results. A correlation of 0.9 means that the average
cultural distance to/from Country A in the first
cohort correlates 0.9 with the average cultural dis-
tance to/from Country A in the second cohort. A high
correlation indicates that the distribution of cultural
distances from/to Country A is largely the same
between cohorts. Hence, a strong correlation implies
that using distance calculated on the basis of data
from the time of Hofstede’s data collection and dis-
tances calculated on the basis of updated data are
largely the same and can be used interchangeably.

CONCLUSION

An important pillar of global strategy research is the
assessment of culture and cultural differences in

Table 6. Descriptive statistics on the correlation between absolute cultural distance calculated for Cohort 1 and absolute
cultural distance calculated for Cohort 2

Individualism Power
Distance

Uncertainty
Avoidance

Indulgence versus
Restraint

Number of observations 84 80 59 96
Minimum correlation 0.67 0.33 0.77 0.31
Maximum correlation 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.93
Mean correlation 0.92 0.90 0.93 0.82
SD of correlations 0.067 0.093 0.046 0.115
Lower bound 95% CI 0.90 0.88 0.92 0.80
Upper bound 95% CI 0.93 0.92 0.94 0.84
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values and their impact on global strategy. Culture
research in global strategy is dominated by
Hofstede’s framework of dimensions of national
culture. A key open question is whether the dimen-
sion scores based on the data collected by Hofstede
in the late 1960s can still be used to study the role of
culture and cultural differences in global strategy
today. In this article, we have tested whether country
scores on the Hofstede dimensions of national
culture have changed over the past decades and
whether changes in these scores invalidate the con-
tinued use of Hofstede’s (1980, 2001; Hofstede
et al., 2010) dimension scores and the cultural dis-
tance measures derived from them. Embedded in
sociological theory, the main goal of this article has
been exploratory.

Concerning value change, modernization theory
predicts that as countries grow richer, people’s
values will change as well. Our findings are in line
with these predictions, as we find average increases
in Individualism and Indulgence versus Restraint
and a decrease in Power Distance. Interestingly, the
change in values we observe has not altered the
relative positions of countries vis-à-vis each other.
The scores on Hofstede’s dimensions seem to have
changed, but in lockstep, as evidenced by the strong
correlations between the dimension scores as well as
the cultural distances calculated for the first and the
second birth cohort. Hence, widespread values
change notwithstanding, the relative positions of and
differences between countries are remarkably stable.

Our results imply that Hofstede-based culture
research in global strategy should not be discarded
simply because Hofstede’s country scores appear
outdated. Having said this, individual countries may
have escaped the general trend that we uncovered so
that they have, in fact, changed relative positions in
the global distribution of cultural values. For global
strategy research, this caveat has an important impli-
cation—namely that samples should be designed
carefully, especially in comparative case studies.
Including in one’s sample a country that happened to
undergo extraordinary values change could, by itself,
be the driver of any result found.

Our finding that country differences on the scores
of the (replicated) Hofstede dimensions have on
average not become smaller implies that managing
cultural differences remains important. Even in an
increasingly interconnected world, there is continued
need for global managers to take cultural differences
into account when deciding where to expand
(Asmussen and Goerzen, 2013; Barkema, Bell, and

Pennings, 1996), how to organize global outsourcing
(Handley and Angst, forthcoming), which entry
mode strategy to follow (Barkema et al., 1996; Eden
and Miller, 2004), or whether to pursue an integra-
tion, responsiveness, or export-orientation subsidiary
strategy (Meyer and Estrin, 2014), among others.
Cultural differences are still substantial and manag-
ing them remains a key challenge for global strategy.

Some caveats are in order. We used a cohort analy-
sis to assess value change. The results found in a
cohort analysis might be due to the difference in
mean age between the two cohorts. In that case, the
observed differences in values between the first and
second cohort may not be attributable to a shift in
values across birth cohorts. Once the younger cohort
has achieved the same age as the older cohort in our
analysis, the members of this younger cohort might
express the same values as their predecessors. We
readily acknowledge this limitation, but point out
that this limitation likely creates a bias in the direc-
tion of seeing too much value change rather than too
little. Given that our results suggest relative stability
of absolute cultural differences and of cultural dis-
tance, we do not believe this limitation has seriously
affected our results.

We further stress that our analysis has not
addressed the issue as to whether Hofstede’s mea-
sures provide valid representations of national culture
in the first place. While a lack of temporal stability
would undermine the continued validity of
Hofstede’s framework and, hence, the relevance of
this framework for global strategy, the evidence that
we present here cannot be used to prove that
Hofstede’s framework is valid. We have focused on
dimension scores and compared those between
cohorts and have not considered whether, perhaps, the
configuration of cultural dimensions has changed.An
implicit assumption underlying our analysis of
changing dimension scores is that the dimensions
relevant in the first cohort are also relevant in the
second cohort. Likewise, the assumed stability of the
configuration of the dimensions of national culture
also applies to the appropriateness of the question-
naire items used to capture those dimensions. Such
critique is, however, not unique to our approach but
extends to most, if not all, cultural frameworks cur-
rently used, as they are all based on questionnaire data
collected over time.

To conclude, we appreciate the critique that
Hofstede’s framework has received (e.g.,
Baskerville, 2003; McSweeney, 2002), yet it is pre-
cisely because of such critique that we believe it is
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crucial to empirically test the validity of the assump-
tions underlying the (continued) use of Hofstede’s
dimension scores in global strategy research. Our
research is only a partial contribution to this endeavor,
showing that one should not dismiss the country
scores of Hofstede’s framework simply because these
scores are based on data collected more than 45 years
ago. Whether there may be other reasons to dismiss
Hofstede’s framework is beyond the scope of this
article. If there is an issue with the relevance or
validity of Hofstede’s measures of national culture, it
is not due to the assumption of temporal stability.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Helpful comments by Dimitrios Soudis are grate-
fully acknowledged. The first author thanks the
Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research
(NWO) for their financial support (VIDI Grant 452-
11-010). This article was written while the first
author was visiting the University of South Carolina,
and he thanks the members of the International Busi-
ness department for their useful comments and sug-
gestions. Additional tables with country-specific
information are available upon request.

REFERENCES

Ailon G. 2008. Mirror, mirror on the wall: culture’s conse-
quences in a value test of its own design. Academy of
Management Review 33: 885–904.

Asmussen CG, Goerzen A. 2013. Unpacking dimensions of
foreignness: firm-specific capabilities and international
dispersion in regional, cultural, and institutional space.
Global Strategy Journal 3(2): 127–149.

Aycan Z, Kanungo R, Mendonca M, Yu K, Deller J, Stahl G,
Kurshid A. 2000. Impact of culture on human resource
management practices: a 10-country comparison. Applied
Psychology 49: 192–220.

Bae J-H, Salomon R. 2010. Institutional distance in interna-
tional business research. In Advances in International
Management: The Past, Present, and Future of Interna-
tional Business and Management (Vol. 23), Devinney T,
Pedersen T, Tihanyi L (eds). Emerald: New York; 327–
349.

Barkema H, Bell J, Pennings J. 1996. Foreign entry, cultural
barriers, and learning. Strategic Management Journal
17(2): 151–166.

Baskerville RF. 2003. Hofstede never studied culture.
Accounting, Organizations, and Society 28: 1–14.

Beckerman W. 1956. Distance and the pattern of intra-
European trade. Review of Economics and Statistics 38:
31–40.

Bell D. 1973. The Coming of Post-Industrial Society. Basic
Books: New York.

Beugelsdijk S. 2011. Location-specific advantages and
liability of foreignness: time, space and relative advan-
tage. In Advances in International Management: Dynam-
ics of Globalization: Location-Specific Advantages or
Liability of Foreignness (Vol. 24), Asmussen CG,
Devinney T, Pedersen T, Tihanyi L (eds). Emerald: New
York; 181–210.

Beugelsdijk S, Maseland R. 2011. Culture in Economics.
Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, U.K.

Brewer P, Venaik S. 2011. Individualism-collectivism in
Hofstede and GLOBE. Journal of International Business
Studies 32: 436–445.

Chen CC, Peng MW, Saparito PA. 2002. Individualism,
collectivism, and opportunism: a cultural perspective on
transaction cost economics. Journal of Management 28:
567–583.

Chinese Culture Connection. 1987. Chinese values and the
search for culture-free dimensions of culture. Journal of
Cross Cultural Psychology 18: 143–164.

Crossland G, Hambrick DC. 2011. Differences in manage-
rial discretion across countries: how nation-level institu-
tions affect the degree to which CEOs matter. Strategic
Management Journal 32(8): 797–819.

Dow D, Karunaratna A. 2006. Developing a multidimen-
sional instrument to measure psychic distance stimuli.
Journal of International Business Studies 37: 578–
602.

Eden L, Miller S. 2004. Distance matters: liability of for-
eignness, institutional distance, and ownership strategy.
In Advances in International Management: Theories of
the Multinational Enterprise: Diversity, Complexity, and
Relevance (Vol. 16), Hitt MA, Cheng JLC (eds).
Emerald: New York; 187–221.

European Values Study Group and World Values Survey
Association. 2006. European and World Values Surveys
four-wave integrated data file, 1981–2004 v.20060423.
Aggregate file producer: ASEP/JDS, Madrid, Spain.

Fabrigar LR, Wegener DT, MacCallum RC, Strahan EJ.
1999. Evaluating the use of exploratory factor analysis in
psychological research. Psychological Methods 4: 272–
299.

George D, Mallery P. 2003. SPSS for Windows Step by Step:
A Simple Guide and Reference (4th edn). Allyn & Bacon:
Boston, MA.

Ghemawat P. 2001. Distance still matters. Harvard Busi-
ness Review 79(8): 137–147.

Ghemawat P. 2007. Managing differences: the central chal-
lenge of global strategy. Harvard Business Review 85(3):
1–13.

Guadagnoli E, Velicer WF. 1988. Relation of sample size to
the stability of the component patterns. Psychological
Bulletin 103: 265–275.

Handley SM, Angst CM. The impact of culture on the
relationship between governance and opportunism in

238 S. Beugelsdijk, R. Maseland, and A. van Hoorn

Copyright © 2015 Strategic Management Society Global Strat. J., 5: 223–240 (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/gsj.1098



outsourcing relationships. Strategic Management
Journal. Forthcoming.

Hayward R, Kemmelmeier M. 2007. How competition is
viewed across cultures: a test of four theories. Cross-
Cultural Research 41(4): 364–395.

Heuer M, Cummings J, Hutabarat W. 1999. Cultural
stability or change among managers in Indonesia?
Journal of International Business Studies 30: 599–
610.

Hofstede G. 1980. Culture’s Consequences: International
Differences in Work-Related Values. SAGE Publications:
Beverly Hills, CA.

Hofstede G. 1991. Cultures and Organizations: Software of
the Mind. McGraw-Hill: New York.

Hofstede G. 1994. The business of international business is
culture. International Business Review 3: 1–14.

Hofstede G. 2001. Culture’s Consequences: Comparing
Values, Behaviors, Institutions, and Organizations across
Nations (2nd edn). SAGE Publications: Thousand Oaks,
CA.

Hofstede G. 2006. What did GLOBE really measure?
Researchers’ minds versus respondents’ minds. Journal
of International Business Studies 37: 882–896.

Hofstede G, Bond MH. 1988. The Confucius connection:
from cultural roots to economic growth. Organization
Dynamics 16(4): 4–21.

Hofstede G, Hofstede GJ, Minkov M. 2010. Cultures and
Organizations: Software of the Mind (3rd edn). McGraw-
Hill: New York.

House RJ, Hanges PJ, Javidan M, Dorfman PW, Gupta V.
2004. Culture, Leadership and Organizations: The
GLOBE Study of 62 Societies. SAGE Publications:
London, U.K.

Huntington SP. 1996. The Clash of Civilizations and the
Remaking of the World Order. Simon & Schuster: New
York.

Hutzschenreuter T, Voll J. 2008. Performance effects of
‘added cultural distance’ in the path of international
expansion. Journal of International Business Studies 39:
53–70.

Inglehart R. 1990. Culture Shift in Advanced Industrial
Society. Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ.

Inglehart R. 1997. Modernization and Postmodernization:
Cultural, Economic and Political Change in 43 Societies.
Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ.

Inglehart R, Baker W. 2000. Modernization, cultural
change, and the persistence of traditional values. Ameri-
can Sociological Review 65: 19–51.

Inkeles A. 1960. Industrial man: the relations of status to
experience, perception, and value. American Journal of
Sociology 66: 1–31.

Javidan M, House RJ, Dorfman PW, Hanges PJ,
Sully de Luque M. 2006. Conceptualizing and measuring
cultures and their consequences: a comparative review of
GLOBE’s and Hofstede’s approaches. Journal of Inter-
national Business Studies 37: 897–914.

Johnson JP, Lenartowicz T. 1998. Culture, freedom and
economic growth: do cultural values explain economic
growth? Journal of World Business 33: 332–356.

Khalil E. 2010. Why Europe? A critique of institutionalist
and culturalist economics. Journal of Economic Surveys
26: 351–372.

Kirkman BL, Lowe KB, Gibson CB. 2006. A quarter
century of ‘Culture’s Consequences:’ a review of empiri-
cal research incorporating Hofstede’s cultural values
framework. Journal of International Business Studies 37:
285–320.

Kogut B, Singh H. 1988. The effect of national culture on
the choice of entry mode. Journal of International Busi-
ness Studies 19: 411–432.

Leung K. 2006. The rise of East Asia: implications for
research in cultural variations and globalization. Journal
of International Management 12: 235–241.

Leung K, Bhagat R, Buchan NR, Erez M, Gibson CB. 2005.
Culture and international business: recent advances and
future directions. Journal of International Business
Studies 36: 357–378.

Lewin A, Kim J. 2004. The nation-state and culture as
influences on organizational change and innovation. In
Handbook of Organizational Change and Innovation,
Poole M, van de Ven A (eds). Oxford University Press:
Oxford, U.K.; 324–353.

MacCallum RC, Widaman KF, Zhang S, Hong S. 1999.
Sample size in factor analysis. Psychological Methods 4:
84–99.

Martin K, Cullen J, Johnson J, Parboteeah K. 2007. Decid-
ing to bribe: a cross-level analysis of firm and home
country influences on bribery activity. Academy of Man-
agement Journal 50: 1401–1422.

Marx K. 1846 (1976). The German ideology. In Marx and
Engels, Collected Works 5, Allen J, Foner P, Selsam H,
Struik D, Weinstone W (eds). International Publishers:
New York.

Maseland R, van Hoorn A. 2009. Explaining the negative
relation between values and practices: a note on the
Hofstede-GLOBE debate. Journal of International Busi-
ness Studies 40: 527–532.

McClelland D. 1961. The Achieving Society. Van Nostrand:
Princeton, NJ.

McGrath RG, MacMillan IC, Yang EA, Tsai W. 1992. Does
culture endure, or is it malleable? Issues for entrepreneur-
ial economic development. Journal of Business Venturing
7: 441–458.

McSweeney B. 2002. Hofstede’s model of national cultural
differences and their consequences: a triumph of faith—a
failure of analysis. Human Relations 55: 89–118.

McSweeney B. 2009. Dynamic diversity: variety and varia-
tion within countries. Organization Studies 30: 933–957.

Meyer K, Estrin S. 2014. Local context and global strategy:
extending the integration responsiveness framework to
subsidiary strategy. Global Strategy Journal 4(1): 1–
19.

Are Hofstede’s Culture Scores Stable over Time? 239

Copyright © 2015 Strategic Management Society Global Strat. J., 5: 223–240 (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/gsj.1098



Minkov M. 2007. What Makes Us Different and Similar: A
New Interpretation of the World Values Survey and Other
Cross-Cultural Data. Klasiki I Stil: Sofia, Bulgaria.

Minkov M. 2011. Cultural Differences in a Globalizing
World. Emerald: Bingley, U.K.

Nash M. 1964. Social prerequisites to economic growth in
Latin America and Southeast Asia. Economic Develop-
ment and Cultural Change 12: 225–242.

North DC. 1992. Institutions, ideology, and economic per-
formance. Cato Journal 11: 477–488.

North DC. 2005. Understanding the Process of Economic
Change. Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ.

Peng MW, Wang DYL, Jiang Y. 2008. An institution-based
view of international business strategy: a focus on emerg-
ing economies. Journal of International Business Studies
39: 920–936.

Ralston DA. 2008. The crossvergence perspective: reflec-
tions and projections. Journal of International Business
Studies 39: 27–40.

Ralston DA, Holt DH, Terpstra RH, Yu KC. 1997. The
impact of national culture and economic ideology on
managerial work values: a study of the United States,
Russia, Japan, and China. Journal of International Busi-
ness Studies 28: 177–208.

Ritzer G, Ryan M. 2004.Americanisation, McDonaldisation,
and globalisation. In Issues in Americanisation and
Culture, Campbell N, Davies J, McKay G (eds). Edin-
burgh University Press: Edinburgh, U.K.; 41–60.

Rosenzweig PM, Nohria N. 1994. Influences on human
resource management practices in multinational corpora-
tions. Journal of International Business Studies 25: 229–
251.

Ryan AM, McFarland L, Baron H, Page R. 1999. An inter-
national look at selection practices: nation and culture as
explanations for variability in practice. Personnel Psy-
chology 52: 359–391.

Schneider S, De Meyer A. 1991. Interpreting and respond-
ing to strategic issues: the impact of national culture.
Strategic Management Journal 12(4): 307–320.

Schwartz SH. 1994. Beyond individualism/collectivism:
new cultural dimensions of values. In Individualism and
Collectivism: Theory, Method, and Applications, Kim U,
Triandis HC, Kagitçibasi C, Choi SC, Yoon G (eds).
SAGE Publications: Thousand Oaks, CA; 85–119.

Schwartz SH. 2006. A theory of cultural value orientations:
explication and applications. Comparative Sociology 5:
137–182.

Shane S. 1993. Cultural influences on national rates of inno-
vation. Journal of Business Venturing 8: 59–73.

Shenkar O. 2001. Cultural distance revisited: towards a
more rigorous conceptualization and measurement of cul-
tural differences. Journal of International Business
Studies 32: 519–535.

Sheth J. 2006. Clash of cultures or fusion of cultures? Impli-
cations for international business. Journal of Interna-
tional Management 12: 218–221.

Smith PB. 2006. When elephants fight, the grass gets
trampled: the GLOBE and Hofstede projects. Journal of
International Business Studies 37: 915–921.

Tang L, Koveos PE. 2008. A framework to update
Hofstede’s cultural value indices: economic dynamics
and institutional stability. Journal of International Busi-
ness Studies 39: 1045–1063.

Taras V, Steel P, Kirkman BL. 2010. Negative practice-
value correlations in the GLOBE data: unexpected find-
ings, questionnaire limitations and research directions.
Journal of International Business Studies 41: 1330–1338.

Triandis H. 1995. Individualism and Collectivism. Westview
Press: Boulder, CO.

Triandis H. 2001. Individualism-collectivism and personal-
ity. Journal of Personality 69: 907–924.

Triandis H, Gelfand M. 2012. A theory of individualism and
collectivism. In Handbook of Theories of Social Psychol-
ogy (Vol. 1), Van Lange PAM, Kruglanski AW,
Tory Higgins E (eds). SAGE Publications: London, U.K.;
498–520.

Trompenaars F. 1993. Riding the Waves of Culture: Under-
standing Diversity in Global Business. Irwin Professional
Publishing: Chicago, IL.

Tung RL. 2008. The cross-cultural research imperative: the
need to balance cross-national and intra-national diver-
sity. Journal of International Business Studies 39: 41–
46.

Tung RL, Verbeke A. 2010. Beyond Hofstede and GLOBE:
improving the quality of cross-cultural research. Journal
of International Business Studies 41: 1259–1274.

van Hoorn A, Maseland R. 2014. Is distance the same across
cultures? A measurement-equivalence perspective on the
cultural distance paradox. In Multinational Enterprises,
Markets, and Institutional Diversity: Progress in Interna-
tional Business Research (Vol. 9), Verbeke A, van Tulder
R, Lundan S (eds). Emerald: Bingley, U.K.; 207–227.

Webber RA. 1969. Convergence or divergence? Columbia
Journal of World Business 4: 75–84.

Weber M. 1904/5 (1992). The Protestant Ethic and the
Spirit of Capitalism, Parsons T (translation), Giddens A
(introduction). Routledge: London, U.K.

World Values Survey Association 2009. World Values
Survey 1981–2008 Official Aggregate v.20090901.
Aggregate file producer: ASEP/JDS, Madrid, Spain.

Zaheer S. 1995. Overcoming the liability of foreignness.
Academy of Management Journal 38: 341–363.

Zaheer S, Schomaker MS, Nachum L. 2012. Distance
without direction: restoring credibility to a much-loved
construct. Journal of International Business Studies 43:
18–27.

240 S. Beugelsdijk, R. Maseland, and A. van Hoorn

Copyright © 2015 Strategic Management Society Global Strat. J., 5: 223–240 (2015)
DOI: 10.1002/gsj.1098



Copyright of Global Strategy Journal is the property of Wiley-Blackwell and its content may
not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's
express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for
individual use.


