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ABSTRACT

Thisstudy explorestheinfluence of culture on judgement and decision making
and arrivesat three key conclusions: (a) there areindeed cultural differences
in the world which impact on the way people make judgements and arrive at
decisions; (b) individuals are affected and influenced by their national
cultures; and (c) individuals who ultimately make decisions also bring on
their personal characteristics. The challenge, however, is to find a way to
clearly link these three aspects and develop a model that can predict or
better explain culture in relation to judgement and decision making. The
impact of national cultures on decision making was analysed and the
conclusion isthat national culturesonly partially influence decision making,
other factors including individual variables, organisational cultures,
educational systems, aswell asinstitutional arrangements that bind society.
The evaluation of Hofstede's cultural framework has shown that although it
drew attention to cultural differencesintheworld, criticismslabelled against
it indicate that whereas there is no better alternative, its application cannot
be conclusive. Thereview isespecially informative to leaders and managers
who engage in cross-cultural dealings as a clear understanding of cultural
influences is key to successful international relationships.
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INTRODUCTION

According to Bonner (1999), judgement refersto the process of forming an idea,
opinion, or estimate about an object, event, Sate, or any other phenomenon. Judgements
involve an evaluation of current eventsor predictions about thefuture. In essence,
judgementsreflect one sbdiefs. Speaking futher, Bonner (1999) considerstheterm
decision to mean making up one’'smind about anissueat hand. Typically, decisons
areaconsequenceof judgementsand involve choos ing amongst anumber of dternatives
based on judgements around those options. Decisionsare a so influenced by one's
preferences. Bonner (2008) explainsthat the quaity of one'sjudgementsand decisons
arerelated to the characteristics that the decision maker brings to the task or the
cognitive processes she uses while making ajudgement or adecision. Assuch, a
number of persona variablesthat affect one’sability to make good judgementsand
decisionsinclude knowledge content and knowl edge structure—what someoneknows
and the way they are organised in memory — and the extent to which apersonis
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involvedinaparticular task. It thereforemeansthat thelevel of one’'sknowledgeona
particular subject and the extent to which they can marshal previousmemory to bring
back related knowledge and experiences, greatly impact on the quality of their
Judgement and Decision Making (JDM). Furthermore, Bonner (2008) adds that
cognitive processesimpact greetly on the quality of JDM. Cognitive processesare
intermediate stepsthat areinvolvedinarriving at afina judgement or decison. These
sepscan beclassfied as. memory retrieva, information search, problem representation,
hypothesisgeneration, and hypothesiseva uation.

Other persond variablesthat impact onthequdity of JODM according to Bonner
(2008) includeintringc motivation, affect, abilities,confidence, risk attitude, cognitive
style, gender and cultural background. Motivationisan internal statethat impelsor
drives someoneinto action. Professionally, motivation may bedriven by people’'s
desreto maintaintheir reputations, monetary incentivesand/or accountability demands.
Intermsof JDM, motivationresultsinto two typesof reasoning - cognitiveand accuracy
motivated reasoning. Cognitive reasoning drivesone' smotivationtofollow logical
sepsin order to reach an appropriatejudgement or decison and whatever isitsoutcome.
Accuracy motivated reasoning affectscognitive processesby increasing theeffort people
put into those processes. Thiseffort isdirected towards doing the best they canin
each process.Both of thesetwo types of motivation could occur inred lifeprofessiond
settings. For example, an officer can beaccountableto asuperior with unknown views
and thus gets the motivation to reach the most accurate conclusion. On the other
hand, shemay feel accountableto aclient with known viewsand thusismotivated to
reach aparticular conclusion that isagreeableto theclient. Inthelatter case, the
officer engagesin biased cognitive effort to reach and support that decision.

Just likemotivation, affect alsointervenesin JDM quality (Bonner, 2008).
Affect refersto positive or negative evaluative reactionsto stimuli such aseventsand
resultsfrom anumber of factorssuch as people smoodsand parameters of monetary
incentives. Likemotivation, affectivereactionsplay arolein cognitive processesthat
determinethequality of judgement and decisonmaking. Insomesituations, affect can
influencetheretrieva or reconstruction of affect-congruent information from memory.
Affect can asoinfluence IDM-related cognitive processesin that people use current
or predicted future affect asan important information cue. Affect could asoinfluence
the choice of processing strategies; positiveaffect typically leadsto useof heuristic or
lesseffortful processes, whereas negative affect tendsto lead to more systematic,
effortful processes. Another persona factor that Bonner (2008) identifiesis personal
involvement with atask. Both knowledge and personal involvement derivefrom
experienceinatask. Persona involvement meansthat someonehasprevioudy made
ajudgment or adecisoninaparticular Stuation. Persond involvement isanimportant
variableinmany professional settingsthat involve repetitivetasksand hence, regular
JDM. Indeed persona involvement in aparticular task hasagreater effect andinfact
could poseaseriousimpediment to JDM, especialy if someonebeginsto take such
tasksfor granted or |osses concentration (Bonner, 2008).
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How Culturel nfluences Judgement and Decision Making: According to Hosfede
(1980), cultureisthe collective programming of the mind, which distinguishesthe
membersof one human group fromanother. Cultureisalsodefined as.

shared motives, values, beliefs, identities, and interpretations of

significant events that result from common experiences among

members of a collective that are transmitted across generations.

Culturesignificantly influencesan individual’ s beliefsabout what isappropriate and
inappropriateintermsof ethical behaviour (Mustamil and Quaddus, 2009). According
to Bonner (2008), cultural background refersto anumber of things such asone’s
nation of residence, ethnic background, race, and soforth. Thesedefinitionsof culture
border moreon socid rather thantheinditutiona arrangements(such aslaws, educationd
systems, eic.), which aswill beseenlater inthiswork, haveagreat influenceespecialy
on nationa culture (Schramm, 2001). The abovedefinitionsalso do not consider the
trangent natureof cultureasitisconstantly evolving, being shaped by advancementsin
technol ogy, the mediaindustry and other effectsof globalisation (Bergid E., Bergid,
B. and Upson, 2012).

Themost commonway of analysing cultureinwork settingsisthrough theuse
of Hofstede's(1980) five dimensionsand related scalesfor classfying cultural factors
that arerelevant to work environments (Bonner, 2008). Bonner (2008) liststhefive
dimensionsof Hofstede (1980) as: Confusion dynamism, masculinity versusfemininity,
individuaismversuscollectivism, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance. Confusion
dynamism refersto whether aculture haslong or short-termfocus. Masculinity versus
feminismrefersto theextent to whichindividua sbehave stereotypically inwhat isseen
asbeing‘mal€ or‘femaé€ . Individuaismversuscollectivism pertainstothedegreeto
whichindividua swithinthe culturefocusontheir salf-interestsversesthat of thelarger
group. Power distanceisthe degreeto which membersof acultural group accept
inequality among individuaswithin Organisations. Uncertainty avoidancereferstothe
extenttowhichindividuasdidikeuncertainty.

According to Chenand Li (2005), littleisknown about whether peoplein
different culturesactually differ intheir decision-making, especialy in mixed-motive
Stuations. Thesearesituationswhere peopl€ sindividud interestsarein conflict with
thoseof their group. Evenlessisknown about decision-makinginvolving membersof
different cultures(ChenandLi, 2005; Mustamil and Quaddus, 2009). Schramm (2001)
concedesthat thedominant literaturein decision-making hassofar been universdistic
and hasgenerdly not treated the subject of decisonmakinginlight of different cultures.
However, Gupta(2012) supportsboth theuniversdity of culturedimensionsaswell as
the culture specific aspects, for example, those found in personality research. For
example, the expression of emotionisacultural universal and base emotionsare
expressed universally (Gupta, 2012). However, cultural normsare said to suppress
or amplify the base emotions according to the expected or appropriate level of
expression for the culture of theindividua . Triandisand Suh (2002) concludethat
thereisstrong evidence of universality, but caution that the emic (particularly non-
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Western) traits have been under-studied and could have a strong impact on the
understanding of culture and personality when further research has been conducted.
Theviewson mixed-motivesituationsshow that cultura manifestationsaremuch more
complex than thestandard five dimensionsof Hofstede. For example, itisdifficultto
determine how theindividual would behavewhen they think the group iswrong and
they areright or theextent towhich they arewilling to sacrificether individual interests
infavour of those of the group (Mustamil and Quaddus, 2009; Kirkman, Loweand
Gibson, 2006). Similarly, theargument of cultureuniversality versuscountry specific
aspectsmakesit difficult to draw theline on when each of them appliesand hence,
blursHofstede’ s country specific differences.

Perhaps cognisant of the complex nature of culture, Bonner (2008) avoids
discussing theintricate detailsof theeffectsof cultura background on JDM quality.
Instead, she chooses to dwell on what research says about gender- and cultural
background-related differencesin cognitive and other factorsthat can affect JODM
quality. Tosupport her position, Bonner (2008) arguesthat studies on anumber of
such differencesthat examinegender or cultural background asthe construct of interest
runtherisk of effectively examining theimpact of multiple, completely confounded
constructs. She further adds that what is common in JDM research is the use of
gender or cultural background asaproxy for asingle construct such asoverconfidence.
She, however, warnsthat such sudiesruntherisk of having correlated omitted variables,
and hence, must attempt to rule out al ternative explanations.

Onedocumented finding that Bonner (2008) discussesisdifferencesinoveral
intelligenceandinverbal, reasoning and spatial abilitiesamong peoplewith different
ethnic backgrounds, athough thereisenormous controversy about the source of these
differences. Bonner (2008) assertsthat research to date on culture-related ability
differencesdoes not relate them to Hosftede' sdimensions. Thefindingsof Schramm
(2001) confirm differencesinintelligence and cognitive abilities between peoples of
different nations. Comparing French and Danes, Schramm (2001) notesthat the French
andyseproblemsinasystematic way, eva uating al possbledternativesbeforemaking
aconclusion, and eventhen, go back to crosscheck in order to confirmthat al possible
avenueshavebeen considered. Danes, onthe other hand aremore practical, choosing
to get quickly into action rather than get bogged down by detail. Because of this
approach, Schramm (2001) reasonsthat Danes are better than the French when it
comesto organisation and implementation. Further explaining thedifferencesbetween
the French and Danes, Schramm saysthat the French aremore anaytical, andrational,
often juggling between being emotiona and acting onimpulse. TheFrenchgothrough
this elaborate process, not only because they haveto find perfect solutionsto the
identified problem but al so because they sometimes haveto defend the positionsor
decisionsthat they havetaken. The Danesproblem presentation relieson previous
experienceor established routines. Tothe Danes, emphasisisplaced onfinding redistic
and practical solutions. Assuchthey use* sacrificing’ and not * optimising’ approaches
inrelation to goalsand therefore, utilise aninductive procedure. Compared to the

International Journal of Advanced Legal Studies and Governance, Volume 6, Number 1, April 2016 4
ISSN: 2141-6710



French therefore, Schramm (2001) reasonsthat the Danish decision making styleis
nearer tothe* adminidrativeman” mode withitslimitedrationdity and evento“ muddling
through” where the understanding of the problem at hand islimited to an approach
smilar totheprevailing one. Schramm (2001) attributesthe French decision making
styletothreereasons. Firgt, in France, customersdo not necessarily accept standardised
solutions, ingteed, they want to havetheir persond input into thefina solution. Secondly,
the education system in France encourages children to demonstrate intellectual
capabilities. These capabilitiesconstitutethevery purpose of education and earnthe
student’sprestige. Thirdly, at thework place, middle managersare often given the
opportunity to compete with colleaguesby demonstrating their intellectual prowess
through proposing uniqueand individuaised solutions. Suchasituationisessentiadly a
continuation of alifelong competitive context that started in pre-school. However, in
Denmark, Schramm (2001) explainsthat peoplearegeneraly given agreat amount of
autonomy indecisonmakingwithinther jurisdictions, and a thesametimeare expected
toliveuptoasmilar level of responsibility for actionstaken. The Danesarejudged
primarily on two aspects. on cooperativeabilitiesthan onindividual performance; and
onresultsobtained rather than on brilliantly intelligent, but perhapslessworkabl eidess.

Schramm (2001) continuesthat in Denmark, thereisgrester interestinaction
learning, which startswith what people and decision makers, actudly do, implying that
pragmeti c approaches seem to be more appealing to Danesthanideas. Inthe Danish
educational institutions, pupils are not very much encouraged to demonstrate
intellectualismand andytical abilitiesbut rather morefunctionalism, pragmatism and
understanding of coherence. Although, Schramm’s(2001) study only comparestwo
countries, and may not necessarily be representative of al other countries, at least he
provesthe point that somenationsdiffer on overal intelligenceand cognitive abilities,
which may partly be explained by the nature and emphasisof the educational system
that imparts knowledge and skillsto the popul ation, and a so thework environment
that nurturesthose skills.

Perhapsto substantiate Schramm’sfindings, Bonner (2008) arguesthat one
of thereasonswhy there may be differencesisthat certain culturescarevery little
about devel oping some of the abilitiestested on standard intel ligencetests. However,
Sternberg (1996) sexamination of culture-related effectsin creativeand practicd abilities
showsfewer differences(Bonner, 2008). Citing aspecific examplefrom Eastern cultures,
Bonner (2008) observesthat peoplefrom there arelessableto disembed figuresfrom
background, asisrequired from the embedded figurestest.

According to Bonner (2008), peoplefrom different culturesmay also differ as
tointrindcmotivesaswell astheir reactionsto external motivators. Explaining further,
shemaintainsthat peopleinlow power distance culturesmay have greater instrinsic
motivesrelaedtofairness. Furthermore, thereappearsto bedifferencesacrosscultura
groupsin motivesrel ated to achievement and concern with reputation; however, these
differences are not necessarily related to individualism. With regard to external
motivators, Bonner (2008) notes that many accounting studies use Hofstede's
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dimens onsand find that peoplefrom different culturesdiffer fromthemotivation they
feel from management control devices such as participatory budgeting and goals.
Similarly, themotivation of peoplefrom bothindividuaistic and collectivistic cultures
operatesthrough salf-efficacy; however, salf-efficacy conceptsdiffer inlinewith cultura
differences. Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson (2006) say collectivismismore associated
with cooperation and increased receptivenesstowards teams, whileindividualism
increases conflict at theindividua and group/organisation levels. According tothem,
thismay help explainwhy team effortsoftenfail in highly individudistic countriessuch
astheUnited States. In countriesthat are predominantly collectivig, thereisincreased
preferenceand emergenceof non-directiveleadership such ascharismatic, participative,
and team-oriented styles. Indeed, collectivismismorelikely to favour increased
accountability aspeoplefed their individual responsbility towardstheteam’ ssuccess.
Not surprisingly, Mustamil and Quaddus (2009) arguethat acollectivist cultureensures
that decisionsdo not harm others. However, they warn that acollectivist culturemay
actualy lead towillingnesstojustify unethical behaviour inabidto protect theinterests
of thegroup.

Bonner (2008) assertsthat greater positive affect and lower negative affect
are found in cultures with greater individualism; that differences also occur in
overconfidencein knowledge among cultural groupsand addsthat Easterners, with
the exception of Japanese, tend to be more overconfident than Westerners. However,
recent occurancesin Japan wherecitizensareincreasingly questioning their leaders
signifiesthat Japanese are after all becoming morebold and confident (Bergiel, E.,
Bergiel, B. and Upson, 2012). According to Bonner (2008), itisnot clear which
cultura dimensionsmay berelated to overconfidence, therearedso differencesinrisk
attitudes across cultural groups. One specificfinding isthat peoplewho arehighin
power distance appear to be lessrisk averse. Thisview isinconsistent with the
perspectivethat initially, Japanese, who werereported to have ahigh power distance,
tended to avoid risk whileplaying safein most aspectsof their lives. However, dueto
global trade, many Japanese are going out of their country, while many foreignersare
alsocominginto Japan. Theresultisincreased adoption of risk seeking behaviour in
order to copewith the demandsof global trade. The oppositeistrueof theAmericans,
whoinitialy weremorerisk taking. However, recent happeningssuch asthevolatile
stock markets, the credit crunch and terrorism, have created increased uncertainty
that hasled the American peopleto becomemore apprehensive of risk (Bergidl, E.,
Bergiel, B. and Upson, 2012). According to Bonner (2008), tolerancefor ambiguity
seemsstrongly related to the uncertainity avoidancedimension of culture. Becausethe
worldtoday isfull of uncertainity, especidly in business, where customer demandsare
ever changing, competitorsare pringing up surprises, theworldisincreasingly becoming
intertwined through global business, whilethe palitical environmentismorefluidand
unpreditabein many countries, peoplearegenerally beginning to accept and copewith
uncertainity. Peoplearethinking twicebeforemaking major decisions, whilelearning
to spread risksin anti cipation of unforeseeable occurances.
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Bonner (2008) notesthat perhapswhat ismost important isthat peoplefrom different
culturesdiffer intheir knowledge, knowledge structures, and cognitive processes. This
view was confirmed by Schramm’s (2001) study which discussed the differences
between the decision making processes of the French and the Danes. Bonner adds
that peoplefrom different cultural groupscategorisethingsdifferently andasodifferin
their need to categoriseinformation. In particular, Bonner observesthat peoplefrom
Eagtern collectivist culturestend to group objectsintermsof relationhipsamong them,
whereasWestern individualistic culturestend to group objectson the basisof rules
that are rel ated to shared attributes.

Mongaand John (2007) share Bonner’ s (2008) views and acknowledge that
the manner in which Easternersthink isdifferent from that of the Western people.
Theseauthorsexplain that Easternerstend to think holistically and pay more attention
to the context and how the el ementsrelateto one another; whilethe Westernersthink
moreandytically and pay moreattention to dispositions. Bonner aso addsthat people
from collectivigtic culturesarelessproneto overl ook situationd factorswhen attempting
to understand the causesof outcomes. 1n addition, Bonner (2008) notesthat Westerners
aremorelikely to uselogicin everyday reasoning, dthoughitisnot clear which cultura
dimension accountsfor this. Thedifferent cognitive stylescould betraceabletothe
socialisation mechanismsemployed in different partsof theworld wherefrominfancy,
peopleare hel ped to derivemeaning from their environmentsand to form viewsabout
theworld.

Asmuch asBonner (2008) avoidsdiscussing detail sabout culture, sheexplains
the cultura differences between countriesathough she doesnot give detailsabout the
causesof such differences. Similarly, most of her explanationsrevolve around the
personal variablesof JDM —intellegence, cognitive styles, knowledge structuresand
motivations — and did not say much regarding cultural influences on task and
environmentd variables. Shehintson theenviromenta variablewhen sheta ked about
risk and uncertainty avoidance dimensions of Hofstede. Although Bonner (2008)
mentioned power distanceand related it to only risk avoidance, it could also beargued
that theframing of tasksin high power distance countriescoul d taketheform of directives
geared towardsfulfilling the goals of the higher authority. Similarly, theworking
environment in high power distance countrieswould be highly subdued with staff
afraid of raising their concernsfor fear of reprisal.

Sufficeto say, since cultureisvery much associated with values, normsand
beliefs itisno surprisethat much talk about culturerevolvesaround theindividua who
livesin acertain country. Itisnowonder therefore,that both Hof stede and other
researchershaveinsisted having theindidvidual asthefocal point of cultural studies
(Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006; Chen and Li, 2005). What is conspicuously
absent from Bonner’s(2008) discussion of cultureistheroleof the Organisation (micro-
level) in shaping cultureespecialy at theindividual level. Severa authors (Podrug,
2011, Slater, S., Paliwodaand Slater, J., 2007; Robertson and Fadil, 1999; ) have
emphasi sed how multi-nationd corporationshave successfully sheped their organisation
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cultures, and have applied the desired culturein all the countrieswherethey operate.
Theorganisation cultureshave been shaped through staff training, storyteling, artefacts
and symbols, values, and policiesthat all convey acons stent and distinct identity that
setsapart the different corporations.

Jackson (2011) relatesin detail how the colonia masters, through their home
institutions, helped shapethe current culturethat ispredominant especialy in urban
settingsin Africa. Jackson (2001) also explains how the social and institutional
arrangementswork together to shapethe culturein different countries. He highlights
theroleof thelega framework in shaping thebehaviour of individua sthrough clearly
defining what isacceptable and what isnot in countriesall over theworld. Sufficeto
say, culture accountsfor many of the personal variables, and hence, in explaining the
elementsthat constitute personal variables, culture could be used to expound onwhy
forinstance, peoplehavedifferent cognitive styles, which could beattributed todissmilar
educationd systemsand socidisation mechanisms. People sknowledge content could
be shaped by theemphasi sof the education systemin aparticular country. For example,
education systemsthat focuson andysisandintellectua prowess, likein France, would
focuson accumulation of semantic (particularly declarative) knowledgeinvolving mestery
of concepts and principles. On the other hand, education systems, like those in
Denmark, that focus on problem solving would emphasi se procedural knowledge.

Culture could aso beused to explain theknowledgeretrieval processes. For
example, the Westernerswho reason using logic woul d retrieve knowledge based on
itsrelatednessto thematter a hand, whereasthe Easternerswould havetheir knowledge
categorised in schemeand henceretrieval processeswould be according to relevant
categoriesof knowledge. Similarly, culturecould explain many task variables. Inhigh
power distance cultures, for example, the structure of thetask would be more el aborate
and would take theform of directiveswhere theimplementer would berequiredto
follow theinstructionsprecisaly asthey have been set. Thereversewould happenin
low power distance cultureswheretaskswould be framed in such away that they
promote dialogue and consultation between the supervisor and the subordinate.
Collectivist cultureswould promote teamwork, collective accountability and peer
feedback, which all contribute towards a more motivating work environment.
Individualistic cultureswould promoteincreased competition, rivalry and focuson
individual interest asopposed to that of the group. Whereas some cultureswould be
okay withthelatter arrangement, amajority of peoplewould prefer workinginthe
former environment.

TheRoleof National Culturein aGlobalised Decision M aking Environment
National cultureissomething that is* shared by amost all membersof some socia
group that ol der membersof thegroup try to passon to younger membersand something
(asinthecaseof mords, lawsand customs) that shapesbehaviour” (Podrug, 2011).
However, thisview istrueto the extent that nationa culture hasno externa influences,
whichisnot trueasno one country iscompletely isolated from othersandimmuneto

International Journal of Advanced Legal Studies and Governance, Volume 6, Number 1, April 2016 8
ISSN: 2141-6710



externa influences(Jackson, 2011). Inaddition, Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006;
Chen and Li, 2005; Gupta, 2012; Westerman, Beekun, Stedham and Yamamura,
2007) suggest that a better way of understanding cultureistotraceit totheindividual
beliefs, valuesand perceptionsand that each person’sbehaviour is dependent upon
the context inwhich they find themsel ves, with each unique context requiring adifferent
set of behaviour. National cultural valueshaveinfluence on workplace behaviours,
attitudes and other organisational outcomes (Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006).
National culture haslong been recognised as akey factor in explaining people’'s
behaviour. Indeed, differencesin nationd culture have been suggested asanimportant
explanation of peopl€e sattitudestowardsdifferent countries. Agpectsof nationd culture
have been recogni sed in organi sational behaviour toinfluencedecisonssuch as: foreign
investment; entry mode; research and devel opment; aswell asinternational consumer
behaviour, including consumer innovativeness, impul sive buying and negotiation
behaviour (Ng, Leeand Soutar, 2007).

Differencesin National Cultures
Understanding cultura valuesof foreign culturesisparticularly important asmulti-nationd
enterprises extend their operationsaround the globe (Slater, S., Paliwodaand Slater,
J., 2007; Robertson and Fadil, 1999; Podrug, 2011). Thisisespecially important
because peopletend to be much more uncomfortablewhen interacting with members
of other culturesthan when interacting with membersof their own culture. Personal
differencesare often exaggerated and disagreements often occur when members of
diverseculturesare confronted with interpersona conflicts. Robertson and Fadil (1999)
advisethat aworking knowledge of cultural and cognitivedifferenceswill not only
enhancecross-cultural communication andinteraction, but it will dso provideindividuas
with ageneral guiddineof proper or ethical behaviour inthe specific countrieswhere
their Organisationsarecurrently engagingin businessactivities. Identifying how different
culturesthink when devel oping and building corporate strategy, provides managers
with greater insght asto how to devel op affiliationsasource of competitive advantage
(Slater, S., Paliwodaand Slater, J., 2007).

Drawing attention to Hofstede’ s (1980) framework, Sater, S., Paliwodaand
Slater, J. (2007) reason that because national culture exertsan effect on the behaviour
of individuds, it influencesthevery way that businessisconducted andin extensonthe
way decisionsaremade. In aninternational businesscontext, Podrug (2011) reasons
that understanding the culture of target marketsinfluenceskey company decisions
such asstructures, strategiesand tactics. Podrug (2011) arguesthat many failuresand
difficultiesininternationa marketsaretraceablemainly to cultura backgroundsrather
than market conditions. Podrug’s(2011) reasoning isbased on thefact that strategies,
Sructuresand tacticsthat are successful in onemarket may not necessarily be successful
or could even be compl etely inapplicablein another market, hence aneed to adapt
them to suit different cultural contexts. Thisargument makes sense because culture
influences peopl€ scognitivestyles, their valuesand normsaswell astheir viewsabout
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other people (Ng, Leeand Soutar, 2007; Robertson and Fadil, 1999), which areall
critical elementsin crafting international strategy and designing itsimplementation
mechanisms (Slater, S., Paliwodaand Slater, J., 2007). Podrug (2011) assertsthat
the decis on making styleisattached to the corresponding national culture, valuesand
norms. Podrug further saysthat each step in the decision making processisinfluenced
by culture. However, healso addsthat apart from culture, the decison making styleis
also determined by individual characteristics of the decision maker as well as
organisationd variables. Furthermore, heidentifiesindividua characterigicstoinclude
age, level of education, status; while organisational variablesinclude ownership
(government owned, private or mixed), typeof industry, technol ogy and organisationa
culture. Theargument presented by Prodrug (2011) makes sense because although
nationd cultureinfluencesmanagers decisonmaking styles, itisby nomeanstheonly
variable. Individual characteristicsof the decision maker that areinfluenced by their
level of understanding, maturity and expertiseplay amajor roleinthedecision making
styleof themanager. Peoplewho are older, more educated and with more experience,
tend to make better quality judgementsand decisionsthan thosewho areshort inthese
areas. Similarly, thetype of Organisationinfluencesthe decision making style of the
manager. For example, decison making in government owned ingtitutionsisinfluenced
by beraucratic tendenciesand the need tofollow protocol, due process; whiledecision
making in private Organisationsisinfluenced by the prevailing organisationa culture
that could either promoteautocracy, participatory decisonmaking or eventhelikelihood
of fraud.

Ng, Leeand Soutar (2007) suggest that cultural distance negatively influences
importsand exports between countries. Theseauthorsobservethat cultural distance
wasadggnificantindicator of bilatera tradeinthePacific Basn. Sharingasmilar culture
not only led peoplein different countriesto consume similar goods, but &l so reduced
the cost of doing business. Countriesthat shared acommon language traded much
more, than countriesspesking different languages. Further, smilaritiesin cultura and
belief sysemswerelikely tofoster positive country of originimages, thusincreasing
trade. In short, there could be anegative rel ationship between cultural distanceand
trade volume. As much as a short cultural distance eases communications and
rel ati onships between countries, traderel ationshipsthese daysare more about strategic
partnerships, in other words, what isthe mutua benefitin trading with another country?
Many countriesnow prefer reciprocal relationshipsrather than one sided dealings.
Westerman, Beekun, Stedham and Yamamura (2007) note that national cultureis
primarily responsiblefor determining one’ sidentity and socid referents. Their view is
that the strength of theidentity relationship that exists betweenindividualsand their
national culturalcommunitiesmakesit difficult for individuastointegrateinto other
cultures. They further argue that peopl e attach themselvesto their national identity,
which then becomesthe primefactor for their identification, and transcendsany other
form of identity. Because of thisnational identity, thework and accomplishments of
peopletake on anational character. Thisfactor iscommon, for example, in sports
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activitieswhere peopleidentify themsdavesthrough their nationalitiesand fedl obligated
to promote the success of their countries. In business, it iscommon practice for
peopleto refer to thewaysinwhichthey dothings* at home” asajustification of their
behaviour. Ininternational trade, “ country of origin” isoften akey deciding factor for
choiceof goodsand services coming from abroad as some countries have areputation
for ‘excellence’ (for example Germany and Japan) and therefore, peoplewho come
from such countriesfed proud to be associated as such. However, with the advent of
criminal actssuch asterrorism, identifying oneself asbeing from particular countries
may not be alwaysfashionable as one could betargeted asaresult.

Asmuchasnationd culture presentsastrong self-identity, Westerman, Begkun,
Stedham and Yamamura (2007) reason that strong organisational cultures can be
devel oped through socialisation and ethical training to have astronger influence on
ethical decison-making. They reason that additional avenuesthat companiescanuse
indude: opendiscussonsonethical issues, establishing ethica codesof conduct; nurturing
organisationa storiesabout what isacceptableand what isnot; and promoting strong
organisational bel onging through visiblerewardsand recognition mechanisms.

In essence, doing this promotes decision-making that is|ead more by the
company’sculture and identify much morethan the national culture (Podrug, 2011).
Thiskind of organisationd cultureor ‘ethos' can beimplemented cons stently indifferent
countrieswherethe company operatesand can act asastrong binding force between
members associated with aparticular company. Multi-nationa corporationsdevelop
that kind of distinct identity, that isinformed by auniquevaue system, whichinfluences
not only decision-making but also overal organisationa behaviour and dl staff findsit
eadier to adopt it than would be the caseif they weretold to adopt aparticular national
culture,

TheValueof Hofstede'sApproach to Under standing Cultural Differences
Hofstede's(1980) study wasbased on over 88,000 1BM employeesfrom 72 countries
(reduced to 40 countries that had more than 50 responses each) in 20 languages
between 1967 and 1969 and again between 1971 and 1973. Helater expanded the
databasewith 10 additiona countriesand threeregions- Arab countriesand East and
West Africa. Tofurther validate hisfindings, Hofstedein 1983, replicated and extended
his study to include atotal of 50 nations, finding the same dimensions. Inamore
comprehensivereview of published articlesusing hiscultura dimensions, Hofstedein
2001 noted 140 non-IBM datastudiesthat validated hiscultural indexes (Kirkman,
Loweand Gibson, 2006). Hofstede' s (1980) research confirmsthat decisionson how
to expand internationally areinfluenced by how far different participating countriesare
from each other on cultural value (country) scores (Kirkman, Loweand Gibson, 2006).
Moregenerdly, valuesarerelated to the aggregate management practicesand beliefs
of nations. Thisconfirmsthat thefit between nationa cultureand management practices
demondtratesthat being culturally sensitive pays(that isto say, with higher returnson
assets, saes, and higher bonuses).
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Kirkman, Loweand Gibson (2006) confirm that collectivismwasnegetively related to
reward differential in Hong Kong but notinthe U.S. In Mexico, collectivismwas
positively correlated with collaboration (and not avoidance), whereasinthe U.S.
collectivismwaspositively correl ated with avoidance (and not collaboration). While
individualismwasfound to benegeatively rel ated to agreeabl enessand conscientiousness
intheU.S,, it wasnot the casein the Philippines. Asthereislikely to bewithin-country
variationondl of thecultural values, theremay be compelling theoretica reasonswhy
relationshi ps between cultural valuesand outcomesdiffer depending on country. For
example, Kirkman, Loweand Gibson (2006) reason that the effectsof cultural values
on employeeresistanceto self-management and teamswoul d be stronger inthe U.S.
thaninthe Philippines. Theauthorsreason that employeeswould belesslikely to
resist company initiativesin countrieswith certain value constellations such asthose
highin collectivism (inwhich conformity normswould be high) and power distance(in
which employeeswould likely follow managerid directiveswithout question).

Criticismson Hofstede' sApproach

Asmuch astheforegoing discussion confirmstruismin Hofstede sfindings, Ng, Lee
and Soutar (2007) argue that Hof stede’ s dimensionsto compute cultural distance
scores have not awaysfound significant or expected rel ationshipswith variables of
interest. Shenkar (2001) reviewstheinfluence of cultural distance on Joint Venture
(JV) performance, and notesincond stent empirica results. Indeed, JVswithculturaly
distant foreign partnersweremorelikely tofail, while othersreported thereverse.
Similarly, Elango (2003) did not find the predi cted rel ationship between culturd distance
and U.S. reinsurance operations. Inaddition, Kim (2003) findsthat asocio-cultural
index predicted internet firms' internationdisation processesbetter than culturd distance
scores, probably because theinternet may provide amuch more culturally neutral
basisfor competition and therefore reduce theinfluence of culture. Assuch, it may be
argued that cultural distance scores condense cultureinto aform that may be overly
parsimonious. Not surprising that Hofstede's dimensions, on which most cultural
distance scores are based, have been criticised as out of date and too condensed to
capture culture (M cSweeney, 2002).

Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson (2006) warn, however, that the substantiation of
cross-level similaritiesisactually quiterarein the Hof stede-inspired research, not
necessarily becausethey do not exist but because researchers seldom use across-
level approach inasingle study. Consistent with thisview, Chen and Li (2005) note
that most studiesdo not anadyse effects separately by country becauseresearchersare
interested primarily in how cultural values (not country) relateto outcome variables.
They explain that when researchersfind different rel ationshipsby country, they tend to
usepost hoc rationalisationsrather than theory to explain thedifferences.

Based onastudy of Croatia, Hungary and Slovenia, Podrug (2011) identifies
many smilaritiesand differencesin va ueorientation and decison-making syles. Podrug
findsthisextremely intriguing, because these countriesfaced similar political and
economic contextsfor many decades. There areanumber of implicationson the
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conclusion of thisstudy. First, countriesmay not necessary bedistinct or smilarin
termsof cultureeventhough they may shareacommon background with other countries,
and hence, using nationsasabas sof determining culturd differencesmay not necessarily
yidddesred results. Secondly, it may be necessary to examinetheinfluence of ethnic
groupingsin determining culturedimensions. Thisargument could bevalid because
many countrieshavedifferent ethnic groups, which arequitedistinctintermsof culture,
therefore, within acountry therecould bedifferent cultura typologies. Thirdly, it may
be prudent to examineindividua influences on decision making, since each person
presentswith different age, experiences, level of understanding, educational level,
maturity, and other factors, which al influenceindividua valuesand norms. Fourthly,
because of Western influence through the media, technol ogy, entertainment, sports,
trade, movement of people, among others, it would be prudent to conclude that no
onecountry would boast adistinctively consistent culture.

Hence, it would be advisableto examine cultura evolution or transition over
timerather than cond dering it asastatic phenomenon. In many areas, Hofstede-inspired
researchisdigointed and reliesmostly on certain levelsof analysisand direction of
effects (Kirkman, Loweand Gibson, 2006). Inaddition, research in organisational
contexts seldom makesreferenceto non-organisational settings (Oyserman, Coon
andKemmemeier, 2002). Thislack of synergy hasnot hel pedin understanding culture
inmultiple settings. Asmuch as 20 yearshave passed since Culture’ s Consequences
were published, alot ill needsto be doneto synchronisethe many studiesthat have
been carried out. Not surprising, thereforethat Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson (2006)
concludethat more research hasbeen doneto learn from Hofstede’ sresearch instead
of questioning what hisframework doesnot say. Hofstede’ swork has been widely
criticised (by authors such asKirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006; Ng, Lee and Soutar,
2007; Chenand Li, 2005 and Gupta, 2012) especially on aspectssuch as: limited
sample (only IBM staff); reducing cultureinto just afew dimensions; standardising
cultureinto distinct characteristicsthat do not change over time; and failingto draw a
di stinction between business and social contexts, among others. Because of these
argumentsthat onewould consider valid, it would be difficult to adopt Hofstede's
model astheonly approach to analysing culture.

Making Sense of Criticismson Hofstede's Resear ch

Asmuch asHofstede' s (1980) framework has been widely criticised, there appears
to benoviablealternativeyet for cultural assessment (Gupta, 2012). Ng, Leeand
Soutar (2007) admit that determining theinfluence of culture on behaviour isnot easy,
ascultureisacomplex and broad construct that isdifficult to accurately measure. To
enable cultureto be studied, measured and applied, Ng, Leeand Soutar (2007) explain
that researchershave opted to use culturd indicesor individud level self-reports. Such
indicesarethen convertedinto cultural distance scoresthat help establish thedifferences
and similaritiesbetween countries. Cultural scoresare cal culated based on any of the
following methods: cultura index; sdf-rating scaes; nineculturd dugters; andlinguigtic-
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based measure of cultural distance. Theseapproachesnot only incorporateHofstede's
cultural dimensions, but they al so provide awider spectrum that facilitatesamuch
more comprehensive measurement of culture, especialy if morethan onemethodis
used. Smilarly, Kirkman, Loweand Gibson (2006) add that most researchersfocused
exclusvdy onindividudism—collectivismat theindividud leve of anadyss. Robertson
and Fadil (1999) agreewith thisview and add that this could be because there has
been significant empirical and theoretical support for thisdimension. Consequently,
theimplicationsand conclusionsdrawn from such research are based on only asmall
aspect of Hofstede inspired research (Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006). This
perspectiveimpliesthat other cultural dimensions of Hofstede have not been given
adequate attention, which meansthat the overall contribution of Hofstede hasnot been
beneficia enough to guideamorecomprehensveunderstanding of cultura differences
between nations. Even after reviewing hundredsof studiespublished sncehisorigina
book appeared in 1980, Hofstede still ignores everything but the culture level
comparisons, thusmissing an opportunity to draw conclusionsacrosslevels.

Hofstede (1980) asoinsstson applying theframework to theindividud level
(Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006). Consistent with Hofstede's(1980) view, Chen
and Li (2005) a so emphasi setheimportance of understanding peopleat theindividua
level becauseindividualsfrom the same country may havedifferent cultural values.
Accordingto ChenandLi (2005), itistheindividua-level vauesthat directly influence
one stendency to cooperatewith others, not wheretheindividua comesfrom. Hence,
at theindividud level, people can beinduced to cooperate with others. For thisreason,
Chenand Li (2005) concludethat in order to get maximum benefit from businessand
cultura exchangesbetween nationsand individuals, people need to beaware of both
cultural and individua differences, and that predi ctions based on stereotypes can be
serioudy mideading.

Gupta (2012) notesthat arguments against Hof stede’ sresearch are not about
the existence of cultural dimensions. Rather, these criticisms focused upon: the
representativeness of the sample; thevaidity of the claimsmade by Hofstede (1980)
concerning theapplication of thedimens ons; and the ethnocentrism of theitemsused
tomeasurethedimensions. A key issueidentified wastherecognition of theweakness
of theitems’ ability to serveasaset of measuresfor thedimensionsidentified. Gupta
(2012) saysthat Hofstede himself admitted that * obvioudy, theseitemsfromthe | BM
guestionnairedid not totally cover thedistinction between [thefour identified dimensions]
...insociety. They only represent theissuesinthe | BM research that relateto this
distinction,”. Therefore, if Hofstede himself concedesto exceptionsin hisresearch,
criticsareright toraiselimitationsin hisfindingsand conclusions.

ChenandLi (2005) disagreewith the standard manifestation of culture. Using
theideaof valuetrumping, they arguethat in aspecific context, certain cultural values
take precedence over others. Thus, asmany va uesand normsexist Smultaneoudy in
anindividua’smind, the context inwhich heor sheisinvolvedislikely to activatea
specific set of valuesand norms. For example, the mixed-motive business context
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might bemorelikely to activate theindividua’sawareness of competition and make
the competitivevaluesaient. Gupta(2012) agreesthat indeed the manifestati on of
cultureiscontext specific. Shearguesthat individualsexposed to avariety of cultural
contextsthroughout their life must adjust their behaviour to these contextsin order to
successfully negotiateagiven environment. Any individual will negotiateavariety of
environmental contextsand do so based upon hisor her own persona value structure,
yet may expressdifferent behavioursgiventhesamestimulusindiffering cultural contexts

Despitedl thecriticism of Hofstede' sresearch, thefive-dimensionframework
isstill favoured by researchersbecause of itsclarity, parsimony, and resonancewith
managers (Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson, 2006). Kirkman, Lowe and Gibson (2006)
confirm that research carried out between 1980 to 2002 has sustained and amplified
Hofstede' sconclusionsrather than contradicted them. These authorsfurther notethat
researchershave used Hofstede' sframework successfully to select countriesthat are
culturally different in order to increase variance, and that most country differences
predicted by Hofstede were supported. Thus, overall, Hofstede’ svaluesare clearly
relevant for additional cross-cultural research. Gupta(2012) arguesthat despitethe
problemsassociated with their use, Hof stede’ smeasures continue not only to be used,
but also to dominatethe literature because aviableaternativeisyet to be devel oped.
Jackson (2011) addsthat the seminal contribution of Hofstedewasto critiquethe
universal nature of Western management and organizational principlesand practices.
However, Jackson (2011) regretsthat much of the critique of Hofstede's contribution
hasnot led to any significant new direction.

Ng, Leeand Soutar (2007) arguethat it would be hasty to dismissthe use of
cultural distance scoresasthey have been found to beuseful in many instances. For
instance, expected and significant rel ationshipswerefound between cultural distance
scores and an Organisation’s direct foreign investment approach, asubsidiary’s
atachment to itsparent company, and an Organi sation’sforeign acquisition performance.
Ng, Lee and Soutar (2007) concede that there may be specific contextsin which
cultural distance scores based on Hof stede’ s dimensions are appropriate and other
contextsinwhich other formsof cultural distance may bemore appropriate. Assuch,
itisworth examining aternativewaysto operationalise culture.

Whatever criticism hasbeen [abelled against Hof stede’ s culture dimensions,
onething for sureisthat Hofstede opened the eyes of theworld to thefact that culture
manifestsitsdf indifferent formsand that indeed culturesdiffer from country to country
andthat these differencescalled for adifferent management approachin each cultural
context. It hasaso been proven that there are countrieswhere people predominantly
act asindividuas(suchasU.S. and France) and otherswhere peopl e act collectively
(such as Japan and China). Itisalso truethere are countrieswhere people accept
their placein society with dueregard to authority and status (such as Japan) and others
wherethe gap between thosein authority and the populaceissmall (suchasU.S. and
Sweden). It hasalso been proved that some people are generally morerisk taking
than otherswho arealittle conservative. However, when it comesto specific contexts,
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thisiswhere peopletend to disagree with Hofstede, becausethe generalisations do
not necessarily apply. Therefore, boththe criticsand Hofstedewill havetheir placein
research history.

How to Address Weaknesses of Hofstede's Resear ch

Inorder to ameliorate theweaknesses of the Hofstedeframework, Ng, Leeand Soutar
(2007) point to Schwartz' sculturd valuesframework asan alternativefor caculating
culturd distance. Schwartz (1999) suggested seven cultural domainsbased onuniversal
human vauetypes. Schwartz'sseven vauesinclude: (1) Conservatism - asociety that
emphas sesclose-knit harmoniousrel ations, the maintenance of status-quo and avoids
actionsthat disturbtraditiona order; (2) Intellectua autonomy - asociety that recognises
individual sasautonomous entitieswho are entitled to pursuetheir ownintellectual
interestsand desires; (3) Affectiveautonomy - asociety that recognisesindividuasas
autonomousentitieswho areentitled to pursuethe r stimulation and hedonisminterests
and desires; (4) Hierarchy - asociety that emphasi sesthelegitimacy of hierarchical
rolesand resourcealocation; (5) Mastery - asociety that emphasi sesactive mastery
of the social environment and individual’srightsto get ahead of other people; (6)
Egalitarian commitment - a society that emphasi sesthe transcendence of selfless
interests; (7) Harmony - asociety that emphasi sesharmony with nature. Schwartz
(1999) summarisesthe seven culturelevel vauetypesinto threedimensions, namely:
(1) Embeddedness versus autonomy; (2) Hierarchy versusegalitarianism; and (3)
Mastery versusharmony.

Asmuch as Schwartz' sframework bearssimilaritieswith Hofstede's, Ng,
Leeand Soutar (2007) arguethat Schwartz'sva uedimensionsoffer several potentia
advantages compared to Hofstede's dimensions. First, Schwartz's values are
theoretically derived whilethose of Hofstede areempirically derived. Thismeansthat
Schwartz based hisstudy onwhat isgenerally tested and acceptabl e regarding human
behaviour, while Hof stede’ s study was based on direct and indirect observation of
how people behave. However, Ng, Lee and Soutar (2007)add that both Schwartz
and Hofdedelater reviewed their frameworksempiricaly using large-scad emulti-country
samples. They both cameto the conclusion that thereweregreater differencesbetween
countriesthan within countries. Thisconfirmsthat both frameworks could beusedto
make comparisons between countries.

The second difference between the two frameworksisthat Schwartz used
more recent data (between 1988 and 1992) compared to Hof stede (between 1967
and 1969 and again between 1971 and 1973), which would mean that Schwartz's
findingsand conclus onsareamost contemporary compared to Hofstede’ swhich could
be out of date, despite the fact that Hofstede replicated and extended his study in
1983toincludeatotal of 50 nations, and found the samedimensions. Itisimportant
to note, however, that Hof stede collected his datafrom people who were actually
engaged in business (IBM staff) compared to Schwartz' swhich was collected from
studentsand teachers. It could be argued therefore, that Hof stede’sframework is
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more relevant from a business perspective while Schwartz's framework is more
applicablein asocietal sense (Gupta, 2012). Inaddition, Jackson (2001) arguesthat
Schwartz’ segalitarian dimension might be more appropriatein explaining the ethical
attributionsin countriesclassified asmoreindividualist, much morethan Hofstede's
individudismdimenson. Theegditarian dimenson explainshow peoplewithinasociety
consider theinterests of othersand how they coordinate with them. An egditarian
soci ety emphasi sesthe superiority of salflessinterest to promotethewelfare of others,
whichresultsinto harmoniouslivingin society. Thisparticular angleisnot emphasised
inHofstede' sdimensions. Thehierarchy dimension of Schwartzisaso different from
the power distance dimension of Hofstede. Under the power distance dimension,
people accept inequality among individual swithin Organisations. However, inthe
hierarchy dimens on, society emphasi sesthelegitimacy of unequad distribution of power,
rolesand resources. People may chooseto accept a situation because they cannot
changeit and probably they fedl the status quo is better, however, wheninequality is
legitimised, it meansthat each person acceptstheir roleand positionin society and
respect thosewho * have more given unto them’ asdeserving.

Tryingto apply Schwartz'sframework to abusinesssituation, Ng, Leeand
Soutar (2007) reason that dimensionssuch asegalitarianismwill influence marketing
activities. For instance, productswith harmful side effectsto society (e.g. cigarettes)
may beredtrictedin countrieshigh on egditarianism (such asUnited States, the European
Union, China, and India), while productsthat promote preservation and harmony with
nature (e.g. bicycles) may bemorestrongly encouraged by countries high on harmony
(for example, the Scandinavian countries: Sweden, Denmark, and Norway).

Both Hofstede and Schwartz' sframeworks could wel | be obsoleteaccording
to someresearchers (Gupta, 2012; Ng, Lee and Soutar, 2007; Chen and Li, 2005).
Their reasoning isthat the data setswere collected decades ago and may well have
been overtaken by modernisation in countriesthat were surveyed, which could have
shifted cultural values. Ng, Leeand Soutar (2007) and Chenand Li (2005) arguethat
modernisation hassevera influenceson culture. For example, modernisationincreases
individualism val ues probably because modernisation hasoveremphasi sed individua
welfare, sometimes at the expense of others. M odern communication asoresultsin
culturd diffusonviafilmsandteevison, and other factorssuch astourismand commerce
dsofacilitateculturd transmission. A casein point isthe Chineseculture, which hitherto
wasmore collective but hasrecently become moreindividualistic, after two decades
of the‘ openandreform’ policy and itsincreasing economic devel opment.

Consequently, the effects of modernisation on culture confirm that cultures
indeed evolve and change, especially under the influence of changing economic
conditions. Thispropositionis, however, contentious because | nglehart (2008) provides
strong evidencethat while culturesdo evolve over time, the set of culturesaremoving
together inasimilar direction and that over the 36 years between measurement, the
paths of the culturesin question never crossed. Inglehart (2008) used datafromthe
threewaves of World Value Surveys, which included 65 societiesand 75 per cent of
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theworld'spopulation. Thekey finding wasthat therewas evidence of both massive
cultural change and the persistence of distinctive cultura traditions, and therefore,
Inglehart (2008) concludesthat it washighly unlikely that ahomogenised world culture
will beseenintheforeseeablefuture. Thisisbecauseit seemsthat each culturewill
takeitsown unique path forward, depending upon avariety of economic and socio-
political pressuresexperienced.

Jackson (2011), on the other hand reasons that the proponents of cultural
convergenceor divergence, do not appear to consider the processthat goeson during
cross-cultural interactions. Rather thantrying toidentify thenature of acultura entity,
such asacountry, it would seem morelegitimateto discover thenature of intercultural
interactionsat different levelsof analysis, and their consequences. Assuch, Jackson
(2011) pointsto athird perspective—cultura crossvergence—that suggeststhat culture
andindustriaisation will interact to produce anew vaue system, such asin the case of
Hong Kong. Hong Kong represents acomplex interface of Western and Chinese
culture, business practices and management processes.

From this perspective, Jackson (2011) arguesthat the crossvergencetheory
may well bethe key to understanding culture, not asaproduct or characteristic of a
Separate cultural entity such asanation, but asan interface between or among different
cultura influences—between attitudes, beliefsand values, and ingtitutionsas cultural
manifestations; and within relationships containing power dynamics. Jackson (2011)
reasonsthat theinterfacing happensat threelevels macroleve of geopalitica dynamics,
meso level of inter-organisational interactions; and micro level of interpersonal
interactions. Thesedifferent levelsfurther interact to producediverse hybrid social
formsof organisation, and multipleformsof individua cultura identity.

CONCLUSION

Thiswork explorestheeffectsof cultureon judgement and decisonmaking. Inparticular,
the paper reviewsdifferent perspectiveson cultureespecialy how it affectsthe behaviour
of peopleboth asindividualsand asnational soriginating from different countries. The
last part of thework |ooksat theroleof national culturein the global decision making
environment and dsoincludesan eva uation of Hofstede' sculturd framework, drawing
attentiontoitsusefulnessand criticisms, and suggestssome areasfor further research.
Thestudy isof adescriptive nature and adoptsameta-synthesi smethodol ogy (Cronin,
Ryan and Coughlan, 2008) to glean and integrate pertinent insightsaround the issues
of cultureand decis on making and makesrecommendationsinto key issuesthat merit
further research.

Thisstudy hasdemonstrated that culture hasasignificant influenceon people’'s
JDM. Cultureinfluencesnot only theway peopleact, but a so how they think, how
they formulate views about others and the world, but most importantly, how they
evauateand choose between different alternatives. Thisunderstandingisinvaluable
especially for peopleand Organisationsthat have cross-border dealings. The study
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hasa so discussed how cultureisformulated through socidi sation mechanismsaschildren
grow up, thefocusand emphasisof the education systemsaswell astheinstitutional
arrangementsthat definewhat isgenerally accepted asright and wrong inagiven
society. Inthiswork, it has al so been discussed that most discussionson culture have
largely dwelt ontheindividua , and not much on Organisationsand indtitutionsthat play
aroleof shaping culturein society. What hasemerged, however, isthat culture does
not mean the same thing to different people. For some, cultureisviewed from a
societal perspective, whilefor others, itisinstitutional. Still for some, it portraysa
distinct identify for societiesand especidly nations. For others, itistrangent in nature
and has been adulterated through interactions between peoples of different nations,
and assuch may eventualy lead to someform of global convergence.

Therewasadiscusson of Hofstede' scultura framework, whereit wasgenerdly
agreed that he hel ped the world to understand that cultural differencesindeed occur
between countries and that these differences must be taken into account while
devel oping suitable management systemsand styles. Many havecriticised Hofstede's
cultura typology, however, few haveoffered viabledternativesto understanding culture,
beyond confirming or disagreeingwith hisdimensions. The contentiouspositionson
culture confirmthat lacunasstill existin cultural research. Similarly, researchisaso
required to confirmthe actua context(s) where specific cultural dimensonsaremore
relevant than others. Inaddition, much of cultura research hasrevolved around vaidating
Hofstede scultura dimengons, especidly theindividuaism-collectivism congtruct. No
other research hasfound compl etely new dimensionsof culture other than variants of
Hofstede' sdimensions, athough thereisagreement that cultureismuch morecomplex
than what Hofstede portrayed. Lastly, as much as modernisation and economic
devel opment have been found to have significant influenceon culture, exactly, how this
happensisnot clear. Probably what isrequired, isacompletely new paradigmin
understanding and studying culture, beyond the existing frameworksand dimensions.

Not al islost after al, despitethe contentionson culture. Itisclear that there
arecultura differencesacrosstheworld. 1tisaso clear that these cultural differences
affect trade and soci disation between people of different countries. Itisasotruethat
companiesoperating in different parts of theworld have been ableto successfully
design andimplement both multi-cultural strategiesand thosethat respond to specific
cultures. It seemsthat theway forward isnot to study culture asasingleentity, but
rather to consder itsinfluencesin specific contexts. Companiesthat wouldliketogain
entry to specific countrieswould do well to study the culturesin those countrieswith
specificreferencetother product and service offeringsaswell astheir modus operandi
and then design strategiesthat respond to thefindings.
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