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A Retrospective On Cultures Consequences: The 35-Year Journey  

 

Abstract 

Our 2006 Journal of International Business Studies article, “A Quarter Century of Culture’s 

Consequences: A Review of the Empirical Research Incorporating Hofstede’s Cultural Values 

Framework,” provided a comprehensive review of 180 empirical journal articles and edited 

volume chapters published between 1980 and June 2002 that incorporated Hofstede’s cross-

cultural values framework. We examined empirical research that positioned culture as either a 

main or moderating effect. The review attempted to make sense of the almost quarter century of 

research examining the impact of culture at the individual, group/organization, and country 

levels. In the present commentary, we provide: (a) a summary of the progress that has been made 

in the intervening decade, and most importantly, (b) a new set of recommendations for the next 

decade to guide those wishing to study the role of national culture in organizations. 
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In August 2002, we submitted our manuscript of the review of research inspired by 

Culture’s Consequences to then Editor-in-Chief, Arie Lewin, with the hopes that he and his team 

might consider entering our manuscript into the review process at Journal of International 

Business Studies (JIBS). We knew such a submission was a long shot, considering that JIBS was 

not publishing many qualitative reviews of research. Further, the framework featured by 

Hofstede in Culture’s Consequences (1980), while certainly influential, had been the subject of a 

number of both theoretical and methodological critiques (e.g., McSweeney, 2002; Smith, 2002). 

So, why did we submit our manuscript to JIBS knowing full well that the chances of publication 

were slim at best? The only reasons we can think of now are that we (a) were much younger then 

and probably didn’t know any better, and (b) felt that it was where the manuscript belonged. 

In re-reading our initial submission letter to Professor Lewin, we did point out that of the 

175 (increased to 180 before the manuscript was published) articles that we included in our 

review, 37 had appeared in JIBS, almost twice the number that appeared in the next two most-

cited journals, Academy of Management Journal (22 articles) and Journal of Cross-Cultural 

Psychology (19 articles), so perhaps that worked in our favor. We certainly had no way of 

knowing that our manuscript would ultimately be accepted after undergoing two very extensive 

revisions, and that 10 years later our article would be recognized with the JIBS Decade Award 

for 2016! We are obviously very delighted that our work has had this type of impact, and we 

want to credit the late Kwok Leung, our Action Editor, and the three anonymous reviewers who 

stuck it out through multiple major revisions, and who provided so much constructive and 

developmental feedback, that ultimately shaped the final result. 

 The road to publishing our review, which originally began in 1997, was a long one and 

involved a great number of physical library visits and photocopying (because on-line journal 
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article access was still in its infancy). In fact, it took so long to publish our article that during the 

time it was under revision at JIBS, we had to change the beginning of our title from “Twenty 

Years of Culture’s Consequences” to “A Quarter Century of Culture’s Consequences” and add 

more articles to the review! In this retrospective, we do not attempt to undertake another 

comprehensive review of the last decade of Hofstede-inspired cultural research, as that is 

typically not the objective of a JIBS retrospective. What we have set out to do in this update is 

twofold and includes: (a) reflecting upon the impact that our article has had over the last 10 years 

by assessing our original directions for future research against the advancements made since 

publication (requiring at least a more limited review); and (b) providing a new set of future 

research directions in light of the progress that has been made, new developments, and the many 

avenues yet explored. 

The Impact of Our Review 

 Hofstede (1980, p. 25) defined culture as “the collective programming of the mind which 

distinguishes the members of one human group from another.” Even though this definition has 

often appeared in the many articles referencing Hofstede’s (and others’) work, the exact wording 

contained within it is somewhat vague in terms of specifying what the actual components of 

culture are, raising questions about the culture construct itself and its measurement. Many 

researchers have discussed the complexity of defining and measuring culture (see Caprar, 

Devinney, Kirkman, & Caligiuri, 2015, for a recent example). Definitions more specific than 

Hofstede’s have ranged from the beliefs, behaviors, values, and cognitive patterns that people in 

a society or culture share (i.e., the psychological view of culture, in which culture resides within 

individuals; Bond, 2004) to a “hypothetical, latent, normative value system that underlies and 

justifies the functioning of societal institutions” (i.e., the contextual view of culture, in which 
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culture resides outside individuals and to which they react; Schwartz, 2014, p. 5). It is not our 

intent to wade into the definitional nuances of culture in this retrospective. Rather, we visit 

Hofstede’s definition because given Hofstede-inspired work is so prevalent, this helps to explain 

why the value-based approach and measures (i.e., rather than beliefs, norms, practices, schema, 

etc.) have dominated cross-cultural research over the last 35 years. And, indeed, the cultural 

value dimensions in Culture’s Consequences have continued to thrive in management and 

applied psychology research. 

Motivated in large part by the writing of our original review in 2006, we have ourselves 

continued to explore various areas of interest with regard to cultural values research, culminating 

in: (a) a comprehensive, quantitative, meta-analytic review of the original four cultural values in 

a Monograph for the Journal of Applied Psychology (which we view as a companion piece to the 

qualitative JIBS review; Taras, Kirkman, & Steel, 2010a); (b) the creation of new decade-by-

decade (i.e., 1980s, 1990s, 2000s) country scores for Hofstede’s four original dimensions as an 

alternative to using his original scores created from data collected in the late 1960s and 1970s 

(Taras, Steel, & Kirkman, 2012); (c) a special issue of JIBS on advancements in the 

measurement of culture (Caprar et al., 2015); (d) reviews of the impact of culture on a variety of 

workplace phenomena (Gibson, Huang, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 2014; Gibson & McDaniel, 2010; 

Kirkman, Gibson & Kim, 2012; Kirkman, Shapiro, Lu, & McGurrin, 2016; Leung, Bhagat, 

Buchan, Erez & Gibson, 2011; Stanko & Gibson, 2009); and, (e) conceptual development of the 

specific instances of when and how culture may matter, as well as when and how it may not 

matter for organizations (Gibson, Maznevski, & Kirkman, 2009; Zellmer-Bruhn & Gibson, 

2014). Our original review included five areas of theoretical importance for future research, as 

well as four areas of methodological concern. We assess progress on each of these 
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recommendations, in turn, in light of the past 10 years of additional research. Table 1 shows a 

summary of the progress made toward our original research directions since 2006. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

 

Theoretical Developments  

In the theoretical realm, we recommended in 2006 that researchers: (a) examine 

similarities and differences in relationships across levels; (b) explore findings (within and) across 

countries; (c) include theoretically relevant contextual moderators and mediators; (d) explore 

new territory in terms of predictor and criterion variables (or, as we said back then, “mind the 

gaps”); and, (e) examine theoretically relevant cultural value interaction effects. We discuss 

progress in these areas, each in turn. 

 Examine similarities and differences in relationships across levels. Despite our call that 

researchers should focus more attention on identifying and highlighting similarities and 

differences in the effects of culture across levels of analysis (i.e., individual, 

group/organizational, country) and the general increase in multi-level research over the last two 

decades (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000), we have not seen a corresponding increase in researchers 

examining cultural value effects across levels in a single study. As a result, progress toward a 

comprehensive nomological network of cultural value relationships has remained elusive. 

In our original review, we examined relationships between cultural values and outcomes 

that had been obtained at different levels of analysis across studies, and a number of important 

distinctions emerged that reinforced previous warnings not to assume homology of relationships 

across levels. In some cases, the findings were exactly the opposite. For example, collectivism 

and job satisfaction were positively related at the individual level (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001), 
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but negatively related at the country level (Spector et al., 2001). We also noted vastly different 

correlations among the cultural values themselves depending on level of analysis. As a result of 

these observations, we urged researchers to “formulate theoretical rationales for the effects of 

cultural values across levels” in order to “generate a complete nomological network for cultural 

values at multiple levels” (p. 309). 

 The lack of such examinations is disappointing given the general acknowledgment that 

organizational phenomena do cross levels as they unfold in real life, and hence isolating a single 

level of analysis provides an incomplete view of any given concept. Imagine, for example, how 

little we would understand about leadership if we only examined organizational level processes. 

Or, how superficial our understanding of work teams might be if we did not investigate 

individual experiences within teams. Likewise, there has been agreement for years across many 

disciplines – including anthropology, social psychology, cross-cultural psychology, 

organizational behavior, and international management – that culture-related processes and 

effects occur at multiple levels (see Early & Gibson, 2002, and Erez & Earley, 1993, for 

reviews). Yet, we know very little about whether relationships between specific aspects of 

culture and individual behavior also hold true for culture and team behavior, or culture and larger 

collectives. Perhaps the effects are not isomorphic, revealing unique team-related processes that 

interact with cultural values. That said, we have witnessed an increase in cross-level studies in 

which cultural values at one level affect non-cultural outcomes at another (e.g., Chen, Kirkman, 

Kim, Farh, & Tangirala, 2010; Chu & Chu, 2010; Wu & Chaturvedi, 2009; Yang, Mossholder, & 

Peng, 2007), so perhaps we are just now beginning to see the development of a promising trend.  

Taras et al.’s (2010a) meta-analytic examination of the predictive power of cultural 

values at the individual, group/organization, and country levels did find that predictive power 
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generally increased when moving from lower to higher levels (ρ = .18 for individual; ρ = .21 for 

group/organization; ρ = .35 for country). One might be tempted to conclude that because 

Hofstede insisted that his conceptualization of the cultural values was intended only for the 

country level, ecological fallacy (i.e., ascribing conclusions from higher to lower levels) is the 

reason for the declining predictive power at lower levels. However, differences across levels are 

more likely due to a “reduction of measurement error at the aggregated level” (Taras et al. 2010a, 

p. 415), which inflates effects at the higher level, or what has also been referred to as an 

ecological inference problem (Steel & Ones, 2002). Regardless of the reason for the changes in 

predictive power across levels, we conclude that there has been little progress in understanding 

the similarities and differences in effects of cultural values at different levels of analysis. Thus, 

this remains an area still ripe for future research. 

The other advantage of examining effects at different (and across) levels of analysis is 

that researchers would avoid both ecological and atomistic (i.e., ascribing conclusions from 

lower to higher levels) fallacies if they explicitly examine both top-down and bottom-up 

processes (Leung et al., 2011). For the former, multi-level approaches (e.g., Hierarchical Linear 

Modeling) could be employed to detect cross-level influences (Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen & 

Lowe, 2009; Parades & Wheatley, in press; Taras et al., 2010a). For the latter, theories and tools 

related to compilation (i.e., similar to those employed to understand how individuals influence 

team processes and performance differentially; Humphrey Morgeson, & Mannor, 2009) are 

essential. Because some of these approaches were not as widely used during the period covered 

by our original review, they could be employed now to better understand how interaction effects 

function across levels. Of course, all multilevel research questions would need to be developed 

from rigorous theory. However, it remains a fact that cross-cultural research is (a) inherently 
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multilevel conceptually, and (b) ripe to benefit from multilevel approaches to better understand 

the influence of culture. 

 Explore findings (within and) across countries. Our assessment of the progress that has 

been made on exploring differences in findings both within and across countries shows very little 

advancement. In our 2006 review, we took note of the fact that very few researchers examined 

similar cultural value-outcome relationships in multiple countries simultaneously, which is 

curiously odd for a literature that brands itself as “cross” cultural research. However, for those 

that did, important differences often emerged in the different countries. For example, 

collectivism was negatively related to reward differentials in Hong Kong but unrelated in the 

U.S. (Chen, Meindl, & Hui, 1998); and, in Mexico, collectivism was positively correlated with a 

collaboration conflict handling style (but not avoidance), whereas in the U.S., it was positively 

related to avoidance (but not collaboration) (Gabrielidis, Stephan, Ybarra, Dos Santos Pearson, & 

Villareal, 1997). As we stated in our review, most researchers do not look for these country 

differences in findings because they are primarily concerned with how cultural values, and not 

country, relate to various outcomes. Yet, such findings highlight the importance of considering 

the country in which the data are collected, a view elaborated upon by Gibson et al. (2009) and 

Zellmer-Bruhn and Gibson (2014), as they developed conceptual models of when and how 

culture matters, respectively. Simply put, country exerts a very powerful influence on the role 

that culture will play; and, at times, a given country may even wipe out or reverse cultural effects 

found in other countries. 

 A key question that remains is: why do cultural values sometimes have very different 

effects in one country versus others? We argue that there are interesting theoretical explanations 

for these differences that have yet to be documented. For example, in their meta-analysis, Taras 
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et al. (2010a) did examine one such country level difference that explained variations in the 

predictive power of cultural value effects across countries. Specifically, they applied the 

construct of cultural tightness-looseness, which refers to the fact that countries differ in the 

strength of the social norms and extent of sanctioning that occurs (Gelfand, Nishii, & Raver, 

2006). In tighter countries, there is narrower socialization and higher levels of sanctioning and 

constraint, whereas in looser countries there is much more freedom and malleability in individual 

behavior. Taras et al. reasoned that relationships between cultural values and outcomes would be 

stronger in culturally tighter countries because people would feel more social pressure to act in 

ways that are consistent with their values. In looser countries, people would feel freer to deviate 

from the more constrained value-behavior relationship. Their analysis supported these assertions, 

thereby identifying at least one theoretically supported country level difference that could affect 

the strength of cultural value effects. Clearly, there is much more work to be done in this area.  

 Include theoretically relevant contextual moderators and mediators. In the last 10 

years, we have seen at least some (but not enough) additional attention to examining 

theoretically relevant moderators and mediators of cultural value effects. For example, in 

addition to cultural tightness-looseness, perhaps not surprisingly, cultural values had stronger 

effects when there were assessed using primary (i.e., typically self-report surveys) versus 

secondary (i.e., country scores assigned to individuals) data (Taras et al. 2010a). The predictive 

power of the cultural values was also stronger for managers/employees than for students, older 

rather than younger respondents, men rather than women, and those with more rather than less 

education (Taras et al. 2010a). Researchers typically collect these demographic data as part of 

their standard research protocols, but there are also theoretical rationales for each of these 

moderating variables. For example, older respondents may represent a stronger manifestation of 



	 11 

the traditional values of a given nation due to having higher levels of traitedness, or the extent to 

which individuals have internalized or identified themselves with a particular trait (Allport, 

1937). Rarely have such theories been incorporated into studies. Even more disheartening, very 

little research has been conducted on moderators other than demographics (so little, in fact, that 

it was impossible for Taras et al. [2010a] to effectively meta-analyze these effects). 

Despite the lack of empirical research, we do note promising conceptual development in 

this regard. For example, Zellmer-Bruhn and Gibson (2014) propose that researchers take heed 

of the Intercultural Interaction Space (IIS) in which workplace phenomena unfold. They argue 

that at least three features of the IIS may influence when and how culture matters including: 

physical (e.g., Is an interaction virtual or face-to-face? At headquarters or in a remote location?); 

cognitive (e.g., What are the cues as to task priorities? Are goals shared? Are roles clear?); and 

affective (e.g., What is the emotional state of the parties involved?). They further suggest that 

these features may influence the availability and salience of culture-priming cues and the sense 

of flexibility in acceptable responses among those interacting in the IIS. Likewise, Gibson, 

Maznevski, and Kirkman (2009) created a framework suggesting that cultural effects will be 

moderated by individual features such as personality, identification, and exposure to other 

cultures; group-level features such as group homogeneity, polarization, and cohesion; and 

situational characteristics such as economic uncertainty, political volatility, and technology.  

However, until these ideas are investigated empirically, we cannot speculate as to what features 

of work life act as cultural amplifiers or attenuators (Gelfand, Leslie, & Fehr, 2008). 

 Explore new territory in terms of predictor and criterion variables. Despite our overall 

pessimistic view of the progress made on the three future research directions above, we are more 

optimistic regarding research advances pertaining to: (a) the ways in which cultural values have 
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been included as predictors (i.e., of other variables or outcomes); and (b) the number and variety 

of criterion variables (i.e., outcomes of cultural value effects). Whereas much of the research 

prior to 2006 focused on goals, incentives, and entry modes, researchers have substantially 

increased the number and breadth of the cultural value-outcome relationships in a variety of 

different fields. 

For example, in the area of social networks, Zhou, Shin, Brass, Choi, and Zhang (2009) 

found a curvilinear (i.e., inverted U-shaped) relationship between number of weak ties and 

employee creativity, such that creativity was highest when the number of weak ties was 

moderate (rather than low or high). In addition, creativity was highest when employee 

conformity was lower, rather than higher, suggesting that there needs to be a match between 

cultural values and network ties for maximum employee creativity. In a national level study of 

innovation, Ambos and Schlegelmilch (2008) found that in laboratories focused on exploiting a 

firm’s existing capabilities, innovation performance was higher to the extent that the 

environments in which the laboratories were located were characterized by high power distance, 

collectivism, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, and long-term orientation.  

Further, even though we restricted our original review to only those studies that had 

management and applied psychology relevance, researchers have continued to incorporate 

cultural value frameworks into other fields. For example, in the education field, Eldridge and 

Cranston (2009) explored the relationship between national culture and the academic and 

operational management of transnational higher education programs in Australia and Thailand. 

Soares, Farhangmehr, and Shoham (2007) provided a helpful overview of how to conceptualize 

and operationalize culture in marketing studies using Hofstede’s dimensions, which importantly 

included attention to nationality, Hofstede country scores, and assessing culture at the individual 
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level. In addition, Baskerville (2003) provided a critique of the use of Hofstede’s cultural indices 

in accounting research, particularly the notion of equating culture with nation states (an issue we 

discuss in our future research section below). In the area of information systems and tourism, 

Kang and Mastin (2008) used Hofstede’s country scores to explain differences in countries’ 

tourism websites. There are literally thousands of criterion variables that have been identified as 

influenced by the cultural values included in Culture’s Consequences. Clearly, there is no 

slowing down of the exploration of new territories. 

 Examine theoretically relevant cultural value interaction effects. Since 2006, there has 

been almost no attention to the joint effects of cultural values on outcomes at any level. Indeed, 

in our original review, we could find only one study that examined any interaction effects 

between the cultural values themselves, despite the fact that there is no reason to assume that a 

given cultural value influences outcomes independently. Specifically, Chen, Meindl, and Hunt 

(1997) found that horizontal and vertical collectivism interacted such that horizontal collectivism 

was negatively related to reward allocation reform and differential allocation preferences but 

only under the condition of low vertical collectivism. There have been numerous conceptual 

treatments of the potential interaction effects among cultural values (see Stanko & Gibson, 2009; 

Gibson & McDaniel, 2010, for reviews), indicating, for example, that an interaction of 

individualism-collectivism and power distance likely influences preferences for reward 

allocations, among other phenomenon (Earley & Erez, 1997). 

Similarly, we speculate that uncertainty avoidance likely interacts with masculinity 

and/or power distance to influence a variety of organizational relevant processes receiving much 

recent attention in the management literature, including innovation, voice, and abusive 

supervision. Rarely have researchers examined these potentially interesting and theoretically 
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powerful interaction effects (see Kim, Leung, Sia, & Lee, 2004, for an exception). Such 

omissions are problematic, as the assumption that the most interesting effects that cultural values 

have on outcomes are independent main effect ones is unwarranted. Indeed, there is likely to be a 

complex interplay of cultural values at work, and this complexity can be directly assessed with 

interaction effects. 

 In summary, we found that most of the progress on our original recommendations for 

theoretical development occurred in the areas of examining a wider variety of: (a) relationships 

involving cultural values as predictors of various outcomes in fields beyond management and 

applied psychology; and (b) moderators and mediators of cultural value effects. In contrast, we 

found that much less progress has been made on: (a) examining similarities and differences in 

relationships across levels; (b) exploring findings within and across countries; and (c) examining 

theoretically relevant cultural value interaction effects. We now turn to an assessment of the 

progress made on our original methodological recommendations. 

Methodological Progress 

In terms of methodological recommendations, in our original review, we urged future 

researchers to: (a) use primary, rather than secondary, data when assessing cultural values; (b) 

test for cultural values as mediators; (c) focus more attention on construct, measure, and sample 

equivalence; and (d) pay special attention to effect sizes, as many of the studies included in our 

review did not have high amounts of variance explained by cultural value main effects. We 

address progress in these areas next. 

Use primary, rather than secondary, data when assessing cultural values. We are very 

pleased with the steady decline in the use of country scores as crude proxies for individual 

culture measures. In our original review, we made note that a number of researchers had 
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assigned country level scores down to individuals when examining the effects of culture at the 

individual level of analysis (or what has been referred to as the “passport” approach; Taras, 

Steel, & Kirkman, 2011). We were adamant (as others have been; see Brockner, 2003, for a 

review) that researchers avoid such an approach. Even though our current review still found a 

few studies that adopted such a methodology, the general message that assigning country scores 

results in a misleading assessment of an individual’s cultural values appears to have been well 

heeded. There is simply too much within-country variance on culture (see Taras, Steel, & 

Kirkman, 2016) to apply such a coarse methodology.  

Test for cultural values as mediators. We are pleased to report that, as with the case of 

using the passport approach described above, using country as a proxy for culture in the past 10 

years has steadily declined. In our 2006 review, we identified several research studies that, after 

building a set of logical arguments for why culture should (typically) moderate a relationship 

between two variables, then used country instead of culture to run the moderation analyses. 

Similar to the passport approach, this is far too coarse of a technique to truly understand the role 

of culture in organizationally-relevant relationships. When researchers do find country to be a 

significant moderator, they often then fall back on cultural explanations to describe why they 

believed the effect occurred. This is a very questionable practice, as researchers can therefore 

only conclude that a relationship differs depending on country.  Pointing to any specific aspect of 

country (and certainly culture) as an explanatory rationale is pure speculation. The only way a 

researcher can legitimately employ a culture explanation for an effect of country is to include 

culture as a mediator of the moderating effect of country (i.e., mediated moderation). If country 

is no longer significant once culture is entered into the analysis, then a researcher can conclude 

that a country difference is attributable to culture. Such an approach is rare. 
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Fortunately, many researchers have moved on to treating culture as the key moderating 

variable alone or indeed taken the next step to include culture as a mediator of the moderating 

effect of country (Lyu, Yuen, & Zhang, in press; Paredes & Wheatley, in press). We are 

delighted to see a move away from equating country and culture in such analyses, although this 

practice has not yet been eradicated. 

Focus more attention on construct, measure, and sample equivalence. In contrast to the 

progress made on our first two methodological recommendations, unfortunately there has been 

very little improvement in the methodological sophistication of the approaches used to 

incorporate culture to better justify construct, measure, and sample equivalence. In our 2006 

review, we provided researchers with a roadmap to enhance the steps they take to ensure 

construct, measure, and sample equivalence. In the intervening 10-year period, we simply have 

not seen a great deal of evidence that our advice has been heeded. Indeed, in the recent article 

introducing the special issue of JIBS on measuring culture, the authors stated: 

“…in spite of repeated calls to avoid these pitfalls (e.g., Schaffer & Riordan, 

2003), many researchers still: (a) use country as a proxy for culture; (b) insufficiently 

articulate and/or account for different levels of analysis; (c) pay limited attention to 

ensuring equivalence of cross-cultural samples; (d) overly emphasize an etic, vs emic, 

approach (i.e., assuming universal validity of cultural dimensions while not accounting 

for specific features of certain cultures); (e) assume, rather than validate, a specific form 

for the dimensions and construction of culture (e.g., formative vs. reflective); and (f) omit 

much attention to capturing heterogeneity at the individual level.” (Caprar et al., 2015, p. 

1015). 
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Sadly, we concur with these conclusions. Note that we are not implying that sophisticated 

tools do not exist but, rather, we are arguing that we are not employing them when they are 

appropriate. As a result, these pitfalls, which are likely a product of precedence and habit rather 

than best practice, have the potential to continue to impede the rigor of any conclusions we can 

draw with regard to cross-cultural research. Yet, we point to at least some examples, such as 

Gibson, Zellmer-Bruhn, and Schwab’s (2003) rigorous development of a team effectiveness 

measure across four countries, Gibson and Marcoulides (1995) examination of the cultural 

equivalence of a leadership model across cultures, and the careful work of the GLOBE scholars 

in their multicultural measurement development (Javidan et al. 2006), which hold promise. Even 

though a detailed discussion of suggested methodological improvements is beyond the scope of 

this retrospective, in addition to the JIBS special issue on measuring culture and the earlier JIBS 

special issue on improving the quality of cross-cultural research more generally (Vol. 41/8), 

additional recommendations for increasing methodological rigor can be found in Gelfand, Erez, 

and Aycan (2007), Leung, Bhagat, Buchan, Erez, and Gibson (2005), Schaffer and Riordan 

(2003), Taras et al. (2010a), and Tsui et al. (2007). We return to this issue below. 

Pay special attention to effect sizes. We are pleased to report solid progress on 

researchers paying more attention to effect sizes in their cross-cultural studies. This research has 

demonstrated moderate to moderately strong effect sizes, relative to other theoretically plausible 

predictors. As noted in our original 2006 article, for many of the studies reviewed, cultural value 

main effects did not consistently explain much variance. Based on such low variance explained, 

we concluded that there are “many other forces besides culture that determine the behavior and 

attitudes of individuals in societies” and that it “is not so much does culture matter (clearly, it 

does), but rather when does culture matter most” (italics in the original, Kirkman et al., 2006, p. 
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313). Others have gone on to address this important issue (Gibson et al., 2009; Zellmer-Bruhn & 

Gibson, 2014). It is interesting to note that in the Taras et al. (2010a) meta-analysis, despite an 

overall effect size of .18 at the individual level, there are dozens of effect sizes in the .20 to .40 

range, and even a few greater than .40.  

Taras et al. (2010a) also attempted to address the relative predictive power of cultural 

values when pitted against other commonly used predictors of individual outcomes, such as 

personality traits, demographics, and general cognitive ability. These findings also demonstrated 

solid evidence for important variance explained by cultural values in individual outcomes, such 

as organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, organizational identification, 

team-related attitudes and perceptions, receptivity to certain leadership styles, and feedback 

seeking. Despite the fact that cultural values explained less variance in other types of outcomes – 

such as job performance, absenteeism, and turnover – compared to non-cultural predictors, the 

fact remains that in many cases, cultural values explain moderate to moderately high amounts of 

variance in the individual outcomes that managers really care about. So, we believe progress has 

been made regarding effect size by greater precision in: (a) the type of criterion variables under 

examination; and (b) moderator effects that serve as amplifier of cultural impact.  

A Roadmap (circa 2016) for Future Research on the Impact of Culture 

An evaluation of the progress made toward the future research directions outlined in our 

original 2006 review shows that even though some of our calls and suggestions have been 

heeded, many others have not. Of course, just offering the calls does not automatically mean that 

all are worthy of investment by cross-cultural researchers. In this section, we update our future 

research directions in light of the 10 years that have passed since our original review. Even 

though some of the suggestions we make here are also reflected in the 2006 article, much of what 
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we discuss below is based on novel questions and fresh avenues for future research. Our new 

future research directions advise scholars to: (a) broaden the conceptualization and 

operationalization of culture; (b) explore other “containers” of culture besides country; (c) 

consider and incorporate multiculturalism, (d) investigate cultural change, (e) move beyond self-

report, survey-based assessments of culture and isolating one or two values; and, (f) expand the 

focus on cultural values effects at the group/organization level. Table 2 summarizes our new 

future research directions for the next decade along with examples of each direction. 

Insert Table 2 about here 

 

Broaden the conceptualization and operationalization of culture. As noted, Hofstede’s 

(1980,) original operationalization of culture as cultural values has lead to a preoccupation with 

values-based approaches and measures, with some equating culture with values (see Taras & 

Steel, 2009, for a discussion). Even though we are certainly not the first to recommend that 

scholars explore other culturally-related predictors of organizational outcomes beyond values 

(e.g., see Tsui et al., 2007), our examination of research published since 2006 shows a continued 

and prevalent overreliance on values as the key way of conceptualizing the role of culture. We 

should note here that we do not assert that values should be ignored when understanding and 

assessing culture, but we do strongly urge researchers to explore other potentially powerful 

means of defining culture. This is particularly fundamental, given that there is a long history of 

rich and comprehensive research in a variety of disciplines that has successfully incorporated 

other approaches to culture, including cultural orientations (Kluckhon, 1954), styles (Hall, 1976), 

and perspectives (Triandis & Albert, 1987; Maznevski, 1994). For example, metaphors (Gibson 

& Zellmer-Bruhn, 2006; Gibson & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2002), self-statements (Gibson & Gibbs, 



	 20 

2006), and language (Chen, Geluykens & Choi, 2006) are examples of less obtrusive means of 

representing culture, and therefore hold great potential. 

More recently, Leung and Morris (2015) developed a “situated dynamics framework,” in 

which they offer three different mechanisms for understanding culture, including values, 

schemas, and norms. Culturally derived schemas and norms represent an alternative to values in 

capturing the role of culture. Further, building on some of our earlier work in attempting to better 

understand the situational contingencies that address when culture matters the most (Gibson et 

al., 2009), Leung and Morris (2015) suggest that situational forces determine which of the three 

culturally embedded mechanisms will have stronger effects on individual outcomes. For 

example, they argue that values will have more predictive power when situations involve 

motivational forces, such as ethical dilemmas or issues dealing with individuals’ personal 

identities. Such situations make values more salient because they involve instances in which 

individuals’ judgments and actions align with their self-views. In contrast, when situations call 

for individuals to interpret the meaning or implications of an event, values will be subjugated to 

cognitive schemas because the situation involves sense-making and the drawing of inferences, 

which rely heavily on cognitive processing. Finally, when situations call for individuals to 

choose a specific behavior, such as in cases in which people must select an appropriate social 

behavior, norms will emerge over values and cognitive schemas as determinants of outcomes 

because norms guide individuals toward socially acceptable choices. 

What is compelling about the situated dynamics framework is that it not only points to 

cultural phenomena beyond values, but it also argues for specific situational factors that will 

increase the importance of values vs. schema vs. norms in helping to predict individual 

outcomes. Even though we know of no empirical research that has examined the tenets of the 
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situated dynamics framework, we do hope that Leung and Morris’ (2015) theoretical treatment 

will spur future empirical examinations of the salience and predictive power of values, schemas, 

and norms in determining individual outcomes in different situations. We also note that this 

research framework is well suited to experimental designs, an approach that is under-represented 

in the cross-cultural literature, and holds great promise for understanding the multi-faceted role 

of culture. 

Other approaches include differentiating beliefs about what is true (i.e., cultural beliefs), 

from judgments about right versus wrong (i.e., cultural values, Taras et al. 2010a). Clearly, these 

are distinct constructs that are both shaped by culture. This dichotomy is similar to the manner in 

which the GLOBE project assessed culture. That is, the researchers incorporated the values of 

the participants (i.e., the “should be” dimension) as well as their perceptions of the way that 

individuals in their society actually deal with societal challenges (i.e., the “actually is” 

dimension) (Javidan, House, Dorfman, Hanges, & De Luque, 2006). About the same time, Leung 

and Bond (2004) described their social axiom approach to incorporating individuals’ beliefs in 

understanding culture.  

These advancements excepted, despite an over 10 year effort to move the field beyond 

values as the primary vehicle by which to understand culture, researchers have proven to be 

rather recalcitrant in this area. Indeed, Caprar et al. (2015, p. 1020) went so far as to conclude 

that “researchers (ourselves included!) have been, in some ways, ‘addicted’ to values-based 

measures for the last 40 years…” So, here we are again making the same call about moving away 

from values as the sole lens for investigation and moving towards a more balanced set of lenses 

through which we as a field investigate culture. We find ourselves perplexed in trying to choose 

the right words to create a sense of urgency that would truly convince researchers that moving 
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away from a sole reliance on values is a “must” and not a “want” if we are to fully understand 

culture, for culture is clearly more than values alone. So even though the field hit the collective 

“snooze button” following our 2006 wakeup call, we once again sound the alarm to motivate 

each of us to explore non-value based approaches to understanding culture’s effects. Let’s really 

do it this time. 

Explore other “containers” of culture besides country. In addition to an overreliance on 

values as the sole mechanism for understanding the effects of culture, researchers (again, 

ourselves included) have been guilty of relying almost exclusively on country as the main 

“container” of culture. That is, when assessing culture effects, many researchers aggregate data 

(almost always survey-based measures of values) by country and then examine the effect of these 

country level scores on other nation-level outcomes. Yet, cultures exist among many different 

social groups, including regions, generations, and socio-economic groups. 

Scholars have challenged the wisdom of relying so heavily on country of origin as the 

main container of culture by pitting it against other possible containers such as socio-economic 

status, economic freedom, GDP/capita, globalization index, unemployment, urbanization, the 

GINI coefficient, and corruption perception, to name a few (see Taras et al., 2016). Using 

Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) and bivariate correlations, Taras et al. (2016) found 

that with the exception of the Human Development Index and urbanization rate, every container 

of culture considered in the study outperformed country as a criterion for setting boundaries for 

cultural entities. Judging by these findings, country would have to be considered a relatively poor 

container of culture. In further support, only about 16 to 20 percent of variance in cultural values 

resides between countries (which, of course, means that over 80 percent resides within countries) 

(these findings were also supported by Fisher & Schwartz, 2011). In addition, using Latent Class 
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Analysis, Taras et al. found that there were fewer cultural entities in the world than number of 

countries. For example, taking individualism by itself, the results showed that a four-class 

solution was optimal. The four classes were not bounded by country; instead, they were more 

strongly driven by socio-economic status and environmental factors such as GDP/capita. 

Of course, there are many theoretical reasons to sometimes use country as the container 

by which researchers aggregate culture, and we would never advocate abandoning such 

approaches altogether. However, because several analyses show that country is often a poor 

container of culture, we would urge future researchers to explore containers beyond national 

geographic boundaries (some of which have been historically and arbitrarily drawn) in the search 

for cultural entities. We view this exploration as especially promising in helping researchers to 

break out of the dominant “country equals culture” paradigm (Taras et al., 2016). In other words, 

Hofstede’s oft quoted “collective programming of the mind” may be programmed as much or 

more by socio-economic status or GDP/capita as the predominant description of societal values. 

An important, but subtle, first step is to stop using the terms country and culture interchangeably, 

a hard habit to break as we again readily admit ourselves. 

Consider and incorporate multiculturalism. Increasingly, scholars from many 

disciplines have acknowledged that most individuals defy being characterized as belonging to a 

single culture, particularly if one adopts the view that cultures exist among many types of social 

groups, including organizations, professions, and even work teams (Luecke et al., 2014). For 

example, many have parents from two different cultural or ethnic backgrounds, may have been 

born and raised in a third culture, and currently live in a fourth, very different culture, and also 

work for an organization that has a strong culture. The U.S. Census, for instance, predicts that by 

2020, the largest ethnic group in the U.S. will be “culturally mixed” (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). 
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Importantly, we may follow the norms of one parent’s culture in some circumstances, norms of 

the other parent in others, and may take on norms of the culture in which we work in yet other 

situations (Caprar, 2011). Thus, predicting behavior or other outcomes based on one omnibus 

cultural characteristic, or even based on the configuration of values from just one nation such as 

our country of birth, is fraught with limitations. 

With culture broadly defined, beyond national or regional cultures, our behavior is also 

guided by myriad other social affiliations we each hold, which operate alongside our affiliation 

with a particular national culture (Kang & Bodenhausen, 2015).  For example, occupation and 

professional roles carry with them strong cultural norms and are particularly salient aspects of 

self-concept for many people; that is, we may be hired specifically to enact occupations such as 

programmer or engineer, and hence define ourselves in terms of the culture of these occupations 

(Chreim, Williams & Hinings 2007), even more so than our national or ethnic cultures. Yet, 

these identities co-exist alongside national cultural identities, which come with being embedded 

in different national or location contexts (Benet-Martinez et al. 2002; 2012; Fitzsimmons, 2013).   

Examining interactions among elements of these cultural identities is a burgeoning area 

of interest (Ramarajan, 2014; Gibson et al., 2016). We strongly encourage research that 

investigates the cultural identity complexity that exists within many of us. A plethora of 

fascinating research questions arises when considering the manner in which these affiliations 

interact and are activated. For example, as highly skilled immigrants and other professionals 

enter workplaces and collaborate in global teams, sources of identification beyond a team, such 

as nationality or profession, may become salient and represent sources of conflict or tension in 

such teams (Vough et al., 2012). Drawing from cultural identification theory (McConnell, 2011), 

which suggests that identification with one specific culture is independent of the identification 



	 25 

with another, these individuals may simultaneously identify with each of these cultural 

affiliations, and this may enhance their contributions to their workplace, but it may also result in 

great tensions. In turn, it may be that these new entrants into the marketplace improve 

organizational effectiveness, but the multiple (possibly competing) affiliations may be a 

tremendous challenge necessary to carefully navigate. As immigration is top of mind on many 

national agendas (see our next future research direction), these issues will only increase in 

importance, and we implore researchers to address these challenges. 

Investigate cultural change. On a related note, it is no longer appropriate to consider 

culture as a static, stable phenomenon, and this is, in part, due to migration patterns. In fact, we 

are witnessing massive shifts and increases in immigration globally. The statistics are staggering. 

As of 2013, there were an estimated 232 million international migrants (UN DESA, 2013) and 

740 million internal migrants (UNDP, 2009) in the world. Each day an estimated 120,000 people 

are migrating to cities in the Asia Pacific region; and, in many cities such as Sydney, London, 

and New York, migrants represent over a third of the population and, in some cities, such as 

Brussels and Dubai, migrants account for more than half of the population (IOM, 2015). Other 

cities have seen remarkable growth in migration in recent years; for example, the number of 

foreign residents in Seoul has doubled in the last ten years (Seoul Metropolitan Government, 

2014).  

Cultures undergo transformations as members come and go (Dibble & Gibson, 2012).  

Acculturation has long been a topic in the organizational sciences (see Taras et al., 2012), but we 

encourage renewed effort at understanding how new entrants are integrated, thrive, and succeed, 

using a cultural lens. It is important to examine the content of changes in cultures at a macro 

level, but also the experience of adopting a new culture while perhaps trying to maintain some 
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aspects of the “old” (Gibson & Dibble, 2008; Dibble & Gibson, 2013). Some of our own work 

indicates the importance of ensuring that culture of origin is maintained while at the same time 

learning and incorporating new values, beliefs, and priorities (Hjaro, Gibson & Pudelko, 

forthcoming). Importantly, organizations play a role in encouraging or inhibiting this process, 

sometimes inadvertently destroying the very competitive advantage that diverse new entrants 

bring in the name of assimilation. Specifically, among the eleven organizations across Europe 

included in the Hjaro et al. study, only a few were adept at creating climates that supported both 

a celebration of differences and connections across them. Others have noted the importance of 

such dual processes of integration and differentiation at the team level (Earley & Gibson, 2002).   

These more micro level processes of connecting and adapting, when considered 

collectively result in changes in the organizational, regional, perhaps even national level. So, as 

shifts in population occur, cultures themselves are changing. Yet, we know very little about this 

process. As we mentioned above, rarely have researchers examined processes by which cultures 

evolve, adapt, and come to be altered, even though numerous studies have noted the need for 

such research and potential techniques to do so (McDaniel & Gibson, 2012). 

Taras et al. (2012) documented dramatic shifts in cultural values when compared with the 

original data reported in Culture’s Consequences. For example, South Korea, one of the lower 

scoring countries on individualism in Hofstede’s (1980) original study (i.e., 18) had a score of 61 

in 2000, one of the biggest shifts in the entire dataset. Conversely, the U.S. has moved from 

being the highest scoring country in the world on individualism (i.e., 91) to roughly the same 

level as South Korea (i.e., 60). No doubt there are various reasons for these 40-year shifts. For 

example, South Korea has seen strong modernization in business and society as well as a 

decrease in emphasis on Confucian principles, and these shifts are also reflected in a major 
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decrease in uncertainty avoidance (i.e., from 85 to 37) and increase in masculinity (i.e., from 39 

to 62). In the U.S., we suspect that 25 years of teamwork in secondary schools, higher education, 

and the workplace has had an impact on lowering individualism scores. Indeed, Sweden has 

replaced the U.S. as the most individualistic nation in the world using data from 2000 onward 

data (i.e., 95). Uncovering why and how these shifts are occurring is a promising avenue for 

future research. 

There is also preliminary research indicating that in addition to culture having 

consequences, we also need to address culture as a consequence. For example, using a multi-

level, multivariate meta-analysis of 508 studies, Steel and Taras (2010) found evidence that 

national and individual cultural values may be determined by the micro characteristics of age, 

gender, education, and socio-economic status, as well as the macro characteristics of wealth and 

freedom. These demographic characteristics likely each represent different cultural groups, 

which suggest that there may be interesting interaction effects among cultural affiliations, with 

increasing salience of one having the capacity to shift the elements of the others over time.  

Likewise, the Hjaro et al. (forthcoming) study noted several processes of national cultural 

change, particularly in Eastern European countries, based on extensive qualitative evidence 

gathered over time. Organizations therefore play an important role in cultural change, as do 

having multiple cultural affiliations and exposure to other cultures. Yet, there is little systematic 

evidence to date on these issues. We strongly encourage researchers to pursue these important 

and highly impactful avenues.  

 Move beyond self-report, survey-based assessments of culture and isolating only one 

or two values. Because we restricted ourselves in the original review to include only Hofstede-

inspired research, we made no recommendations about using methodological approaches other 
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than the most commonly used self-report, survey-based assessments. In line with this omission, 

the past 10 years has shown very little progress in employing novel methodologies to tap the 

cultural values of respondents worldwide. To be sure, distributing surveys (many of which are 

now on-line, an even more convenient development!) represents a low cost and efficient way to 

measure the cultural values of many participants at once. Cost and convenience, however, should 

not be the dominant drivers of the motivation to choose one particular method over the other. 

 Even though Caprar et al. (2015) provide a more detailed discussion of methodological 

issues in the special issue of JIBS on measuring culture, we briefly highlight the main issues 

here. First, we have been consistent in our suggestion that no matter how the various cultural 

dimensions are assessed, they should be captured in their totality, and not in a piecemeal fashion 

(e.g., individualism-collectivism still reigns supreme as the most commonly included cultural 

value in isolation). More than twenty years ago, Lytle, Brett, Barsness, Tinsley, and Janssens 

(1995) called for a configurational approach, which ensures that multiple cultural values are 

included in any study. Ten years later, this call was echoed in Tsui et al.’s (2007) cross-cultural 

review. Similar to configuration, Chao and Moon (2005) discussed their “cultural mosaic” 

approach, Kitayama (2002) described a systems approach that essentially identifies culturally-

based psychological mechanisms, and Von Glinow, Shapiro, and Brett (2004) called for a 

polycontextual approach that considers multiple sources of cultural differences to account for the 

messiness and interrelatedness of cultural dynamics. Curiously, very little of this advice has been 

heeded. 

 Second, beyond the notion of simply including more than one or two cultural values in 

cross-cultural studies, there have also been calls for researchers to explore alternative ways to 

assess culture more generally. The special issue of JIBS (2011, Vol 42/5) on applying qualitative 
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methodologies to understanding culture represented an important call for researchers to use more 

inductive approaches. Indeed, much can be learned from culturally-specific emic approaches to 

identifying unique aspects of various cultures (see Gibson & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2001, for an 

example). In the special issue of JIBS on measuring culture, Caprar et al. (2015) highlighted the 

role of alternative methodologies such as discrete choice (e.g., Street, Burgess, & Louviere, 

2005), experimental economics (e.g., Henrich, Boyd, Bowles, Camerer, Fehr, & Gintis, 2004; 

Levitt & List, 2007), policy capturing (e.g., Hobson & Gibson, 1983), and vignettes (e.g., 

Aguinis & Bradley, 2014) that should assist scholars in developing cultural assessments that 

complement, rather than supplement, one another. 

Other approaches include visual and graphical representation methods such as that used 

to capture field independence-dependence by Gibson (1998, 2003) and archival approaches, such 

as that described by Gibson et al. (2007).  Indeed, as we have noted, values represent only one 

“slice” of the complicated phenomenon that is culture. We find it remarkable that researchers 

(including us) have been making these calls for over a decade, and yet the pleas have been 

consistently unanswered by most of the field. We are not certain that highlighting the need for 

alternative methodologies one more time here will make a difference, but we cannot give up on 

the promise of examining different ways of assessing culture. 

 Finally, in our 2006 review, it was impossible to imagine what the increase in computing 

power meant for our ability to use tools such as “big data” to analyze enormous amounts of 

information that could reveal interesting trends and patterns about cultural similarities and 

differences. With the use of social media tools like Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat, and others by 

billions of people in most countries in the world, researchers now have the opportunity to use 

archival data to understand the fluidity of the culture construct, how culture influences behavior, 
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attitudes, and cognitions and, in turn, how social media influences culture and cultural 

attachment. We believe the next decade will be very exciting as all of us learn how to harness the 

power of big data to formulate research questions that previously could not have been tested as 

one new path for understanding culture. 

 Expand the focus on cultural value effects at the group/organization level. In our 

original review, we took note of the dearth of research that had been conducted at the 

group/organization level compared to the individual and country levels. This was perhaps not too 

surprising as the use of teams (and, nowadays, most likely virtual teams) in organizations 

worldwide was still growing, steadily but slowly. However, the fact remains that due to rapid 

advancements in communication technology, the use of virtual teams has increased exponentially 

over the last 10-15 years. With such an increase, it is perhaps not too surprising that we now 

recommend additional work on the role of culture in global virtual teams and the role of 

leadership, distributed or otherwise, within those teams. Of course, in the spirit of full disclosure, 

we admit bias upfront on this last recommendation for future research, as we have all spent a 

good deal of our own careers focused on understanding team performance, including studying 

teams in various countries. For example, we know from some of our own research that people in 

different countries have unique conceptions and metaphors for what a team is and how teamwork 

operates (Gibson & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2001; Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001). Yet, we still do not have a 

clear understanding of how people from different countries can work together, including how 

culture impacts the practice and evaluation of followership (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe & Carsten, 

2014), to optimally maximize virtual team performance. 

One relatively recent meta-analysis does shed at least some light on how cultural 

diversity, in particular, influences team processes and performance. Stahl, Maznevksi, Voigt, and 
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Josnen (2010) analyzed the effects of both surface-level (i.e., nationality) and deep level (i.e., 

value) cultural diversity and found that cultural diversity is associated with process losses 

through increased task conflict and decreased social integration but also process gains through 

increased creativity and satisfaction. These findings point to a double-edged sword effect for 

cultural diversity, an important finding in the group diversity literature (Gibson et al, 2007; 

Gibson & Gibbs, 2006; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Zellmer-Bruhn & Gibson, 2006). 

In examining moderators, Stahl et al. (2010) found that the relationship between cultural 

diversity and task conflict was stronger when team tasks were more complex rather than routine, 

team members were co-located rather than geographically dispersed, and in teams with higher 

levels of tenure. Culturally diverse teams also had poorer communication if they were larger, and 

members spent a great deal of time working together. And, highlighting our point above about 

the importance of examining findings across countries, in North American countries, there was 

no relationship between cultural diversity and conflict, but there was a positive relationship in 

non-North American countries. 

 One problem in their study is that Stahl et al. (2010) used the term “cultural diversity” in 

general to refer to studies that examined both nationality diversity (again, surface level) and 

cultural value diversity (again, deep level). Using the term cultural diversity to describe diversity 

on nationality is akin to equating the terms country and culture, a practice we have tried hard to 

avoid, and one that Taras et al. (2016) showed is dangerous and unwarranted. Nationality is a 

much broader construct than culture, encompassing many elements of differences that fall 

outside of cultural values per se (e.g., language differences, historical events, geography, socio-

political systems, etc.). Even though Stahl et al. found no differences in effect when comparing 

findings involving nationality diversity to those of cultural value diversity, they could only carry 
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out this test for a small subset of the 108 total studies in their database. Thus, we are not entirely 

convinced that there are no substantive differences in findings from the studies using nationality 

vs. cultural value diversity. Similar to what we argued above about the importance of examining 

culture as a mediator of country effects (as a way to show that any country differences are indeed 

attributable to culture), we would advocate a similar approach to nationality/cultural value 

diversity. That is, researchers could assess whether the effects of nationality diversity can be 

explained by cultural diversity (which could include values or other components of culture). If 

not, then there must be aspects of nationality that are having effects outside of cultural 

explanations. 

One of the most important research questions that has received little attention (the Hjaro 

et al., forthcoming, study is an exception) is how do members of global teams navigate their 

cultural differences, to build highly effective teams. We believe this is an area in which practice 

has moved well beyond scholarship (Gibson et al., 2013), although there is increasing attention 

to it in the research literature (e.g., Dibble & Gibson, 2014; Gibson & Dibble, 2013; Stanko & 

Gibson, 2009; Gibson & Grubbs, 2005; Gibson et al. 2001). Global virtual teamwork occurs in 

perhaps hundreds of thousands of teams around the world everyday, and yet there is still no 

compelling understanding of exactly how team members create a sense of a true team in these 

environments (see Cramton & Hinds, 2014; Maznevski & Chudoba, 2000, for exceptions). We 

urge researchers to continue examining these issues for both their tremendous theoretical and 

practical value. 

Conclusion 

 In our attempt to look back 10 years ago and forward 10 years from now, it became clear 

to us (once again) that the field has a long way to go in fully understanding the complex 
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construct that is culture. Indeed, we are still struggling with theoretical, conceptual, and 

methodological challenges in the study of culture, ourselves included. It is very much human 

nature to fall back on, as both authors and reviewers, what we know best. The prevalence of 

survey-based, self-report assessments of a cultural values framework in cross-cultural empirical 

research is a testament to the power of inertia and habit. When we use values-based surveys, we 

know what we are getting and we know what to do with the data. On the other hand, when we 

use unfamiliar tools and techniques, we are left to wonder if we will get any interpretable results 

and how editors and reviewers might respond to relatively unfamiliar ways to think about and 

measure culture. Clearly, breaking out of this conventional culture paradigm will be tough, and it 

will require courage, patience, flexibility, and a mindset that holds relevance and boldness in 

higher esteem than routine and ritual. Based on our original review and the modest progress that 

has occurred since, we truly believe that this is where the most interesting questions in 

international management and business will be answered. So, we promise to be bolder in our 

future research on culture. The question is: how bold will you be? 
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