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ABSTRACT

This review considersrecent theoretical and empirical developments in cross-
cultural studies within social andorganizational psychology. It begins with a
descriptionof theimportanceandthedifficultiesof universalizingpsychological
science. It then continueswith anexamination of theoretical work on both the
internal-proximal and the external-distal constraints that mediate culture’s in-
fluenceonbehavior. Influencesonsocial cognition aredocumented by describ-
ing research on self-concept, self-esteem, emotions,attribution processes,per-
sonperception, interpersonal attraction, and justice. Groupprocessesaread-
dressed in the areasof leadership, decision-making, and negotiation, andre-
searchin organizationalpsychologyisexaminedwithrespect toworkmotivation
and work behavior. The review concludesthat considerable improvement is
evident in recent cross-cultural research. However,futureresearch must include
abroader rangeof culturesandattendmoreclosely to thelevelsatwhichcultural
effects should beanalyzed, and cultural samplesmust beunpackaged in more
psychologically useful ways.

CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION..................................................................................................................... 206

ThePromise ofthe Cross-Cultural Approach..................................................................... 207
TheCurrent Scene............................................................................................................... 207



THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENTS....................................................................................... 209
Theories ofInternal-Proximal Constraints......................................................................... 210
Theories ofExternal-Distal Constraints .. ......................................................................... 211

SOCIAL COGNITION............................................................................................................. 212
TheSelf-Concept................................................................................................................. 212
Self-Esteem.......................................................................................................................... 214
Emotion................................................................................................................................ 214
Attribution Processes........................................................................................................... 215

INTERPERSONAL BEHAVIOR............................................................................................. 216
PersonPerception............................................................................................................... 216
Interpersonal Attraction ...................................................................................................... 217
Justice.................................................................................................................................. 218

GROUPPROCESSES.............................................................................................................. 219
Leadership........................................................................................................................... 220
Decision-Making ................................................................................................................. 221
Negotiation .......................................................................................................................... 222

ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR ......................................................................................... 223
Work Motivation.................................................................................................................. 223
Work Behavior ..................................................................................................................... 224

CONCLUSIONS....................................................................................................................... 226

[A] human racespeaking many tongues,regarding many values,and holding different
convictionsabout the meaningof li fe sooneror laterwil l have toconsultall that is human.

G Murphy (1969, p. 528)

INTRODUCTION

An Americansocialpsychologist, newto thecross-culturalarea,attendedthe
1994 Congressof the InternationalAssociationfor Cross-Cultural Psychol-
ogy.He later wrote:

I haveasensethatthefield issufferingnotjust fromanidentity crisis,butfrom
theoverwhelmingmagnitudeof that taskweareundertakingandtheenormous
difficulty of doing valuable research in this area. I heardsomefine talks, but
it is clear that the field is really in its infancy, andto my way of thinking, it
confrontsthemost diff icult domainof knowledgein thesocial sciences.I found
it stimulatingandexciting,butalsoabit daunting.I thinkwejust havetoplunge
ahead and makethemistakesthat wil l ultimately leadtoprogress(W Stephan,
personal communication).

Theseastuteobservations  capturethe essenceof our current challengein
cross-culturalpsychology. Wherehavewe cross-culturalpsychologistscome
from? What havewe found?Whither arewe going?Thesearethe issueswe
shalladdressin decidingif cross-culturalsocialandorganizationalpsychology
has indeedcome of age.
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The Promiseof theCross-CulturalApproach

Psychologyis thescientificstudyof humanbehavior.Its presumptive goal is
to achieveuniversalstatusby generalizingresultsfound in particularecologi-
cal, social, legal, institutional, and political settings.Suchgeneralizationre-
quires testing in maximally different cultures.“In no other way can we be
certainthat what we believeto be…regularitiesarenot merelypeculiarities,
the productof somelimited set of historical or cultural or political circum-
stances” (Kohn1987,p. 713).

Testsfor generalizabilityoften produceextensivediscrepancies(Amir &
Sharon1987).Of course,thesediscrepanciescanarisebecauseof differences
in testingmethods.“To obviatethepossibility thatdifferencesin findingsare
merely artifactsof differencesin method, one tries to designstudiesto be
comparablewith oneanotherin their methods,to establishbothlinguistic and
conceptual  equivalence  in  thewording of questions  andin the coding  of
answers,andto establishtruly equivalentindicesof theunderlyingconcepts”
(Kohn 1987,p. 720).

This requirementis nomeanchallenge,andearly,obvious failureshaveleft
cross-culturalpsychology with a dubiouslegacy.Today,however,psycholo-
gists show greatervigilance and sophistication about the equivalenceissue
(van de Vijver & Leung 1996).Consequently, we may feel more confident
aboutthe validity of differences foundacross culturalsettings.

With methodological concernsminimized, one can use discrepanciesto
comprehendthe anomalous. As Kohn (1987) hasnoted,“what appearto be
cross-nationaldifferencesmay really be instancesof lawful regularities,if
thought of in terms of somelarger, more encompassing interpretation” (p.
716).This is mind-stretchingwork, but it is, however,essentialif psychology
is to claimuniversality. Carefullywroughtcross-culturalpsychology canserve
as a midwifeto this heady enterprise.

The CurrentScene

The growth is illustratedby the recentappearanceof textbooks in cross-cul-
turalpsychologyasawhole(Berryetal 1992,Brislin 1993,Lonner& Malpass
1994,Segallet al 1990),cross-culturalsocialpsychology (Matsumoto 1994,
Moghaddamet al 1993,Smith & Bond 1994,Triandis1994),andcross-cul-
tural organizationalpsychology(Adler 1991,Erez& Earley1993,Triandiset
al 1993a), aswell as bytheappearanceof volumesarising fromthecongresses
of the InternationalAssociationfor Cross-Cultural Psychology(Bouvy et al
1994, Keats et al 1989, Iwawaki et al 1992, Pandeyet al 1995) and of a
completelyneweditionof theHandbookof Cross-Cultural Psychology(Berry
et al 1996).The growth of cross-culturalresearchand the attention given to
this areaof studyis encouraging.But how well positionedare we?How much
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progressareweableto reportsincethepublication, in thisseries,of reviewsof
cross-culturalpsychology by Kagitcibasi  & Berry (1989) and Shweder&
Sullivan(1993)?

Researchin psychologyis dominatedby Americans.Prestigiouspsychol-
ogy journalsarelargelymonopolized byNorth Americans,who rarelycite the
work of outsidersandwho workon questionsthatareoftenthemselvescultur-
ally distinctive (Hogan& Emler 1978).The stateof affairs extendsto cross-
cultural psychology itself. Contentanalysisof the Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychologysinceits inceptionin 1970revealsthat,eventhere,North Ameri-
cantheoriesandauthorspredominate(Ongel& Smith 1994).This ethnocen-
trism,asnotedby Moghaddamet al (1993),is fueledby thegeneraluseof the
Englishlanguagein journalsand atinternationalconferences.

Onesmall inroad into this North Americandominationof the field is the
emergenceof psychologyboth from and aboutAsian cultures(Bond 1986,
1995; Gudykunst1993; Komin 1990; Misumi 1985).Sustainedby the eco-
nomic developmentof the Five Dragons,this work hasstimulatedandbeen
responsiveto theconstructof cultural collectivism.Given researchers’ predi-
lectionfor two-culturecomparisons,however,anEastAsianvariantof collec-
tivism may be gaining a disproportionate scientifi c ascendancy (Singelis
1994). We need to decentercollectivism  byundertakingstudiesin South
America, Africa, andthe former CommunistBloc (A Realoet al,submitted).

We note in fairnessthat manyNorth Americanpsychologistsand journal
editorsare promoting the visibility of psychologists and psychologywithin
other culturalgroups(Rosenzweig1992).There issome indicationof growing
relianceupontheoriesheldby scholarsindigenousto India (Adair et al 1993)
and other countries(Kim & Berry 1993). Sometextbooksare introducing
morecross-culturalmaterial,andthe journal Psychologyand DevelopingSo-
cietieshas been established.

Greaterattention is alsobeinggiven to thedevelopmentof proceduresfor
ensuringthe equivalenceof measurementsmadeat different locations. For
instance,item responsetheorycanbeusedto assesstheequivalenceof ques-
tionnaireresponses(Bontempo 1993,Ellis et al 1993);carefulthoughtcanbe
given to item appropriateness(Lonner 1980); and cultural differencesin re-
sponsebiascanbemapped(Hui & Triandis1989,Marin & Marin 1991,Marin
et al 1993)andcontrolled for by within-subject standardization of responses
(Leung& Bond1989).Methodological prerequisitesareenumeratedfor valid
cross-culturalexperiments(Earley & Mosakowski 1995) and for studiesof
organizations(Lytle  et al  1995,  Shenkar  &  von  Glinow  1994).  All  these
developmentscontributeto a gradualcultural decenteringof psychology, but
the remainingobstaclesare real and considerable(Ongel & Smith 1994,p.
50):
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High onthelistof furtherimpediments…mustliethedifficulty of assembling
diverse and truly collaborative research teams where members contribute
equally toward researchdesignsthat wil l havevalidity in anumber of different
cultural settings. The development of such teamstakes time, tact, and re-
sources, and publication pressuresmilitate against setting them up. Where
some of the collaborating researchers arefrom high power distance cultures,
[and hencearemore likely to defer to project leaders from cultures low in
power distance,] or are former graduate students of their present research
partners, the encouragement to rely on established Western measures and
theoriesis furtherintensifi ed.

We hopethis reviewwill empowervoicesof sciencefrom otherculturesto
contributeto the universalizing of psychology.

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENTS

Definitions of cultureabound,andthe sheernumberdisplaysthe complexity
of their referent(Krewer& Jahoda1993,Misra & Gergen1993,Soudjinet al
1990). We adopt Poortinga’s (1992) broad position on culture as a set of
“shared constraintsthatlimi t thebehavior repertoire available tomembersof a
certain…group”(p. 10). These“boundary conditions for behavior” (p. 12)
include the internal constraintsof geneticand cultural transmissionand the
externalconstraintsof ecological,socioeconomical, historical,andsituational
contexts,with a rangeof distal to proximal effectswithin eachtype of con-
straint.

This definition of culturemay be marriedto a position of universalism, in
which “it is assumed that the same psychologicalprocessesareoperating inall
humansindependentof culture” (Poortinga1992,p. 13). Cultural constraints
thenlimi t andshapethe behavioralexpressionof the universalprocess.Uni-
versals,asthesepsychologicalprocessesarecalled,aregrist for thecross-cul-
tural psychologymill . They may be identified conceptuallyby carefulatten-
tion to the anthropological literature (Lonner 1980), by historical exegesis
(Adamopoulos1988),or throughevolutionary analyses(Chasiotis& Keller
1994).Alternatively, they may alsobe identified empirically throughcareful
cross-culturalreplications,asseenin Kohn et al’s (1990)work on classstruc-
ture, job specialization,andthe transmission of valuesin threecultures,or in
Costa& McCrae’s (1992) workon theBig Five factors of personality.

What typologyof culturesandtheir behavioralconstraintsshallbeusedin
thesearchfor universals?We addressthis questionon thebasisof Poortinga’s
differentiationbetweeninternal and externalconstraints, eachof which in-
volves culturally transmitted valuesand beliefs in eco-socio-historicalcon-
texts.
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Theoriesof Internal-Proximal Constraints

VALUES Thedominantdevelopmentof thepastdecadein theoriesof internal-
proximalconstraintshasbeenSchwartz’s (1992,1994)work onvalues.A wide
readingby Schwartzof previoustheory,methodology,andculturalanthropol-
ogy precededthecreationof a comprehensive valuesinstrumentthathasbeen
carefullyadministeredto equivalentsamplesof teachersandstudentsin almost
50 countries.Theresultsof this work form thebasisof a circumplexmodelof
10 universalvaluedomainsat the individual level (1992)and7 at thecultural
levelwith scoresfor 38cultureregions(1994).Theseculture-levelscoreshave
beenrelatedto Hofstede’s (1980)four dimensionsof culturalvariationandto
both Hofstede’s and the ChineseCulture Connection’s (1987) nation scores
(Bond1995).Schwartz’s country-levelscoreshavealsobeenrelatedto coun-
try-level indicesof physical,economic,andsocialhealth(Chan& Bond1995).
In termsof bothconvergentandexternalvalidity, theSchwartzdomainsappear
mostpromising.

Schwartz’s initial work, however,wasat the individual level, andhis cul-
ture-levelwork waspredicatedon this foundation. Futurecross-culturalwork
canproceedat the individual level throughuseof theSchwartzValueSurvey
(Feather1994,Leung et al 1994).Sucha “translation” of the Surveyto the
individual was not possiblewith Hofstede’s (1980) classicresults,eageras
manypsychologistswereto leapfrom thestudyof cultureto thestudyof the
individual. We hope that Schwartzwill soonpublish the averagescoresof
peoplefrom his culturesampleson the10 individual-leveldomains[asBond
(1988) did for the ChineseCulture Connection’s nation scores(1987)], so
researcherscan work attheir preferred level ofstudy.

An additional developmentis Smith et al’s (1995a)analysisof the Trom-
penaars(1993)database.Datafrom 43 countrieswerederivedfrom a ques-
tionnairedesignedto show sevenpatternsof cultural variation.Smith et al
identifiedtwo separatedimensions, i.e. conservatism–egalitariancommitment
and loyal involvement–utilitarian involvement,which had beenconflatedin
Hofstede’s (1980)discussion of collectivism. This empiricalrefinementof the
collectivismconstructis important,given its currentascendancyin cross-cul-
tural studies(Kim et al 1994,Triandis1995)andits further refinementat the
individual level into horizontalaswell asvertical components(Singeliset al
1995).

BELIEFS Valuestapwhat is important, beliefswhat is true.Scalesmeasuring
culturalconstructssometimesmix valuesandbeliefstogether.It is important,
however,for theoretical(Feather1988)andempirical(Leungetal1994)reasons
to keep theseconstructsseparate.For example,Smith et al (1995b) have
analyzedresponses from 43countriesto Rotter’s (1966)locusof control scale.
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Thisscaleis usedto tapbeliefs,notvalues,aboutinternalvsexternalcontrolof
reinforcement.Smithetal foundthreedimensionsof beliefaboutcausality,only
one of which paralleledRotter’s original formulation. Thesedimensions of
beliefsalong which countriesmay be arrayedoverlaponly moderatelywith
countrymeasures of value.

Locus-of-controlbeliefsareimportantin predictingindividualbehaviorand
are closely relatedto discussionsof key cultural differencesin individuals’
experiencesof control,harmony,andsubmissionwith respectto theenviron-
ment. The experienceof personalagencyandpeople’s needsto believein their
personalagencyareprobablyuniversal;therefore,we would hopethat locally
valid measuresof this belief will be developedand its role in explaining
cross-culturaldifferences examined.

Other beliefs that vary cross-culturally, e.g. beliefs about a just world
(Furnham1993),global interdependencies(Der-Kerabetian1992),andwork
behaviors(Furnhamet al 1993),are promisingareasfor explainingcultural
differencesin behavior.A taxonomyof suchbeliefswould help to movethe
field beyondits excessiverelianceon values(K Leung& MH Bond,unpub-
lishedobservations).

Theoriesof External-DistalConstraints

Factor-analyticstudiesof ecological,social,economic,andpolitical indicators
may be exploited  toprovide a taxonomy  ofexternal-distal constraints on
individual behavior.Studiesin the1970syieldedmanyfactors,but economic
developmentor so-calledmodernization wasinvariablythefirst obtained.The
fact that this dimensionis only one amongmany hasbeenusedto dismiss
simplisticassertionsaboutconvergence(Smith& Bond1994).Weexpect that
variationsalongtheremainingdimensionsgive considerablescopefor nations
andtheir constituentculturesto exertvarying influences,onceeconomicde-
velopmenthasbeen partialledout (Bond1991).

With the notableexceptionsof Berry (1979) and Triandis (1984), recent
researchershavebeenloath to graspthe nettleof external-distalconstraints.
The variablesinvolved are perceivedby many to lie outside the discipline.
Their translation into the psychological realmis consideredtenuousandun-
chartedor elseprobablyisomorphic with culturalvaluedimensions.Although
understandable,suchavoidance islamentable,especiallyin light of ubiquitous
calls for cross-disciplinary integration(Easton& Shelling 1991, Gabrenya
1988). Much may be achievedin this area,however,as a recentstudy by
Linssen& Hagendoorn (1994)on Europeannationality stereotypescan attest.

Almost all currentmodelsof cultural differenceare thus proximal rather
than distal. Fiske (1992),however, proposes amodel of fourdomainsof social
relationship present in all cultures: communal sharing, authority ranking,
equalitymatching,andmarketpricing.Accordingto Fiske,culturaldifference
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is definedin termsof therelativerelianceon thesefour basesof relationship.
Fiske (1993) replicatedresults of an earlier US study showing that when
Koreans,Chinese,Bengalis, and Liberiansmadeerrorsin naminga person,
their errors referredto otherswithin thesame relationship type.

SOCIAL COGNITION

The Self-Concept

Triandis (1990), who has focusedon the close relation of the self to the
in-groupandon the greaterdistanceof the self from theout-group,hypothe-
sizesthat cultural collectivism leadsits membersto make more social re-
sponseson the“Who Are You?” test(Bochner1994).Triandis(1993)defines
culture-levelcollectivismasa culturalsyndromeencompassinga broadrange
of behaviors.Triandishasalsodevelopedmeasuresof thecorrespondingindi-
vidual-levelconstruct,allocentrism-idiocentrism, both within andacrosscul-
tures (Triandisetal 1993b).

Markus& Kitayama(1991)havefocusedinsteadon the senseof interde-
pendencethat characterizesthe experienceof self in collective cultural sys-
tems.Sucha socially shared,normativeconstructionof theself haschalleng-
ing implications for developmental(Kagitcibasi 1995), personality(Miller
1994), and social (Singelis et al 1995) areasof psychology.Surprisingly,
attemptsto measurethe interdependentand independentcomponents of the
self-concept have shown them to be orthogonal, not bipolar constructs
(Gudykunstet al 1994,Singelis1994).Personsfrom collectivist culturesfeel
moreinterdependence,andinterdependentpeoplesin all culturesendorseval-
uessuchasrestrictiveconformity,prosociality, andsecurity.Individuals from
individualistic culturesfeel moreindependence,andindependentpeoplein all
culturesendorseself-direction(Gudykunstetal 1994).Scoreson interdepend-
encearepositively relatedto emotionalcontagion(TM Singelis1994,unpub-
lisheddata)andembarrassability (Singelis& Sharkey1995),bothwithin and
across cultures.

Self-conceptclarity (SCC)is “the extentto which an individual’s specific
self-beliefsareclearlyandconfidentlydefined,internallyconsistent, andtem-
porarily stable”(JD Campbell, PD Trapnell,SJHeine,IM Katz, L Lavallee,
DR Lehman,submitted).These authorsargue that people with aninterdepend-
ent self-conceptshould have less clarity. As a test of this prediction, they
comparedsamplesof JapaneseandCanadians,who representpersonsfrom a
collectivist and individualist culture,respectively,and showedthat Japanese
areindeedlower onSCCthan Canadians.
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GENDER SELF-CONCEPT Williams & Best (1990) examined sex stereotypes
in30countriesandconcludedthatthereissubstantialagreementamongcultures
concerningthepsychological characteristicsdifferentiallyassociatedwith men
andwomen.Theratingswerescoredfor activity,strengthof affectivemeaning,
andfavorability.Thecontentof themalestereotypeturnedouttobemoreactive
andstrongerin affectivemeaning,butnotanymorefavorable.Acrosscultures,
strongermalestereotypes,i.e. greaterattribution of affectively active,strong
characteristicsto malesthan to females,are associatedwith lower levels of
literacyandsocioeconomicdevelopmentandwith alowerproportionof women
enrolledin college.

Best& Wil liams (1994)alsoshowedthat in all cultures,menandwomen
differ in their self-reportsof masculineandfemininecharacteristics,although
thegenderdifferenceis typically lessthanthatreflectedin gender stereotypes.
Best & Williams also reportedthat the genderdifferencein total affective
meaningof self-reportswasgreaterin countriesin which powerdistancewas
high (i.e. moreauthoritariansocialstructure)andsocial-economic level, per-
centage of Christians, andproportionof femalecollege graduateswerelow.

ETHNIC IDENTITY Weinreich (1986) defines ethnic identity as “ that part of
thetotality of one’s self-construalmadeupof thosedimensionsthatexpressthe
continuity betweenone’s construalof pastancestryandfuture aspirations in
relationtoethnicity” (p.308).Thisisacomplexconstruct,andmeasuresof one’s
ethnic identification can includeassessmentsof one’s ethnicity-relatedprac-
tices,theimportanceoneattachesto thosepractices,one’s subjectiveself-label-
ing,andtheevaluationgivento thisself-labelingandto one’s ascribedethnicity
(Rosenthal& Feldman1992).Weinreichhasdevelopedan idiographictech-
nique calledIdentityStructureAnalysis (ISA)thathasbeenappliedto casesof
ethnicidentificationandconflictsarisingfrom bicultural parenting,intergroup
conflict, and superordinategroupdemands(Weinreich1995).

Weinreich’s thinking  concernshow  the individual  negotiatesthe  often
treacherouscross-currentsof ethnic identitiesascribedto that individual by
others. University students in Hong Kong, for example, perceive them-
selves assimilar to butdistinct from typicalHongKongChinese.Theyascribe
to themselveselementsof a valuedWesternidentity in equalmeasureto their
Hong Kongidentity (Weinreichetal 1994). This creativesynthesizingof local
identitiesprovidesanescapefrom theintergroupconflict thatmustarisewhen
thereis no alternativeto ascribedethnicidentity. Theidentificationsachieved
by individuals rather than ascribed to them by others then become the basis
for various forms of intergroupbehavior,such as linguistic differentiation
(Giles& Viladot 1994)andstylesof conflict management(Ting-Toomeyetal
1994).
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Self-Esteem

Becauseself-esteemis central to Westerntheoriesof psychopathology and
social functioning (Taylor & Brown 1988),self-esteemmeasureshavebeen
muchusedin non-Western research(Leung& Leung1992)andin cross-cul-
tural comparisons (Bond& Cheung1983).

Are self-esteemmeasuresderivedfrom cross-culturallyequivalentwaysof
construingself-concept,from which self-esteemderives?The work of Wat-
kins & Dong (1994)with Chinese,Nepalese,Nigerian,Filipino, andAustra-
lian children, using the Shavelsonmodel (Shavelson& Bolus 1982) of the
self-concept,confirmsconstructvalidity acrosscultures.Suchmodelsof the
self-conceptare,however,individualistic in conceptualization. Whencollec-
tive or group-basedelementsof theself-conceptareincluded,constructsimi-
larity may break down.

Measuresof self-esteemusedin cross-culturalcomparisons are oftenbased
on evaluations of one’s individual attributesratherthanon one’s groupattrib-
utes(Feather& McKee 1993).Cross-culturalcomparisonsmaytherefore miss
differencesin self-evaluationderivedfrom one’s collectiveidentity (Luhtanen
& Crocker1992).Reportedcultural differencesin self-esteemmay be mis-
leadingif the constructhasnot beenfully assessed.Debatesaboutwhether
peoplefrom certain cultural groupsare more socially modestor internally
depressed (DeGooyer &Will iams1992) maythusbe premature.

The assessmentquestionmay also affect constructvalidity. Individually
basedlevels of self-esteemseemto be derivedfrom similar componentsof
personalityacrossculturalgroups(Ho 1994)andto be meaningfully related to
social responsesin different cultures(Feather& McKee 1993).Collectively
derivedmeasuresof self-esteem,however,predict important outcomes like
psychologicalwell-being forsome ethnic groups but not forothers (Crocker et
al 1994).How onemeasuresself-esteemacrosscultureswill obviouslyaffect
what onediscovers abouttheconcept.

Emotion

Thecross-culturalstudyof emotion(Mesquita& Frijda 1992)has been stimu-
latedby Markus& Kitayama’s (1991)seminalpaperanda subsequentconfer-
ence (Kitayama &Markus1994).However, as Frijda &Mesquita(1994)have
observed,cross-culturalresearcherson emotionhavebeenpreoccupiedwith
labels.Given the interpersonalfocus of this chapter,we endorseFrijda &
Mesquita’s definition of emotions as“first andforemost,modesof relatingto
theenvironment: statesof readinessfor engaging,or not engaging,in interac-
tion with that environment” (p. 51). Aspectsof that engagementinclude
“modifying inter-individual interactions…atthemoment;…regulatingthebal-
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ance of power;…determining general patterns of social interac-
tion;…and…motivating socialcohesion”(pp.82–83).

This centrality of emotion in social life underscoresits importancefor
understandingcross-culturaldifferencesin behavior.Recentwork hasbeen
concentratedon appraisalof the eventsthat generateemotions(Ellsworth
1994).Thedimensionsof appraisalappearto beuniversal(Mauroet al 1992),
as are appraisalpatternsactivatedby many emotionally relevantsituations
(Mesquita1993). The weight accordedto certainof thesedimensions (e.g.
controllability, causalagency)variesacrosscultures,asdoestheimportanceof
certain emotions. Thesedifferencesare explainedby variations in cultural
independence-interdependence,a constructthataccountsfor differencesin the
socialembeddednessof the emotions (Frijda &Mesquita1994).

In recentyearsfewer cross-culturalstudieshaveexaminedhow emotions
arecommunicatedto others(Russell1994)andhow emotional displaysaffect
the responsesof othersto the actor, to the ongoinginteraction,and to their
socialgroup(Frijda & Mesquita1994).Suchadditionalwork would be most
welcome tothefield.

Attribution Processes

Although a greatdealof researchon diverseaspectsof attribution theoryhas
beencarriedout, it hasbeencriticized for committing the “fundamentalattri-
bution researcher’s error” (Russell1982), the assumption on the part of re-
searchersthat their conceptualization of what is under investigation corre-
spondsto their subjects’ ideas.The criticism particularlyhasforce in cross-
cultural research.Becauseresearchers’ conceptualizations and measuresare
almostalwaysWestern-basedand subjects’ attributional modelsarenot, the
dangers of “imposed-etic” research(Berry 1989)are present.

Watkins & Cheng(1995),for instance,showedthat the perceiveddimen-
sionsunderlyingthe RevisedCausalDimensionScale,which wasdeveloped
using Americansubjects,do not reflect the dimensions of causalityusedby
Hong Kong students.The investigatorsarguethat this differencearisesbe-
causeof the relativeChineseemphasison the role of effort asanexplanation
for achievement(Leung 1995a).This differencein factor structurerenders
suspectcross-culturalcomparisonson relativefrequencyof causalattribution
categories.Partof a cross-culturalist’s answerto this inconsistencyis to work
with more open-endedcausalaccounts(Kashima& Triandis 1986), which
permit indigenousconstructssuchas the Chineseyuan (fatedness)(Yang &
Ho 1988)to be included.Local instruments canthenbedevelopedthatassess
thedimensionality of causalcategoriesin variouscultures(Luk & Bond1992).
Equivalentcategoriesmaythenbecomparedacrosscultureson issuessuchas
salience,self-esteemmaintenance,interpersonalmodesty,and responsibility
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attribution. Crittenden(1995)explorestheseconcernswithin Chineseattribu-
tion research.

Nevertheless,a promising researchthemehas emergedin the study of
attribution processes.Shweder& Bourne(1982)arguedthatmanynon-West-
ernculturesinculcatea “holistic world view” thatpromotes“context-depend-
ent,occasion-boundthinking.” Accordingly,attributionsmadeby membersof
non-Westernculturesaremoreexternal/situational(Morris & Peng1994).In
researchconsistentwith this assessmentof non-Westernattributionprocesses,
Newman(1993)found US allocentricslesswillin g to maketrait attributions,
while Kashimaet al (1992) found non-Westernerslesslikely to believethat
others’ behaviorsareconsistentwith internalloci suchasattitudes.This less-
personalattributional logic can also aid our understanding of cultural vari-
ations in social processessuchasmorality judgments (Miller& Bersoff1992).

INTERPERSONALBEHAVIOR

Person Perception

Dixon (1977) assertsthat trait terms are usedin every known languageto
distinguish persons.Studiesof implicit personalitytheory in any language
studiedto dateindicatethata five-factormodelcandescribetheorganization
of perceivedpersonality(Bond1994;seeButcher& Rouse,this volume).The
apparentuniversalityof the broadcategoriesof extroversion,agreeableness,
conscientiousness,emotionalstability, andopennessto experiencemay arise
from their importancein directinguniversaltypesof socialbehaviorssuchas
association,subordination,and formality(Bond& Forgas 1984).

Within the general framework of this model, culture exercises its influ-
ence by accentuatingcertainof theBig Five dimensions over others.In free-
response trait descriptions  of themselves(Ip &  Bond 1995) or  of  others
(Changet al 1994),Chinese,for example,usethe categoryof conscientious-
nessmore often and use the categoryof agreeablenessless often than do
Americans.Moreover, the rated importanceof eachof the five categories
variesamongcultural groups(Will iamset al 1995),andthesecategoriesare
differentiallyweightedin guidingsocialbehavior(Bond& Forgas 1984).

Such differencesmaybeexplainedby anecologicalmodelemphasizing the
adaptivesignificanceof certaintypesof respondingin differentculturalenvi-
ronments(Zebrowitz-McArthur1988).The universallyadaptivesignificance
of caringfor immaturemembersof thespeciesis obvious.As aresult,physical
cuesof immaturity, such as babyfacedness(McArthur & Berry 1987) and
vocalsoftness(Penget al 1993),havebeenrelatedpan-culturallyto personal-
ity perceptionsof dependenceandweakness.Similarly, matingwith youthful
membersof thespeciesis biologically adaptive,sopeoplewith youthful gaits
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areregardedassexieracrosscultures(Montepare& Zebrowitz1993).Like-
wise,thecuesfor physicalattractivenessenjoyconsiderableuniversality (Per-
rett et al 1994)andconnotereproductivefitness(Cunningham1986).It may
be for this latter,biological reasonthat the personalitiesof attractivepersons
arejudgedasmoresociableacrosscultures(L Albright, Q Dong,TE Malloy,
DA Kenney,D Yu, submitted).Throughtheseexamples,we canseehow our
commonbiological agendaaccountsfor universalsof personalityperceptions.
Thevariablecultural impactof cuessuchasvocalspeed(Penget al 1993)or
smiling (Matsumoto& Kudoh1993)is harderto explainpersuasively,because
the linkageof thesecues todimensions of cultureis lessapparent.

InterpersonalAttraction

Peoplein individualistic culturesbelievethat internal dispositions drive be-
havior (Kashimaet al 1992);thereforetopicslike interpersonalattractionand
love engageWestern psychologists almost exclusively (Hogan & Emler
1978).However,owing to modernization and the attendantincreasein per-
sonalchoiceit offers people,scientific interestin interpersonalattractionis
growing outside the  West(Hatfield  &  Rapson  1993).This  is  awelcome
developmentbecauseonly scatteredevidenceabouttheprocessesof interper-
sonalattractionexistsfrom othercultures(Chenget al 1995,Rai & Rathore
1988,Rodrigues& Iwawaki 1986).This evidencegenerallyconfirmsWestern
modelsof similarity or balance.

Futurework in otherculturesmustfocuson the natureof attractionitself.
Forexample,Shaveretal (1991)foundthatthemainlandChineseconceptuali-
zationof passionate love is dramatically different from Italian andAmerican
conceptualizations. Similarly, Ellis et al (1995)found thatMexicansassigna
differentsubjective meaningto love thando Americansor Spaniards.Clearly,
conceptual equivalence ofkey termsis anissuethat mustbecarefullyassessed
in thisarea.

Cross-cultural work on behavioralbenchmarkssuchas matepreferences
(Liston & Salts1988), friendshipselection(Goodwin& Tang1991),sexual
activity (Hatfield & Rapson1993),or attachmentstyle (Wu & Shaver1992)
sidestepsthis equivalenceproblem.The marriagerelationship,for example,
entailssimilar socialrequirementsin all cultures,soit is perhapsnotsurprising
that ahigh degreeof cross-culturalagreementwas foundin Bussetal’s (1990)
multicultural study of desiredspousalattributes.One complexof qualities,
including chastityin women,domesticskills, and interestin homeandchil-
drendid, however,vary negativelyasa function of cultural modernity.This
lattervariableandits associate,individualism,havebeenrelatedto theimpor-
tanceof love itself in establishing and maintaining the marriagebond (KK
Dion & KL Dion 1991,1993; Levine et al 1995) and to the style of loving
likely to be found in heterosexualrelationships (KL Dion & KK Dion 1993).
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Researchinto howindividualismandotherculturaldimensionsaffectinterper-
sonalattractionis still needed as modernization proceeds.

Justice

The topic of justice was first exploredcross-culturallyin the contextof re-
sourceallocation.Bond et al (1982) arguedand found that the concernof
peoplein collectivist culturesfor maintainingharmonyshouldresultin egali-
tarian resourcedivisions, and that the concernof people in individualistic
culturesfor performanceshouldresult in equitable resourcedivisions.Need-
basedallocationsarealsomorelikely in collectivist culturesbecauseof con-
cerns for group solidarity (Bermanet al1985).

Subsequentstudieshaverevealedinconsistenciesin researchresultsbased
on the above reasoning(e.g. Chen 1995). Leung (1995b) has advanceda
contextualmodelto integrateconflicting results.He arguesthat thenatureof
the social relationship betweenthe allocatorof the rewardand the recipient
(in-groupor out-groupmember)andof the role relationship(supervisorallo-
catingrewardsto otherperformers,or coworkersallocatingthemto self and
coworker)mediatesthe impactof cultureon rewardallocation.Accordingto
Leung,collectivists shouldonly showanegalitariandivision whenallocating
to anin-groupmemberwho is alsoa coworker.Otherwise,equityis observed.
Leung(1995b)encouragescross-culturalresearchersto testhis modelexplic-
itly. He alsochallengesthemto measuredirectly putativemediating variables
suchasperformanceenhancementthatunderlierewarddistribution (Bondetal
1992).  Only then can we build  persuasive,  pan-culturaltheoriesof social
behavior (Messick1988).

Justice researchershave also focusedon resourceallocationprocedures.
Proceduralconcernsinvolve both the formal stepsandthe interpersonalstyle
followedby allocatorsto reachtheirdecisions(Tyler & Bies1990).Judgments
basedon proceduraljustice are typically more convincingin cultureswhere
authorityand the decisionsof peoplein powerarewidely acceptedthanare
judgmentsbasedon outcomefairness.Tyler et al (submitted) extendedthis
researchacrosscultures.They arguedthat the preferencefor low powerdis-
tance,which is evident in the United States,is associatedwith a relative
emphasis on procedural rather than instrumental judgments in evaluating
authorities.This conclusionwassupportedby Tyler et al bothcross-culturally
usingJapaneserespondentsandwithin cultureusinganindividual measureof
preferredpower distance.

Psychologistshaverecentlyexaminedhumanrightsobservance(Clemence
et al 1995,Doiseet al 1991,Humana1992).Doiseet al (1994)havelinked
individuals’ positionson humanrights to value structures.Future research
might additionally considerthedistinction betweenproceduralandinstrumen-
tal concerns.
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GROUPPROCESSES

Manysocialscientists interestedin groupbehaviorassumethatthephenomena
identified in North Americaareuniversals.Whetherthesephenomenavary in
strengthby cultureandwhetherindigenousapproachesmay identify wholly
different additional phenomenais unclear.Studiesof severalknown behav-
ioral phenomenahave found substantially different  effects.  Socialloafing
(Latanéet al 1979) is not only absentbut is significantly reversedin China
(Earley 1989), Israel (Earley 1993), and Japan(Matsui et al 1987). In the
China and Israelstudies, subjects’ endorsementof collectivist valuespredicted
enhancementratherthancurtailmentof performancein groupsettings.Earley
(1994) comparedbusinessemployeesin China and the United Statesand
found Chineseperformancewasenhancedby a collectively focusedtraining
input, whereasUS employeesrespondedbetter to an individually focused
input. Employees’ collectivism scorespredictedboth culture-leveland indi-
vidual-leveleffects.

Bond& Smith(1995)reportameta-analysisof 133replicationsof theAsch
conformity study. Afterdesign variationsareaccountedfor, Hofstede’s collec-
tivism scorespredict higher levels of conformity. Replicationsof this type,
however,canonly detectthetypeof socialinfluenceprocessescapturedby the
Asch paradigm.FernandezDols (1992) proposesthat in someculturescon-
formity processesmayoperatein a ratherdifferentmanner.He finds a higher
incidenceof “perverse”norms in Spain than in Anglo countries.Theseare
normsthatareagreedto existbut thatareonly rarelyenforced.Triandis(1995)
identifiedculturesin which this typeof norm is widespreadas“loose” rather
than“tight.” Whereasthe Asch paradigmshowsconformity to dependupon
majority size,FernandezDols arguedthatwithin a systemof perversenorms,
authority figures can maintain control by determiningwhen norms will be
enforced and when theywill not.

Basicaspectsof groupperformance,suchasproductivity andconformity,
thus differ substantially by culture.Thesedifferencesmay well prove prob-
lematic in multicultural teams.Merritt & Helmreich (1995) found that US
airline pilots andflight attendantsendorsedlower powerdistanceandcollec-
tivism thandid pilots andattendantswithin thesameairlinesfrom sevenEast
Asian  countries.  Anglo  student  groupswere found to be less cooperative
towardothersthanwerenon-Anglogroups(Cox et al1991) andmore infavor
of risk-taking(Watson & Kumar1992).However,althoughculturally diverse
studentteamsexperienced moredifficulties in working together initially, Wat-
sonet al (1993)foundtheir relatedperformancethreemonthslatersuperiorto
thatof culturallyhomogeneous teams.
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Leadership

In his summary of an extensiveprogramof leadershipresearchin Japan,
Misumi (1985)proposedthat researchersdistinguish betweengeneralor uni-
versalfunctionsthateffectiveleadersmustcarryout andthespecificwaysin
which thesefunctionsare expressed. TheP (Task Performance)and M (Group
Maintenance)generalleadershipfunctionsthat,accordingto Misumi, predict
leadershipeffectivenessresembledimensions postulatedby North American
researchers.The moresignificantaspectof Misumi’s Japaneseresultsis that
they consistently indicatethat different specificbehaviorscontributeto each
function in differing situations. Smith et al (1989)obtainedsimilar resultsin
their comparisonof assembly-line workers’ perceptionsof supervisorsin Ja-
pan,HongKong, theUnitedStates,andGreatBritain. For instance,a specific
behaviorsuchaseatinglunchwith one’s work teamwasassociatedwith ahigh
M score insomelocationsbutnot in others.

Misumi’s work suggestsaway in whichonecanbetterunderstand apparent
contradictionsbetweenthe resultsof different leadershipstudies.We may
expectthat studiesthat usedrelativelygeneralcharacterizationsof leaderstyle
will yield evidenceof cross-culturalconsistencyin effectiveness,whereas
studiesof morespecificleaderattributeswill detectculturalor organizational
contingencies. Intheremainderof thisparagraphweconsiderstudiesthathave
usedgeneralstylemeasures.Smithet al (1992)foundthatwork teamswithin
Japan,Hong Kong, the United States,andGreatBritain led by leadersrated
high for P andM all achievedhigherwork quality. Bass& Avolio’s (1993)
review of cross-culturaltestsof their theory of transformational leadership
indicatesgreater  efficacy  of  thetransformationalstyle from  14  countries.
Furthermore,Campbell et al (1993) found no differencein preferencefor
participationin decision-makingbetweenUS and Singaporeanbusinessstu-
dents.Finally, Furnham &Stringfield(1994)found nodifference in ratings on
attributessuchas innovation andcommitmentamongChineseandnon-Chi-
nesemanagersworking for a Hong Kong airline. The resultsof thesestudies
areasone mayexpect for studiesusinggeneralizedmeasures of leader style.

Other cross-culturalstudiesof leadership(reviewedby Dorfman 1995)
havebeeninfluencedby Westerncontingencytheoriesandhaveconsequently
focusedmoreuponspecificattributesof effectiveleadershipthanthegeneral
functionsthat may underlievariationsin leadershipstyle. Okechuku(1994)
found differencesin the perceivedtraits associatedwith managers’ ratingsof
effective subordinatesin Canada,Hong Kong, and China, as did Black &
Porter (1991), whocompared managers’ ratingsin the United States andHong
Kong. Gerstner& Day (1994)askedstudentsoriginally from eight different
nationsresiding in the United Statesto rate how well 59 traits typified a
businessleader. Thethree country-leveldimensions thatwereidentified corre-
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latedhighly with Hofstededimensions of individualism,powerdistance,and
uncertaintyavoidance.Ayman & Chemers(1991) found somesupport for
Fiedler & Chemers’ (1984) contingency-basedleadermatch theory among
Mexicanworkers.Schmidt& Yeh (1992)comparedleader influencein Japan,
Taiwan, Australia, and Great Britain. Although a broadly similar rangeof
influence strategies wasfound, they factoredtogetherdistinctivelywithin each
nationalsample.Howell et al (1995),who contrastedbusiness-leadereffec-
tivenessin Japan,Korea,Taiwan,Mexico, andthe United States,found gen-
eraleffectsfor leadersupportivenessandcontingentreward,butculturalspeci-
ficity for participation in decision-making andcontingentpunishment.Jagoet
al (1993)compared preferencesto participateof managers in theUnitedStates
andsix Europeancountriesand found differenceswerecorrelatedpositively
with power-distancescoresfor thesevencountries.TheIndustrialDemocracy
in EuropeInternationalResearchGroup(IDE) (1993)carriedout a longitudi-
nal replication study of participation in 10 Europeancountriesand found
differencesreportedin an earlierstudywerestill apparent,thoughsomewhat
attenuated.Thesestudiesconfirm thatwhenmorespecificmeasuresof leader
styleareemployed, culturaldifferences aremoreapparent.

Decision-Making

If the generality of some measuresof leaderstyle leaves unclearthe relation of
leaderbehaviorto cultural constraints, thenstudieson themakingof specific
managerialdecisionsmay provide greaterclarity. Smith & Peterson(1988)
proposedan analysisof leadershipbasedaroundthe conceptof “event man-
agement,”i.e. the exercise ofchoice inhow eventsaremanaged.Theysuggest
thatmanagershandleeventson thebasisof theirown experience, consultation
with others,relianceupon rules,and so forth. Smith et al (1994a)surveyed
managersin 16 countriesandfound that in individualist, low powerdistance
nations,managersrely moreheavilyon theirown experience and training than
do thosefrom collectivist, high powerdistancecountries.Hofstede’s country-
level value measuresthus predict reportedmanagerialbehaviors,despitea
25-yeargap in data collection. Further studiesof event managementshow
differencesin how Japanese,British, andAmericanelectronicassemblywork
teamshandleevents(Petersonet al 1990).Work teamsjudgedmosteffective
by their supervisorsshow, in Japan,more relianceon peers;in the United
States,morereferenceto superiors;and,in GreatBritain, greaterself-reliance
(Smith et al 1994b).Tseet al (1988)found Chinesemanagersmoreinclined
than Hong Kong Chineseor Canadiansto refer to their superiors.Wang &
Heller (1993)compareddecision-makingof British andChinesemanagersand
found both nation and type of decisionaffectedthe degreeof subordinate
participationand supervisorconsultation.
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Yates& Lee (1995) found Chineseand severalother EastAsian groups
(but not Japanese)more confidentthan Americansthat their decisionswere
correct.They attributethis to a greaterpropensityto selectthe first adequate
problemsolution that is identifiedratherthanto surveya rangeof alternatives
before deciding.Radford et al (1991, 1993) found differencesin decision-
makingstyle betweenAustralianandJapanesestudents.Consistentwith US
counterpartsfrom  earlier research,Australians  favored  the“choice”  style,
whichemphasizescarefulindividual thought. TheJapanese,however,reported
greater useof three other styles,which all involvedgreaterreferenceto others.
As Yates& Lee also found, the Japanesewere lessconfidentof their deci-
sions.Thesedifferencesmaybeexplicablein termsof variationsin individual-
ism-collectivismamong EastAsiancountries,Australia,andtheUnitedStates.

Negotiation

Groupprocesseswithin cross-culturalnegotiation shouldprovideparticularly
clearillustrations oftheeffectsof divergencein valuesacrosscultures.Studies
of intracultural simulatedbuyer-sellernegotiations indicatethat while coop-
erative problem-solving strategiesare most effective in the United States,
competitive behaviorworks better in Russia(Grahamet al 1992), Taiwan
(Grahamet al 1988),Germany,GreatBritain (Campbellet al 1988),Mexico,
and FrancophoneCanada(Adler et al 1987). Similarly, Gabrenya(1990)
found that US studentscooperatedon a task betterwith strangersthan did
Taiwanesestudents.Theseresultssupporttheview thatmembersof collectiv-
ist culturesaremorecompetitive with out-groupsthanaremembersof indi-
vidualist cultures.This proposition is testedmoredirectly by DKS Chan,HC
Triandis, PJ Carnevale,A Tam, MH Bond (submitted), who comparedin-
traculturalnegotiation behaviorof Hong Kong ChineseandUS studentsand
obtainedmeasuresof their individualist or collectivist values.Hong Kong
studentsrespondedmoreto cooperationandyieldedto anin-groupnegotiator
more than to an out-groupnegotiator. Similar differenceswere obtainedby
Trubisky et al (1991),who comparedintracultural conflict resolutionprefer-
encesof US and Taiwanesestudents.The authorsof both studies attributed
their resultsto differencesin individualism-collectivism. In a more detailed
review of cultureandnegotiation, Leung(1995b)concludesthat behavioris
influencedboth by variationsin individualism-collectivism and by specific
situational demands.

How closely the processesof intracultural and intercultural negotiation
paralleloneanotherremainsunclear.Tseet al (1994)comparedintracultural
and interculturalnegotiating behaviorsof ChineseandCanadianexecutives.
Neither party modified its approachwhen negotiatingcross-culturally. Chi-
nesenegotiatorssoughtto avoidconflict morethantheCanadians,andwhen
conflict did ariseChinesefavoredwithdrawalor consultation with superiors

222 BOND & SMITH



morestrongly.However,Adler & Graham(1989)did find somechangesin
negotiators’ behaviorwhen they engagedin interculturalnegotiations. Japa-
nese negotiatorsachievedlower payoffs negotiating with Americansthan with
otherJapanese. AnglophoneCanadians achievedlowerpayoffsin negotiations
with FrancophoneCanadians,despitethe fact that the Francophonesbecame
morecooperativewhennegotiatinginterculturally.Somecautionis neededin
equatingpayoff with successin this type of studybecausecollectivists may
regardmaintenanceof long-termlinks asa more important successcriterion
than short-termpayoff.

Three studiesshow how social context and understandingof the other
party’s  preferred  communication styles are crucial  to  successful  outcome.
Qualitativeanalysesareprovidedby Goldman(1994)for US-Japanesenego-
tiationsandby Kimmel (1994)for US-Iraqinegotiationsprior to theGulf War.
Marriott (1993) reportshow seatingarrangementsaffectedJapanese-Austra-
lian businessnegotiations.

ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR

WorkMotivation

Therole of work maybeexpectedto reflectsalientdimensionsof a society’s
values.The Meaning of Working InternationalTeam (MOW) (1987) per-
formedsurveysin theUnited States,Japan,andsix WestEuropeancountries
andfound so-called“work centrality” highestin Japan.The MOW studyhas
beenreplicatedandextendedto Chinaandsix EastEuropeancountries(SA
Ruiz Quintanilla & GW England,submitted).The MOW teamconcludethat
work meaningscanbe representedalonga singleaxis on which, at oneend,
are situatedthe coststo the individual and, at the other end, the collective
benefitsof work. TheWork Socializationof Youth project(WOSY) (Touzard
1992) is a longitudinal study that compareswork role socializationin seven
WestEuropeancountriesandIsraelandusesthesameconceptsdevelopedby
the MOW team.The WOSY researchersfound that changesin patternsof
work meaningover the  first three  yearsat  work were predictedby both
individual- and country-levelvariables,but the researchersdid not analyze
their resultsin termsof cross-culturaltheory(Claes &RuizQuintanilla 1993).

Misra et al(1990) foundgreater linkage betweenwork andfamily concerns
in India thanin Canada.Schwalbet al (1992)found thatJapaneseemployees
reportedbeing motivatedby the task itself, self-improvement, and financial
reward,in contrastwith agreaterUSemphasisuponaffiliation, socialconcern,
and recognition. Holt & Keats(1992) comparedAnglo, Chinese,Lebanese,
andAboriginal Australians.While all valuedachievementhighly, the degree
to whichachievement related to workvaried greatly. Theseresults indicate the
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needfor revisionof the earlierview that achievementmotivation is particu-
larly strongin individualist cultures,andthat individualisticentrepreneurial-
ism is a prerequisitefor economicdevelopment(McClelland1961).Achieve-
mentmotivation, at leastin EastAsian collectivist cultures,is moresocially
oriented(Yu 1995,Yu & Yang 1994),which may alsofosterentrepreneurial
activity (Redding1990).Whetherachievementmotivation centersuponwork
is dependentupon  thevalues of a culture, and this  variationcan lead to
unexpectedfindings. Xie & Jamal’s (1993) study of Chinesemanagers,for
example,illustratesthatTypeA managersreportedmorejob stressthanType
B managers,as in Westernstudies. However, the two groups showedno
differencein psychosomatic problems,andTypeA managersspentmoretime
with their families. Thus the Westernpatternof compulsiveworking with
attendanthealthrisksappearshereto beattenuatedby thecentralityof family
within Chineseculture.

Agarwal (1993)found positiveeffectsof relianceon rulesandnormaliza-
tion in handlingrole conflict andambiguity amongsalespersonsin India, but
negativeeffects in the United States.Dubinsky et al (1992) comparedrole
ambiguity and role conflict amongsalespersonsin the United States,Japan,
andKorea.Feweffectsdueto cultureweredetected.Severalresearchershave
examinedthe relationof work stressto Hofstedescoresfor particularcoun-
tries.Shenkar& Zeira(1992)studiedroleambiguity of chiefexecutiveswithin
internationaljoint venturesin Israel.Role ambiguity wasgreatestwherethe
scoresfor power distanceand masculinity amongpartners’ countrieswere
mostdivergent.Petersonet al (1995)surveyedmanagersin 21 countriesand
reportedrole overloadwas greatestin highpower distance,collectivist nations
whereas reportedroleambiguity wasgreatestin low powerdistance,individu-
alist nations.

WorkBehavior

Severalstudiesdiscussedearlierthatweredesignedto identify dimensions of
cultural variation were basedupon employees’ reportedvaluesor behavior.
This sectionconsidersmorespecificaspectsof work behavior.Luthanset al
(1993)madean observational study of Russianmanagersandcomparedthe
resultsto earlierstudiesof US managers.Although thepatternof their activi-
ties showed considerable similarities,the Russiansspentlesstime onnetwork-
ing and more on planning, controlling, and coordinating. Boisot & Liang
(1992) observeda small sampleof Chinesemanagers.The managersspent
moretime with their superiorsandreceivedmuchmorewritten materialfrom
themthan wasthe case inearlier USstudies.

ComparisonsbetweenHongKong andUS managershaveprovedpopular.
Schermerhorn& Bond(1991)comparedmanagers’ preferredinfluencetactics
andfoundHongKong respondentspreferredassertivenessandtheAmericans

224 BOND & SMITH



preferredrationality, exchange,and ingratiation. Ralston et al (1992, 1993)
foundHongKong managersratedhigherfor Machiavellianism,externallocus
of control,dogmatism,andConfucianWork Dynamism.Most of theseeffects
were found alsoamongmainlandChinesemanagers.Black & Porter(1991)
comparedperformanceappraisalsreceivedby managersin the United States
andHong Kong with managers’ self-ratedtraits derivedfrom US leadership
theory. High correlations betweentraits and  performance  appraisalswere
found  in  the  United  States  but  werenot found for either Chineseor US
managersworking in HongKong. Similar conclusionswerereachedby Furn-
ham& Stringfield (1993),who found that quite different traits weresignifi-
cantly linked to performancemeasuresamongChineseandEuropeanmanag-
ers workingfor the sameHong Kongairline.

Bochner& Hesketh(1994)studiedAustralianbankemployeeswhoseeth-
nic identity waswith eitherhigh (e.g.HongKong) or low (e.g.GreatBritain)
powerdistancecultures.Thehigh powerdistancegroupreportedsignificantly
more behaviorslikely to be expectedfrom high power distance,collectivist
culturesandreportedexperiencingmorediscrimination thandid respondents
from themajority, low powerdistancegroup.Wong& Birnbaum-More(1994)
foundthatamongbanksin HongKong the degree of centralizationand hierar-
chy could be predictedby the Hofstedepowerdistancescoreof the country
owningthe bank.

Organizationalresearchershavealso soughtto delineatethe relationship
betweenorganizationalcultureandnationalculture.Morris et al (1994)com-
paredtheincidenceof entrepreneurialcorporateclimatein US,SouthAfrican,
and Portugueseorganizations.Within-countryanalysesrevealedthat within
the United Statesand SouthAfrica, respondents’ endorsementof moderate
levelsof individualism-collectivismwasassociatedwith thehighestendorse-
mentof entrepreneurialvalues.Van Muijen & Koopman(1994)reportresults
from the FOCUS 92 group, which surveyedperceptionsof organizational
climatein 10 Europeannations.Differencesin meancountryscoreson prefer-
encefor innovation paralleledHofstede’s individualismscores,but rules-ori-
entationdid not accordwith anyof theHofstedescores.Janssenset al (1995)
comparedperceptionsof safetypolicy within US, French,and Argentinian
plantsof the sameUS multinationalcorporation.Although a company-wide
policy wasin force,its implementationvariedin waysthatwereinterpretedin
termsof individualism-collectivism. Hofstedeet al (1990) identified six di-
mensionsof organizationalculturewithin organizationsin Denmarkandthe
Netherlands.Hofstedeet al (1993) further illustratedthe importanceof em-
ploying the appropriate  level  of  data  analysis  in  characterizing  individual
values,organizationalculture,or nationalculture.
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CONCLUSIONS

Kagitcibasi& Berry (1989)concludedthat threetrendswereapparentwithin
thefield of cross-culturalpsychology in thelate1980s:a focusuponindividu-
alism-collectivism, increasingconcernto developindigenouspsychologies,
andthe searchfor cultural universals.Our coverageindicatesthat sincethen
the  first  of theseissues  hasattractedthe attention  ofmore and more re-
searchers.While this increasedattentionhas servedto focus cross-cultural
psychologymore clearly, it has led to the comparativeneglectof other ap-
proachesderiving from Kagitcibasi & Berry’s secondand third areas.The
searchfor universalsandan emphasisupon indigenousculture-specificsare
often castas contradictoryenterprisesthat exemplify contrastingeticandemic
approaches.Yet theseconceptsareno moreseparablethannatureandnurture.
If the recently emerging dimensionsof culture identified by Hofstede,
Schwartz,Smith andothersareto guidefuture researchin fruitful directions,
the methodological problemsstemming from the etic-emicdilemma mustbe
more clearlyaddressed.

Berry (1989)proposesa sequencein researchwherebyparallelindigenous
studieswithin two or moresocietiesmayleadto a validly generalizeduniver-
salor derivedetic, in contrastto thecurrentlymuchmorewidespreadreliance
on imposed-etic measuresdrawnfrom a small numberof Westerncountries.
Although many believeBerry’s procedureis preferable,imposed-eticmeas-
ureswill likely continue tobemuchmorewidely used.In thesecircumstances,
we needestimatesof what typesof cultural variancearemissedby imposed-
etic measures.Studiesdesignedfrom a non-Westernstartingpoint suchasthe
one by the ChineseCulture Connection (1987) are crucial. The increasing
numberof recentstudieswhoseresultscomparewell with alreadyidentified
dimensions of cultural variation also enhancethe argumentfor convergent
validity (Bond1995).Thetestingof hypotheseslinking emergentdimensions
of cultural valuesor beliefs to external-distalcountry-leveldata is another
welcometrend (Best & Wil liams 1994; DKS Chan,submitted; Smith et al
1995a,b;Wil liams1993)

However,numerouspitfalls alongthepathtowarda well-validated frame-
work for cross-culturalstudiesremain. First,this reviewdemonstrateshowthe
samplingof nationalcultureswithin recentstudiesis woefully biased.Current
studiesheavilyoverrepresentNorth America,EastAsia,andWesternEurope,
with consequentneglectof Latin American,African, EastEuropean,Arab,
South Asian,andother societies.Second,the stronglyindividualistic values of
thecultures from which most researchersaredrawnresultin confusionregard-
ing  the  appropriate  levels  ofanalysisof cross-culturaldata. Most  current
culture-levelanalyses are based uponaggregationof individual-leveldata, and
reviewersusedby major North American journals ratheroften require that
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researchersengagein individual-leveldataanalyses,which is inappropriateto
a culture-levelanalysis.Appropriate-levelvariablesmustbeusedif we areto
understandvariation at a given level (Hofstedeet al 1993).Equally invalid
extrapolationsarealsowidespreadin the reversedirection:Researchersinfer
that becausecultureX hascertainvalues,individualswithin that culturewill
sharethosevalues.Separateindividual-levelvariablesareneeded.Schwartz’s
(1994) recentlarge-scalesurveysshow how individual-levelanalysesyield
results differentfrom culture-level analyses andproviderelativelycomprehen-
sive guidelines with respectto intracultural continuities in the structureof
values.

Third, how do we define the boundariesof one’s cultural samples?Most
studiesusenationalaffiliation, but the existingandincreasingcultural diver-
sity of many nationsmakesthis strategyunsatisfactory.However, if future
researchersroutinely includemeasuresof thesalientvaluesandethnicidenti-
tiesof thesamplestheystudy,comparisons with otherstudieswith somewhat
more established theoreticalroots may be made.Furthermore,the growing
cultural heterogeneityboth of nationsand of smaller social systemswithin
them will require that researchersprogressfrom documenting contrastsbe-
tweendifferentculturestowardexaminingthewaysin which individuals and
groupsfrom different culturesrelateto one another.In doing so, they may
broadenthe cultural rangeencompassedby existing literaturesconcerning
intergrouprelations,stereotyping, conflict,communication,and soforth.

Although the methodological problemsfacing cross-culturalresearchers
shouldnot beminimized,we do not wish to concludethis reviewon a pessi-
mistic note.Cross-culturalsocial and organizationalpsychologyhasfor the
first time a theoreticalframeworkupon which studiesmay be designedand
relevantsamplesmay be selected.That frameworkmust be scrutinized,of
course,but a setof dimensions of cultural variationprovento predictsocial
phenomenais nowavailableto researchers. Whilethedefinitionof individual-
ism and collectivism aspolar oppositeswill certainly proveunable to integrate
the full rangeof global variationsin socialbehavior,further progresscanbe
expectedin defining just how many dimensions are required for  optimal
parsimony.
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