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Cultural Differences across Nations: A Values Perspective

In a widely-cited and controversial article, Huntington (1993) asserted: "It is far more

meaningful now to group countries not in terms of their political or economic systems or in

terms of their level of economic development but rather in terms of their culture and

civilization....the fundamental source of conflict in th[e] new world will be cultural."

Huntington postulates that the world is divided into civilizations characterized by different

world views that are grounded in different basic value systems. His view is mirrored by a

voice from the East (Mahbubani 1992): "Unfettered individualism and democracy have

caused America's economic and social problems. Western-style individual freedom has

degenerated into an anything goes mentality that has resulted in massive social decay."

Are Huntington and Mahbubani right? Can the differences between nations best be under-

stood in value terms? Do the social problems of nations reflect their particular value

emphases? To answer such questions requires a theory of the value dimensions on which

national cultures can be compared. It also requires reliable methods to measure the locations

of nations along these dimensions.

Current theories used for this purpose (Hofstede 1980, 1990; Inglehart 1977, 1990; Triandis

1990) address limíted aspects of culture (e.g., individualism-collectivism; materialism-

postmaterialism) rather than seeking to capture a full range of potentially relevant value

dimensions. Empirical work with these theories has used instruments not validated for cross-

cultural equivalence of ineaning. And even the most comprehensive study (Hofstede 1990)

lacks data from important regions of the world (e.g., the fonmer Eastern block). The theory

and research I will discuss are intended to overcome these limitations.

I define values as conceptions of the desirable that guide the way social actors (people,

organizations, policy-makers) select actions, evaluate people and events, and explain -their

actions and evaluations (Kluckhohn 1951; Rokeach 1973, Schwartz, in press; Williams

1968). In this view, values are trans-situational criteria or goals (e.g. security, hedonism),~

ordered b}' importance as guiding principles in life. ~
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I have been working on a comprehensive theory of value dimensions appropriate for

comparing cultures. This research builds upon an earlier theory of universals in the basic

values of individuals (Schwartz 1992). The earlier theory sought to derive the full range of

value contents (different motivational goals) from an analysis of the human social condition.

Research with the instrument based on that theory identified specific values that have

relatively equivalent meanings across a large number of cultures (Schwartz 1994a; Schwartz

8r. Sagiv, 1995). These values can therefore be used to compare cultures. The comprehen-

siveness of this set of values also helps to insure that we will include nearly all value

contents of importance across cultures.

I seek to identify dimensions of values that discriminate among the cultures that characterize

societies. Hence, the appropriate unit of analysis for assessing the validity of such dimen-

sions is the society or group that represents it, not the individual person (Hofstede 1980,

1990; Schwartz 1994b). Like many others, I focus first on national cultures, recognizing that

both national subcultures and regional cultures exist. Like others, I too infer the value

priorities that characterize a society from the aggregated values of individuals (e.g.,

Hofstede 1980; Inkeles 8r. Smith 1974; Kahl 1968; Morris 1956).'

I view individual values as a product both of shared culture and of unique individual

experience. Shared cultural value emphases create commonalities in the value socialization to

which members of society are exposed. The average of the value priorities of societal

members reflects the commonalities of enculturation, while indívidual variation around this

average reflects unique personality and experience.

Let me now restate explicitly the questions this paper will address:

1. On what dimensions of values should the priorities that characterize national cultures

be compared? I will describe seven types of values that cover the three major

dimensions I believe to be useful for comparing national cultures. These types are

based in theory and validated empirically.

' Liska (1990) clarifies how the properties of societies and other collectivities measured by
aggregate variables, such as mean national levels of value importance, reflect the dynamics of
social interaction and organization of social units no less well than such structural variables as
communication networks or such global products as laws.
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2. How are national samples actually arrayed on these value dimensions, from nations

that attribute the most to those that attribute the least importance to each of the types

of values? Data from matched samples in 49 nations will be used to assess differ-

ences in value priorities.

3. Do the profiles of national cultures form meaningful cultural regions that correspond

to Huntington's civilizations? If so, how can these cultural regions be characterized?

Outline of T'heory

The theory of culture-level values (a) deríves and specifies different types of value contents

that are likely to discriminate among national cultures and (b) suggests some of the structural

relations among the different value types. By structure, I mean the organization of values on

the basis of their conceptual similarities and differences, their compatibilities and contradic-

tions.

Two kinds of structure are of interest. First, is the grouping of specific values into content-

defined value types (e.g., social power, authority, and humility constitute a hierarchy value

type). Second, is the relations among the value types. These are determined by how feasible

it is to promote different value types at the same time or in the same institution. If the

pursuit of intellectual autonomy values is promoted, for example, simultaneous promotion of

conservatism values would cause problems. Encouraging freedom of thought would run

afoul of encouraging adherence to accepted traditions; socialization and reinforcement of

behavior would entail repeated inconsistencies that would disturb smooth institutional

functioning. Hence, I hypothesize that intellectual autonomy values and conservatism values

are structurally opposed.

The priority given to culture-level value types is inherent in the organization of societal

institutions and is expressed in their goals and their modes of operation. For example, where

education is highly valued in a nation, provision is made for extensive schooling; and if ~~

equality is also highly valued, this schooling is open to the masses. Where individual

achievement is highly valued, competitive economic systems (e.g. , capitalism) and leisure

systems (e.g., sports) are likely to be found. .
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Culture-level value priorities guide the choices that people make when carrying out their

roles in institutíons (e.g., as officers in governments or parents in families). These value

priorities are also used to justify their choices (go to war or punish a child). These priorities

influence how social resources are invested (human capital, money, land) and how organiz-

ational perfotmance is evaluated. The explicit and implicit value emphases that characterize

a society are imparted to societal members through formal and informal socialization.

The culture-level analyses of Hofstede (1980), Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), and

Triandis (1990), and extrapolation from my individual-level values theory (Schwartz, 1992)

provide bases for predicting the distinct types of values likely to be found at the culture

level. I also follow these and other sources (e.g., Rokeach 1973) in postulating that cultural

dimensions of values reflect the basic issues or problems that societies must confront in

order to regulate human activity in the social and material world. Societal members,

especially decision-makers, recognize and communicate about these problems, plan

responses to them, and motivate one another to cope with them. Values (e.g., success,

justice, freedom, social order, tradition) are the vocabulary of socially approved goals used

to express and justify the solutions chosen and to motivate action.

Seven Value Types

Cultural differences in values reflect different understandings of the basic societal problems,

and different preferred solutions. Emphasizing specific types of values leads to conflict or is

compatible with emphasizing other types, as noted above. Hence, certain combinations of

value emphases are more likely than others to undergird the preferred solutions. The

patterns of cultural value emphases that evolve are not random. We therefore derive both a

set of value types and hypotheses regarding the structure of relations among them.2

I identify three issues that confront all societies. First: What is the relation between the

individual and the group (alternatively, the citizen and the state)? A large literature suggests

that resolutions of this issue form a central cultural dimension. Most frequently labeled

individualism-collectivism (Hofstede 1980; Kim et. al 1994), this dimension is also described

as contrasting autonomy-relatedness, separateness-interdependence, egocentrism-sociocen-

2 See Schwartz (1994b) for a fuller, theoretical derivation of the value types.
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trism, and individualism-communalism (e.g., Bellah, et. al. 1985; Doi 1986; Geertz 1984;

Hsu 1983; Kagitcibasi 1990; Kim 8z Choi 1992; Markus 8c Kitayama 1991; Miller 1984;

Sampson 1989; Shweder 8c Bourne 1982; Sinha 1990). These contrasts include two major

themes: (1) whose interests should take precedence, the individual's or the group's? (2) to

what extent are persons autonomous vs. embedded in their groups? We consider the second

theme more fundamental because, to the extent that persons are truly embedded in their

groups, conflict of interest is not experienced.

One side of this polar dimension describes cultures in which the person is looked upon as an

entity who is embedded in the collectivity and finds meaning in life largely through

relationships with others. People draw significance from participating in and identifying with

the group in carrying on its shared way of life. This outlook is expressed, maintained, and

justified by a set of values we label the Conservatism value type. Its capsule definition

follows, with exemplary specific values in parentheses. Conservatism: Emphasis on

maintenance of the status quo, propriety, and restraint of actions or inclinations that might

disrupt the traditional order (social order, respect for tradition, family security, self-

discipline).

The other side of this dimension describes cultures in which the person is viewed as an

autonomous, bounded entity who finds meaning in his or her own uniqueness, who pursues

his or her own directions and is encouraged to do so. We label the value type appropriate to

this view Autonomy. We distinguish two types of Autonomy, one referring to ideas and

thought, the other to feelings and emotions. Where Autonomy values prevail, people do not

take social interdependence as a given. Intellectual Autonomy: Emphasis on promoting and

protecting the independent ideas and rights of the individual to pursue hislher own intellec-

tual directions (curiosity, broadmindedness, creativity). Affective Autonomy: Emphasis on

promoting and protecting the individual's independent pursuit of affectively positive

experience (pleasure, exciting life, varied life).

The second basic issue that confronts all societies is: How insure responsible behavior that

preserves the social fabric? How induce people to consider the welfare of others, coordinate

with them, and thereby smoothly manage the unavoidable interdependencies among people?

One polar resolution of this issue uses power differences, relying on hierarchical systems of
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ascribed roles. People are socialized and sanctioned to fulfill their roles, the roles define

social obligations, and acceptance of the hierarchical order assures compliance with the rules

that preserve the social fabric. We label the value type appropriate to this view Hierarchy.

Hierarchy: Emphasis on the legitimacy of hierarchical allocation of fixed roles and of

resources (social power, authority, humility, wealth).3

An alternative solution to the problem of responsible social behavior is to induce individuals

to recognize that they have shared interests that can serve as bases for voluntary agreements

to cooperate. Others are portrayed as equal to self in deservingness, so that people become

committed to their welfare too. These social commitments are internalized and support

responsible social behavior. We label the value type that undergirds this solution Egalitarian

Commitment. Egalitarian Commitment: Emphasis on transcendence of selfish interests in

favor of voluntary commitment to promoting the welfare of others (equality, social justice,

freedom, responsibility, honesty).

The third basic issue that confronts all societies is: What is the relation of humankind to the

natural and social world? Kluckhohn 8c Strodtbeck (1961) suggested that societies adopt one

of three orientations to nature--mastery, harmony, or submission. In contemporary national

cultures, submission is probably irrelevant, but the other responses define a dimension. One

response is to fit into the world and accept it as it is, trying to preserve rather than to

change or exploit it. We label the value type that supports this response Harmony. Although

our definition and operation refer only to nature, we will study the possibility of expanding

this to the social world. Harmony: Emphasis on fitting in harmoniously with nature (unity

with nature, protecting the environment, world of beauty).

The polar response to the relation of humankind to the surrounding world is actively to

master and change the world, to bend it to our will and assert control. The world is an

object to exploit in order to further personal or group interests. We label the value type that

supports this orientation Mastery. Mastery: Emphasis on getting ahead through active self-

assertion, through mastering and changing the natural and social environment (ambition,

3 Note that the single values include humility, because accepting the legitimacy of hierarchy
entails accepting that one is inferior to some as well as superior to others.
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success, daring, competence).

The Structure of Value Relations

If the value types form dimensions, as we theorize, then national cultures located close to

one of the poles on a dimension are distant from the other pole. For example, if--as

Mahbubani's remarks suggest--Conservatism values are strongly emphasized in Malaysian

culture, Affective Autonomy values should be rejected. The polarity of dimensions is one

testable aspect of our theory of the structure of values across nations. A second testable

aspect is the claim, elaborated next, that value types from different dimensions are also

related systematically, yielding a coherent structure of relations among all seven value types.

Hierarchy and Conservatism values are hypothesized to relate positively because the view of

the person as embedded in a collectivity of interdependent, mutually obligated others

underlies them both. The legitimacy of a fixed hierarchical allocation of roles and resources

supports and is supported by values that maintain the status quo.

Egalitarian Commitment and Autonomy values should relate positively because the view of

the person as an autonomous individual underlies them both. The absence of a natural

concern for the welfare of others among autonomous individuals makes preservation of the

social fabric dependent upon internalizing commitments to others as potential equals with

shared interests. But it is the Intellectual rather than the Affective Autonomy values that are

most related. An intellectual understanding of the nature of the autonomous individual and

hislher social responsibilities is critical to accepting the contractual nature of human

relationships implicit in Egalitarian Commitment.

Mastery values should relate positively to Autonomy values, but not necessarily oppose

Conservatism values. Like Intellectual Autonomy values, Mastery values presume the

legitimacy of changing the status quo; and like Affective Autonomy values, they emphasize

stimulating activity. However, the interests whose assertive and even exploitative pursuit are

justified by Mastery values are not necessarily those of the autonomous self. They , may.

equally be those of the collectivities to which one belongs (e.g., family, ethnic group), hence

the possible connection to Conservatism values.
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Mastery values should also be linked to Hierarchy but opposed to Egalitarian Commítment

values. Efforts to get ahead are often at the expense of others and result in unequal

allocations of roles and resources. This can be justified in a society where hierarchical

differences are viewed as legitimate, but exploitative self-assertion (for individual or group

interests) conflicts with egalitarianism.

The position of Harmony values in the overall structure is largely determined by their

opposition to Mastery values. However, they also contradict somewhat the emphasis on

arousing experience of Affective Autonomy values.

The foregoing analysis leads us to hypothesize that the seven value types are organized into

the integrated structure shown in Figure 1. Thus, the structure of relations among the seven

value types is organized around three, bipolar, culture-level dimensions:

(1) Autonomy versus Conservatism: This dimension captures the aspect of individualism-

collectivism that refers to the indíviduation versus embeddedness of the person but

excludes the aspect of preference for personal vs. in-group interests (Hofstede 1980;

Kagitcibasi 8z Berry 1989; Schwartz, 1994; Triandis 1990)).

(2) Hierarchy versus Egalitarian Commitment: This dimension opposes legitimizing the

pursuit of personal or group interests even at the expense of others to exhorting the

voluntary sacrifice of self-interests if necessary to preserve the social fabric. It

focuses on whether or not people should be treated as equals (cf. power distance in

Hofstede, 1980).

(3) Mastery versus Harmony: This dimension opposes the desirability of change and

exploitation of the environment to fitting into the environment and maintaining

harmony (cf. Morris, 1956; Kluckhohn 8r. Strodtbeck, 1961).
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This hypothesized structure implies that national cultures have value profiles in which a

strong emphasis on one of the seven value types is accompanied by moderate emphases on

the types adjacent to it in the circular structure, and weak emphases or rejection of the types

in opposing positions. For example, if Hierarchy is strongly emphasized in Malaysia, we

also expect emphases on Mastery and Conservatism, weak emphases on Harmony and

Affective Autonomy, and rejection of Egalitarian Commitment and Intellectual Autonomy.

We postulate that most cultures do exhibit such coherence. Nations strongly influenced by

opposing cultural traditions (e.g., Turkey, Japan), and those undergoing major social

change, may exhibit less coherent value cultures, however. An examination of deviations

from coherent profiles should shed light on processes through which value cultures are

formed and change.

Validating the Culture-Level Values Theory

Sampl es

Data for comparing nations might ideally be obtained from representative national samples.

However, it would still be necessary to control for other important variables on which

nations differ that influence average value priorities (e.g., distributions of age, education,

occupation) before we could ascribe observed differences in value priorities to national

culture. Moreover, many nations contain more than one major cultural group, so a single

characterization based on a representative national sample is still misleading.

Our approach, instead, was to obtain samples from each nation that are matched on critical

characteristics. The focal sample set was urban school teachers, from the most common type

of school system in each nation, who teach the full range of subjects in grades 3-12. No

single occupational group represents a culture, but school teachers may be an optimal group

for characterizing national value priorities. They play an explicit role in value socialization,

are key carriers of culture, and are probably close to the broad value consensus in their

nations. By focusing on this single matched group, we obtain a relatively pure representation
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of national differences in value priorities, net of the influences of other national differ-

ences .'

I also obtained data from samples of college students in most nations and from heterogen-

eous adult samples in seven nations. I performed analyses, parallel to those for the teachers,

with the data from the student and adult samples to confirm the robustness of our con-

clusions. Table 1 lists the number of respondents in each of the 122 samples from 49 nations

that have been studied, as well as the year in which the data were gathered.

4 There is empirical support for the assumption that matched samples yield an accurate
ordering of nations on value priorities. We found that nation accounted for about three times
more variance in values across 13 nations than any within-nation variable (e.g., gender, education,
age, marital status). More importantly, there were no interaction effects of significance (unpublis-
hed data). Inkeles (1993) reported similar findings for nation effects on subjective well-being
across 8 nations.
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Table 1. Characteristics of Samples

Nation Group N Year Nation Group N Year

Argentina Adolesc 676 1993 Germany(E)Teachers 202 1991

Australia Students 387 1988 Students 226 1991

Teachers 138 1992 Germany(W)Teachers 187 1990

General 199 1988 Students 377 1989

Adolesc 421 1991 Greece Teachers 195 1989

Belgium Students 259 1991 Students 234 1989

Bolivia Teachers 110 1993 HongKong Teachers 201 1988

Brazil Teachers 154 1989 Students 211 1988

Students 244 1989 Hungary Teachers 141 1990

Teachers 154 1993 Students 166 1990

Bulgaria Teachers 196 1990 India Teachers 197 1991

Students 179 1991 Students 200 1992

(Turk eth) Teachers 181 1990 Indonesia Students 263 1992

Canada Students 280 1993 Israel(Jw) Teachers 213 1990

Teachers 115 1993 Students 197 1990

(French) Students 184 1993 Natl Adu 227 1990

China Teachers 194 1988 Kibbutz 365 1990

Teachers 199 1988 AdolesGnl 1743 1992

Teachers 211 1989 AdolesRlg 3802 1992

Students 205 1989 Israel(Mus) Teachers 139 1990

Fact Wrk 208 1989 (Chr) Teachers 89 1990

Adolesc 1839 1992 (Drz) Teachers 123 1990

Cyprus(Gk) Teachers 140 1992 Italy Teachers 200 1989

Students 142 1993 Students 199 1989

Czech Teachers 200 1993 Students 158 1991

Denmark Teachers 170 1991 Japan Teachers 229 1989

Students 194 1991 Students 542 1989

England Students 158 1990 Students 266 1990
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Estonia Teachers

Teachers

Students

General

Adolesc

CultWkr

Fiji Students

Finland Teachers

Students

Natl Rep

Students

France Teachers

Adults

Georgia Teachers

Students

NewZealand Students

Poland Teachers

Students

Portugal Teachers

Students

Russia Rsrch Wkr

Teachers

Singapore Teachers

Students

Slovakia Teachers

Teach Rural

Students

Slovenia Teachers

Students

Sth Africa MidrandRep

Sth Korea Students

Spain Teachers

Students

230 1989 Students 279 1990

189 1990 Osaka Rep 207 1989

94 1990 Tokyo Rep 534 1991

259 1989 Japan-Amer 3rdGenRep 558 1990

148 1990 4thGenRep 158 1990

225 1990 Malaysia Teachers 151 1989

76 1991 Students 210 1989

204 1989 Mexico Teachers 315 1990

296 1989 Nepal Students 485 1992

1868 1990 Students 257 1993

205 1992 Teachers 199 1993

159 1991 Netherlands Teachers 187 1988

360 1991 Students 278 1988

200 1992 Natl Rep 240 1988

206 1992 New Zealnd Teachers 199 1988

202 1988 Sweden Students 187 1991

195 1988 Teachers 211 1993

195 1990 Switzerlnd Teachers 89 1988

192 1989 Students 112 1988

198 1989 Taiwan Teachers 202 1988

395 1989 Teachers 141 1993

216 1993 Thailand Teachers 183 1991

183 1991 Turkey Teachers 183 1990

388 1990 U.S.A. Teachers 261 1990

189 1991 Students 238 1989

173 1992 Students 234 1989

208 1991 Students 252 1994

199 1991 Students 136 1993

214 1991 CounsPsyc 457 1993

309 1992 Venezuela Students 185 1989

219 1993 Teachers 117 1993

186 1988 Zimbabwe Teachers 186 1989

308 1988 Students 205 1989
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Measuring Values

The values instrument employed was developed to measure the comprehensive set of

different values that people in different cultures are likely to recognize (Schwartz, 1992).

Using rigorous back-translation procedures, native language versions appropriate for each

country were prepared (there are currently versions in 34 languages). Respondents indicated,

on a 9-pt. scale, how important each of 56 values is as a guiding principle in their lives.

Within-sample analyses in 40 countries revealed that 45 values have quite stable cross-

cultural meanings (Schwartz 1992, 1994b; Schwartz 8z Sagiv 1995).

Statistical Analyses

I assessed the theory of culture-level value types and their structure by examining the

relations among these 45 values. I treated the sample as the unit of analysis. Specifically, I

correlated the mean importance of each pair of values across all samples. The dimensions

that underlie these intercorrelations among the mean values of national samples are the ones

appropriate for comparing nations.

I sought empirical evidence to coniitm or reject the theory of seven value types and three

dimensions in the multidimensional representation of the pattern of intercorrelations among

values. The pattern of intercorrelations was represented in a 2-dimensional space, using

Similarity Structure Analysis (SSA; Borg 8c Lingoes, 1987; Guttman, 1968). In the SSA,

each value is represented by a point. The more positive the intercorrelation between any pair

of values, and the more similar the correlations of the pair with the remaining values, the

closer they are in the space. The less positive the intercorrelation between a pair of values,

and the less similar their correlations with the remaining values, the more distant they are.

The empirically derived distances reflect the conceptual relations among the values.

On the basis of content, each of the values was assigned a priori to one of the seven value

types. I could therefore evaluate whether the seven types and their structure of relations

were confirmed by examining how the values were located, relative to one another, in the

value space. I expected the values representing each value type to form a separate region in

the space. Moreover, these regions should show the pattern of oppositions and adjacencies

portrayed above in Figure 1. Such a pattern would confirm the hypothesized value structure.
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Figure 2 presents the 2-dimensional SSA for the 45 values. As can be seen, it is possible to

partition the space into regions that represent each a priori value type. The three Intellectual

Autonomy values, for example, form a region on the right of the space. They are adjacent to

the region formed by the Affective Autonomy values on the lower right, and to the region

formed by the Egalitarian Commitment values on the upper right. The large set of Conserva-

tism values, located on the left, are opposed in the space to the Autonomy values.
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The arrangement of the values observed in Figure 2 confirms both the seven value types and

their organization into three dimensions on which nations can be compared. Pairs of value

types that are compatible--and therefore likely to be emphasized simultaneously in a culture--

are located in proximity going around the circle. Pairs of value types that are in opposition--

so that an emphasis on one type in a culture is likely to be accompanied by a deemphasis on

the other--emanate in opposing directions from the center. Comparison of Figures 1 and 2

reveals that the three polar dimensions theorized to organize culture-level values are clearly

present: Conservatism vs. Autonomy; Hierarchy vs. Egalitarian Commitment; Mastery vs.

Harmony.

Based on these results, indexes of the importance of each value type can be computed. These

indexes are the mean importance rating for the sets of values that represent each value type,

aggregated across the national sample. For example, to index the importance of Hierarchy,

the mean rating of authority, wealth, social power, influential, and humble is computed; and

the importance of Intellectual Autonomy is indexed by the sample mean for creativity,

broadminded, and curious. In order to compare the importance of values across nations,

these indexes are first standardized within sample.

Comparing National Cultures

Using the indexes, we can compare national cultures in terms of the relative importance

ascribed to each value type taken alone (see Schwartz, 1994b). But to determine whether

nations form broad cultural regions or civilizations, we need to consider similarity in the

whole profile of their seven value priorities. For this purpose, I adopted a technique

developed by Adi Raveh called "coplot" (Goldreich 8r. Raveh, 1993). This technique

provides a graphic representation of the similarities and differences among samples on all

seven value types, simultaneousl}~, in a two-dimensional space. It also places vectors in the

space for each of the value ty~pes. These vectors reveal the order of the samples on each

value type. As illustrated below, the vectors enable us to ascertain, from the graphic

representation, just how any national sample resembles or differs from another.

The coplot technique computed a profile difference score for .each pair of samples. It

summed the absolute differences between the standardized ratings given by the two samples
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to each of the seven value types. In this way, a matrix of profile differences between all

pairs of samples was produced. This matrix was then used to locate the samples in a two-

dimensional space, such that the distances between them reflected their profile similarity.

Figure 3 presents the initial coplot results for teacher samples from 43 national cultures.5

5 Representing relations among a large number of samples in only two dimensions
necessarily entails some inaccuracy. The coefficients of alienation were .13 for the analysis
of 43 teacher samples and .14 for the analysis of 40 student samples. According to common
standards, a coefficient of G.15 indicates good accuracy.
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As can be seen at the right center of the Figure, for example, Sweden and Denmark are very

similar. That is, they have almost identical profiles of value emphases and are therefore very

close in the space. In contrast, compare China (upper left) with Italy (lower right)--the (3)

next to China signifies the fact that this is an average of three teacher samples from different

regions of China (Hebei, Guangzhou, and Shanghai) which all have very similar profiles.

China and Italy have very different value profiles.

Do the profile similarities point to the existence of major cultural regions? You may already

have noticed that the national samples are indeed organized into cultural regions. All the

samples from eleven Western European nations are on the right; the samples from English-

speaking nations (Australia, USA, New Zealand, and Canada) are in the upper center; and

the samples from Far Eastern nations (China, India Thailand, Hong Kong, Malaysia,

Taiwan, Singapore, Nepal) are on the left. There are also regions of Eastern European

nations (lower center: Poland, Bulgaria, Hungary, Russia, Czech Republic, Slovakia,

Estonia, Georgia, Slovenia) and of Latin American nations (middle: Brazil, Venezuela,

Mexico).

Huntington (1993) proposed seven or eight major civilizations: Western (with European and

North American components), Slavic-Orthodox, Islamic, Confucian, Japanese, Hindu, Latin

American, and possibly African. As Figure 4 shows, there is considerable, though far from

perfect, support for Huntington's views. The components of the Western civilization are

apparent, though Huntington's North American component might better be seen as English-

speaking. The East-European region includes the Slavic-Orthodox countries and, appropri-

ately, non-Slavic East Germany is located with the Western countries. The four Islamic

national cultures (Malaysia, Israeli Arabs, Bulgarian Turks, Turkey) also form a region, on

the lower left.
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Only one African sample was included (Zimbabwe), so it is not yet possible to assess

whether there is a separate African civilization. The Far Eastern region reveals no distinc-

tion between Hindu and Confucian cultures. The location of Japan on the edge of the

English-speaking nations is compatible with Huntington's claim that it has a culture distinct

from other Far Eastern cultures. I will comment on the nature of this uniqueness below. The

location of the Israeli Jewish sample may seem puzzling. It probably reflects the fact that

Israel is an immigrant society whose culture is strongly influenced by the mixed cultural

origins of its population, mainly from Islamic, East European and Western nations.

Characterizing Cultural Regions

Methods

The next step is to characterize these cultural regions, to describe the value dimensions on

which national cultures resemble or differ from one another. This is done with the aid of

regression lines or vectors (not shown) that point in the direction that orders the samples

from high to low on each value type. The direction of increasing importance of each value

type is indicated by the location of the labels of the value types in Figure 4, relative to the

center of the two-dimensional space (located just above Australia). The vector for each value

type is the regression line computed to represent optimally the order of the samples on the

importance they attribute to that type.

For example, the farther toward the upper right that a national sample is located, the greater

the importance that the sample attributes to Intellectual Autonomy values, relative to all

other samples. And the farther toward the lower left, the less importance the sample

attributes to Intellectual Autonomy values. In contrast, the importance attributed to Conser-

vatism values is greatest among national samples toward the lower left of the Figure,

decreasing as you move through the center to the upper right.

To illustrate, consider the francophone Swiss sample. This sample attributed the most

importance to Intellectual Autonomy values (curiosity, broadmindedness, creativity) of all

the samples studied. On the other hand, the Swiss, of all the samples, most rejected

Conservatism values as unimportant. The location of the Swiss sample also indicates that it
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attributed relatively high importance to Affective Autonomy and to Egalitarian Commitment

values but low importance to Hierarchy values. Two more examples: The set of Chinese

samples strongly emphasized Hierarchy and Mastery values and rejected Hannony and

Egalitarian Commitment values. The Italians had the opposite profile--the strongest emphasis

on Harmony values and the strongest rejection of Hierarchy.

Thus, the coplot diagram in Figure 4 portrays both the profile similarities and differences

among national cultures and regions and the dimensions of comparison. Of course, the 7

vectors do not represent the actual order of all samples on the value types with perfect

accuracy. The accuracy of representation is measured by correlating the actual importance

ratings given by the samples to a value type with the order of the samples along the vector

for that type. These correlations were above .75 for all value types, averaging .84 for the

teacher analysis and .87 for student analysis, below. Hence, the Figure provides a reason-

able overview of sample locations on each value type, but exact scores should be compared

when precision is needed.

Before discussing the characteristics of the various cultural regions, it is desirable to

evalueate the robustness of the above findings. For this purpose, I examine the coplot

findings for the set of university student samples from 40 different nations. This set of

nations differs somewhat from those in the teacher study. Nine of the nations from the

previous analysis are missing, and six new nations are included. So the challenge to

replication comes both from using a different type of matched group to represent nations and

from studying a partly different set of nations.

Figure 5 presents the coplot diagram for national cultures, represented by student samples.

The seven value types are located in exactly the same directions relative to one another as in

the teacher analysis. What was at the bottom in Figure 4 is at the top here, but that is of no

substantive significance. The locations of nations and cultural regions on the vectors for the

value types are almost the same.
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Once again, there is a Western European region that includes East Germany, an Eastern

European region, and an English-speaking region. A Far Eastern region emerges in the same

location, despite the replacement of Thailand and Taiwan from the teacher analysis by Fiji

and South Korea in this analysis. Although only two Islamic nations were included--one of

the four from the teachers analysis (Malaysia) and one new (Indonesia)--an Islamic region

emerges. A Latin American region replicates in the center, based only on two nations. Even

the special locations of Japan, Israel, and the location of the one African country--Zim-

babwe, are similar to those in the teacher analysis.

In sum, there is substantial support for the robustness of the cross-national structure of value

profiles we have observed. This justifies the step of examining more closely the nature of

the value profiles in order to characterize the different cultural regions. Inferences will be

based on the maps in both Figures 4 and 5, representing national cultures by both teacher

and student samples.

Content of the Value Culture of the World's Cultural Regions

Let's start with Western Europe. All the national samples from this region are similar in

attributing relatively high importance to Egalitarian Commitment, Harmony, and Intellectual

Autonomy values, and low importance to Conservatism and Hierarchy values. This value

profile encompasses what Inglehart (1977, 1990) labels post-materialist values, but it

provides a considerably broader and richer description. There are, of course, differences

within Western Europe, as revealed by the maps, but in the larger global picture this is

clearly one broad cultural region. In a recent chapter (Schwartz 8c Ros, in press), we traced

the West European profile to the influence of Western liberal ideas and political develop-

ments, especially social democracy, combined with the affluence and independence of life-

style that accompanies advanced industrialization.

Consider, next, the English-speaking nations. The student analysis is especially helpful for

assessing this cultural region, because it included samples of both English and French

Canadians, four samples from different parts of the U.S.A., and a sample from England.

What most characterizes this cultural region is a high emphasis on Mastery and Affective
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Autonomy values and a rejection of Harmony and Conservatism values.b The emphasis on

Mastery vs. Harmony and Conservatism, on assertively solving problems and changing the

world rather than fitting in and accepting the status quo, is the value basis for pragmatism

and entrepreneurship. It fits well with a capitalist economy and frontier mentality. The

emphasis on Affective Autonomy, legitimizes individual pursuit of pleasure and use of one's

feelings as criteria of the desirable. These characterizations correspond to descriptions of

America by many cotnmentators (e.g., Bellah, et al., 1985). Apparently, however, they

apply to other English-speaking countries as well.

According to these findings, there was substantially more concern for social justice,

equality, protecting nature, and broadmindedness in Western Europe than in America, in the

late 1980s. In America and, especially, in English Canada, there was more concern for

success, ambition, daring, and enjoying life. This might well lead to a clash of cultures. On

the value dimension most frequently used to compare nations, individualism-collectivism, the

U.S.A. is consistently assumed to be the exemplary individualist culture (Kim, et al., 1994).

The current findings indicate that this simple dichotomy is misleading--Western Europe and

America both exhibit some individualist elements, but quite very different kinds.

Let's turn now to the Far Eastern cultural region. Its profile of value priorities is almost

opposite to that of Western Europe. A culture clash is therefore likely when these two

groups of nations try to collaborate in their goals and efforts. In the Far East, there is a high

emphasis on Hierarchy, Mastery, and Conservatism values, together with low emphasis on,

or rejection of, Egalitarian Commitment, Harmony, and Intellectual Autonomy values. This

profile is appropriate to cultures struggling to advance rapidly out of economic underdevel-

opment and experiencing a burst of entrepreneurial efforts to amass wealth by individuals.

China is highest on the two value types that emphasize and legitimize the active struggle to

get ahead of others. This contradicts the view of Chinese culture as a prototypical

"collectivist" culture. It does, however, fit recent analyses of the Chinese entrepreneurial

spirit and personality (e.g., Redding 8c Wong, 1986; Yang, 1986).

6 Interestingly, the French Canadian students are located between the West European and
English-speaking regions, suggesting that they are torn between these two broader cultures.
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Next, consider the Islamic region. Although the few Islamic samples come from geographi-

cally distant regions, they are all characterized by a high emphasis on Conservatism and

Hierarchy values and a rejection of both types of Autonomy and of Egalitarian Commitment

values. This value profile fits scholarly analyses of Islamic culture (e.g., Lewis, 19xx) as

well as popular perceptions of the value assumptions of Islamic fundamentalism. The

location of the Turks and the Bulgarian Turks, the two Muslim samples most exposed to

East European influence, is appropriately nearest the East European samples. Turkey may

very well be torn between cultures.

Huntington (1993) maintains that Confucian and Islamic nations have recognized a shared

basic culture that may increasingly lead them to fon~n an alliance against the West. The very

similar value profiles of the Confucian and Islamic nations in our analyses, and their

opposition to the value profiles of Western nations, give empirical support to this view. The

value profiles point to fundamental differences in conceptions of how society should be

organized and of what is the nature of a person in hisllter relationship to the collectivity.

The last major cultural region identified here is the Eastern European or, as Huntington

labels it, the Slavic-Orthodox. This region is characterized by a strong emphasis on

Canservatism and Harmony values and a rejection of Mastery and Affective Autonomy and--

to a lesser extent--of Hierarchy. This value profile is virtually the polar-opposite of that of

the English-speaking culture. This profile is compatible with the putative effects of adjusting

to life under "Iron Curtain" communism, which presumably suppressed individual enter-

prise, risk-taking, and aspirations for amassing wealth, and encouraged passive adjustment

and safety-seeking in secure close relations (Lovenduski 8c Woddall, 1987; Monoszon,

1989). This value profile is not likely to be supportive of democracy (Lipset, 1994); so the

weakening of new democratic regimes in Eastern Europe is not surprising.

The location of the Latin American samples in the middle of the cultural map reflects the

fact that these samples are near the middle of the distribution on all of the value types. This

profile itself can be quite meaningful. Nonetheless, pending data from a larger proportion of

the Latin American nations, I hesitate to interpret it.

Consider, finally, the Japanese cultural profile. Three student samples from across Japan, as
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well as a teacher sample from Hyogo, all emerge near the middle of the culture space.

However, this location does not signify average emphases on all value types. The Japanese

profile deviates from the theory. The Japanese are unique in that they endorse contradictory

value types. They attribute high importance both to Intellectual Autonomy and to Hierarchy

values. No other national sample did this. They are also unique in attributing substantially

different levels of importance to adjacent value types: low Egalitarian Commitment together

with high Intellectual Autonomy; relatively low Conservatism together with high Hierarchy.

On the remaining three value types, they are near average.

The cultural message in Japan seems to call upon individuals to accept a hierarchical

structure of relations but also to think for themselves. Perhaps, we should not be surprised at

this deviation from the coherent patterns of cultural value profiles found elsewhere. For her

book on Japanese culture, Ruth Benedict chose the title The Chrysanthemum and the Sword,

to express her theme that "contradictions are...the warp and woof of...Japan." And, when I

asked my Japanese collaborator, Sumiko Iwao, what values unique to her culture might be

missing from my core list of 56, she replied: "embracing contradictions. " It is probably wise

not to try to penetrate the paradoxes of Japanese culture at the end of such a complex and

lengthy paper.

Conclusion

The three questions posed at the outset of this paper have now been addressed.

1. I presented a coherent set of cultural value types on which national cultures can

fruitfully be compared. These types, as well as the theoretical structure of relations

among them and the dimensions they form, were validated with data from 49 coun-

tries.

2. National samples were arrayed along these cultural value dimensions.

3. National cultures were found to form meaningful cultural regions that replicate when

using two different types of matched samples--teachers and students. These cultural

regions correspond fairly closely to the world civilizations Huntington postulated.

Moreover, the value emphases that characterize each region can be related to social,

political, economic, and historical developments in the nations that constitute it.
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Does all of this have any relevance to work values? If, as many of us contend, work values

are expressions of more general human values in the context of the work setting, then

national differences in cultural value emphases are very relevant. The values chosen by

managers to motivate workers will be more effective if they are compatible with prevailing

cultural emphases. Prestige and power may work well in cultures where Hierarchy and

Mastery values are emphasized, for example, but arouse individual or organized opposition

where Harmony and Egalitarian Commitment values are more important.

There is no room to develop the argument here, but I contend that the degree to which

different work values appeal to workers depends upon the way their national or subgroup

culture has responded to the three basic issues from which the cultural value dimensions

where derived: the conception of relations between the individual and the collectivity

(Autonomy vs. Conservatism), the preferred bases for managing interdependencies (Hier-

archy vs. Egalitarian Commitment), and the orientations toward the natural and social

environment (Harmony vs. Mastery).

The findings reported here challenge us to undertake serious analyses of the possible

antecedents and consequences of the distinct value profiles of cultural groups. Such analyses

are beyond the scope of the current paper, but the reasonableness of the speculations offered

above suggests that they will be productive. The value types and dimensions presented here

are more general and basic than the value items typically studied in cross-national research.

Used in conjunction with the more specific items, they can provide a more complete

understanding of national differences and of change in values.
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