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Abstract
Since the days of Hofstede (1980), cross-cultural comparisons of countries based on 
societal-level work values have been a norm. This approach has been represented 
more recently in Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 11 clusters of country cultures. How-
ever, more contemporary research found within-country heterogeneity of values/
behaviors is substantial and growing exponentially across today’s twenty-first cen-
tury businessworld. We investigated, across a sample of 39 societies, whether work 
values variance within societies was greater than work values variance across socie-
ties, and whether individual work values differences contributed more to predictions 
of behavioral performance criteria than the society in which the individuals lived. 
Both sets of analyses addressed how work values conceived at societal-levels are rel-
evant in understanding the twenty-first century businessworld. Our findings revealed 
first that there was substantial within-society values heterogeneity, which resulted 
in the failure to replicate Ronen and Shanker’s (2013) societal cluster aggregations. 
Second, we found individual-level values contributed significantly to the prediction 
of employees’ behaviors, while societal-level values contributed substantially less. 
These findings strongly suggest that cross-cultural studies of work values predic-
tive power are most relevant when conducted at the individual-level. Finally, we also 
make available for future investigators a 51-society database containing 11,780 indi-
vidual-level records.

Keywords  Individual-level analysis · Societal-level analysis · Business values 
dimensions (BVD) · Subordinate influence ethics (SIE) behaviors · Cluster analysis · 
Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM)

Since Hofstede’s (1980) seminal study, cross-cultural comparisons of societies 
based on their societal-level work values have been the norm. This approach was 
used recently by Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) to develop their 11 clusters of country 
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cultures. However, more contemporary research has also found within-society het-
erogeneity of values is substantial and growing exponentially across today’s twenty-
first century businessworld. Thus, the traditional view of homogeneous work values 
specific to a society or cultures may no longer be justified. For example, empirical 
research found demographic factors such as age (e.g., Egri & Ralston, 2004), gender 
(e.g., Costa et al., 2001) and region (e.g., Ralston et al., 2018a) identify significant 
within-society work values differences. Others contributed to the argument of within-
society heterogeneity by noting substantial increases in: (1) migration of different-
culture individuals across borders in search of employment (United Nations, 2017); 
(2) the volume of expatriate postings in multinational companies (Colakoglu & Cali-
giuri, 2008; Haslberger & Brewster, 2009); (3) bi-cultural and multicultural individu-
als becoming members of various society cultures (Vora et al., 2019); and (4) techno-
logical advancements in transportation and communication, resulting in opportunities 
for virtual (internet) as well as physical travel to experience and assimilate other cul-
tures and values (Hummels, 2007; Schumann et al., 2012). Regardless, people con-
stantly enter and exit the labor force, as populations age, some generations are larger 
or smaller than others and/or are affected by unique historically discrete events (e.g., 
World War II, U.S. baby boom generation, China’s 36-year one child policy, Scharp-
ing, 2003). Prior authors dating back to at least as far as Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck 
(1961) and as recent as Vora et al. (2019) called for ongoing research to delve beneath 
the societal-level of analysis to the micro and meso levels. Many authors have argued 
the importance of focusing research on the individual (micro) level due to the fac-
tors noted previously (Kaasa & Minkov, 2020; Midgley et al., 2020; Moore, 2020; 
Ralston et al., 2020; Taras et al., 2016; van Hoorn, 2015).

At the heart of this debate is the relative importance of societal-level versus indi-
vidual-level analyses to understanding cross-cultural research on work values in the 
twenty-first century businessworld. Clearly, the nature of these work values → work 
outcome relationships will greatly differ depending upon whether the societal work 
context exhibits a clear, dominant set of homogeneous work values versus one that 
has a set of heterogeneous work values with no dominant focus.

Indeed, the absence of a dominant, homogeneous set of societal work values 
would preclude the possibility of societal work values having both main and interac-
tive effects. Hence, two wide-ranging questions initially emerge. First, and most fun-
damentally, regardless of whether homogeneous societal work values ever existed, 
do homogeneous society values exist in the twenty-first century with all its attendant 
work-related changes in technology and migration of the world’s population?

Second, what are the relative contributions of societal-level values versus indi-
vidual-level values in predicting behavioral outcomes? Given population and 
technology change as previously described, one might expect disaggregated (i.e., 
individual-level) measures of work values to predict better than those captured by 
aggregated societal-level values profiles.

The objectives of this paper are to report evidence addressing these questions. 
We address our first question (Study I) by examining whether Ronen and Shenkar’s 
(2013) assertion of societal-level homogeneity in values replicates in a much more 
recent sample of individual-level data. A replication of the Ronen and Shenkar 
(2013) cluster findings is crucial on three counts. First, their country clusters have 
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started to dominate the literature as the go-to measure of cultural values. Since its 
recent publication, it has been cited 335 times (Google Scholar, February 7, 2022), 
an increase of 120 cites over the past two years. Any measure receiving this level of 
notice demands attention/replication.

Second, there is a burgeoning body of empirical literature challenging the 
use of averaged individual responses to work value surveys to operationalize 
societal-level work values—the foundation of Ronen and Shenkar’s country 
clusters—as accurate measures of “societal” work values (Midgley et al., 2020; 
Moore, 2020; Taras et  al., 2016; Cerar et  al., 2021). These authors argue that 
due to increasing heterogeneity of values within any given society, work values 
need to be assessed solely at the individual level and not at the societal level 
(Kirkman, Lowe & Gibson, 2017; Vora et al., 2019).

Next, in Study II, we examine the second research question, whether work values 
better predict behavior when studied at the individual-level vis-à-vis the societal-
level. Knowledge of work values should provide usable insight about work behav-
ior and not just be an end unto itself. The cross-cultural values literature has been 
largely remiss in examining how work values predict work outcomes, in spite of a 
long history of theory and evidence suggesting individual-level measures of work 
values predict performance-related behaviors (e.g., Vroom, 1964). Accordingly, to 
address our second question, we provide empirical evidence regarding whether indi-
vidual-level employee work values predict important work-related behaviors better 
than societal-level values do.

Finally, considering the age and limited scope/quality of Ronen and Shenkar’s 
data, the current replication and extension is needed to determine if Ronen and 
Shenkar’s (2013) results generalize to samples drawn from more recent populations.

Study I: Relevance of using societal‑level vis‑à‑vis individual‑level 
values measures

Since Hofstede (1980) popularized cross-cultural study of work values in the 
management literature, use of societal-level measures has dominated stud-
ies comparing values in Country A to those in Country B. Over the ensuing 
decades, hundreds, if not thousands, of studies followed this method of soci-
etal-level aggregation (e.g., Jackson, 2000; Ralston et  al., 1993; Sheth, 1983; 
Smith et  al., 1996; Srite & Karahanna, 2006; Strychalska-Rudzewicz, 2016; 
Treviño et  al., 2021; Wyatt, 1988). More recently, a debate has intensified as 
to whether common societal-level values constructs are still relevant in cross-
cultural research (e.g., Caprar et al., 2015; Tung, 2008; Tung & Verbeke, 2010; 
Venaik & Brewer, 2016). A growing number of researchers espoused forsak-
ing the societal-level for the individual-level of analysis, arguing inhabitants 
within any given society are so heterogeneous as to preclude the existence of 
construct valid measures of a society’s work values (Inglehart & Baker, 2000; 
Kaasa & Minkov, 2020; Midgley et  al., 2020; Taras et  al., 2016; van Hoorn, 
2015). Nonetheless, other recent research (e.g., Ronen & Shenkar, 2013) inter-
preted evidence suggesting homogeneous societal-level values are still relevant 
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for cross-cultural/multi-society research. As such, in Study I we pursue our first 
objective: to provide empirical evidence as to whether societal-level work values 
are still relevant in cross-cultural research.

Ronen and Shenkar (2013) published results capturing the essence of the homo-
geneous society values perspective. In this study, they interpreted results across a 
combined 10-study sample collected between 1967 and 1998 and found societies 
could be grouped into 11 homogeneous within-cluster and heterogeneous between-
cluster values profiles. Their study presented a framework for societal-level compar-
isons, which most of the other hundreds of cross-cultural studies do not. Ronen and 
Shenkar’s (2013) analyses are considered seminal by many; as previously noted, it 
is oft-cited. Thus, given its status, it was the logical choice to use as the comparison 
benchmark for our research.

Specifically, Ronen and Shenkar (2013) synthesized societal level values research 
in an updated version of their earlier work (Ronen & Shenkar, 1985), clustering 
societies based on their common societal values profiles. Ronen and Shenkar’s 
(2013) conclusions were derived from an amalgamation of 10 societal-level, second-
ary-data publications. Their data sources—reported in Table 1 (p.874) of Ronen and 
Shenkar (2013)—included one PhD dissertation, three books and six journal articles 
(Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, American Sociological 
Review, Applied Psychology, International Studies in Management and Organiza-
tion, and 2 Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology). Over 65% of their sample came 
from 1960-70 s Hofstede data and 1990s World Values Survey (WVS) data, with the 
latter being general population (e.g., students, teacher, homemaker) data, not busi-
nessperson data. Thus, none of Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) values profile data is 
from the twenty-first century, and a relevant portion is from respondents not in the 
businessworld. Further, their data was not obtained in an era that included audio 
and video internet-based communication that might facilitate human interaction that 
tends to shape and changes work values.

Ronen and Shenkar (2013) used matrices generated from each original research 
report showing how similar values profiles of one society were to the those of other 
societies. The original authors created their societal values profiles by averaging 
individual-level values survey responses within each society. Thus, Ronen and Shen-
kar had to ignore the likelihood that within-society heterogeneity existed because 
they did not have the original individual-level data needed to do so. Without access 
to the original individual-level data gathered by others, Ronen and Shenkar (2013) 
had no choice but to assume results from these 10 prior societal-level studies accu-
rately reflected single, monotonic work values profiles characterizing each society. 
Whether or not these findings were accurate across all segments of each society dec-
ades ago is an issue of some historical significance, though not the objective of the 
present study. The question Ronen and Shenkar could not address with their data is 
whether their clusters of homogeneous societies occur when analyses are replicated 
using individual worker responses. In Study I, we do address this issue using a val-
ues survey that has been cross-culturally normed for the individual-level of analysis.

Thus, if respondents within societies, in our study, exhibited common core val-
ues profiles resulting in the cluster groupings revealed by Ronen and Shenkar’s 
(2013) findings, current research will support their cluster model. If, however, 
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each society’s respondents are spread across clusters, then the more heterogene-
ous is that society. The more heterogeneous the society, the more inaccurate it is 
to try to use societal-level measures to describe “common” values for people in 
that society, and the more inaccurate it is to cluster societies by those supposed 
“common” values.

Methods

Sample and Measures  Our original sample consisted of 11,780 businessperson 
respondents from 51 societies. The period of the data collection ranged from 2001 to 
2011. It has been described as “…members of the business community... born/raised 
in the society in which they were sampled. The data in most societies were col-
lected either through a mail survey or prior to management/employee development 

Table 1   Percentagesof K = 10 Cluster Analysis of Five BVD Dimension Residuals Across Societies

Peru 6 0.00 11.26 9.95 11.00 13.35 14.14 9.95 10.73 11.52 8.12 382

Indonesia 7 0.00 0.78 2.33 3.10 20.16 20.16 30.23 5.43 14.73 3.10 129

Israel 7 0.00 4.48 8.96 2.99 12.69 18.66 20.15 9.70 12.69 9.70 134

Australia 8 0.00 7.35 17.16 10.29 12.26 8.82 4.90 27.45 2.45 9.31 204

Thailand 8 0.00 8.24 15.05 9.32 9.68 5.02 15.41 26.52 2.87 7.89 279

Japan 8 0.00 13.14 12.41 8.03 13.14 4.38 18.25 18.25 4.38 8.03 137

Slovenia 9 0.00 10.33 6.67 12.33 6.67 14.33 6.00 8.33 28.67 6.67 300

Netherlands 9 0.00 7.73 10.63 6.28 14.01 10.15 17.39 10.15 14.98 8.70 207

Russia 10 0.00 10.41 11.77 5.88 8.15 0.91 6.79 16.74 19.46 19.91 221

Total % 0.96 11.86 13.10 9.70 12.39 11.37 10.53 12.50 10.40 7.21

N 88 1085 1198 887 1133 1040 963 1143 951 659 9147

Society Dominant 
Cluster Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Cluster 7 Cluster 8 Cluster 9 Cluster 10 N

Austria 1 84.62 4.81 4.81 1.92 0.00 0.96 0.00 1.92 0.96 0.00 104

India 2 0.00 30.66 14.60 11.31 13.14 4.75 4.75 9.12 6.93 4.75 274

Spain 2 0.00 30.49 19.51 6.10 8.54 0.00 2.44 4.88 23.17 4.88 82

Venezuela 2 0.00 27.21 18.38 9.56 10.29 7.35 5.15 9.56 9.56 2.94 136

Taiwan 2 0.00 21.56 14.49 9.19 11.31 9.19 8.13 15.19 6.36 4.59 283

Turkey 2 0.00 20.16 15.32 12.90 12.10 9.68 3.23 8.87 13.71 4.03 124

Estonia 2 0.00 19.46 7.39 16.34 7.00 12.45 8.56 12.84 10.90 5.06 257

Mexico 2 0.00 19.23 10.90 16.99 8.97 14.10 4.17 8.97 9.62 7.05 312

Argentina 2 0.00 18.75 13.54 4.17 14.58 11.46 9.38 11.46 9.38 7.29 96

Bulgaria 2/3 0.00 15.39 15.39 9.89 10.99 13.19 12.09 7.69 7.69 7.69 91

South Korea 3 0.00 11.64 30.18 5.82 10.55 5.46 11.64 8.73 6.55 9.46 275

Singapore 3 0.00 12.90 29.03 6.67 8.60 3.01 10.75 20.00 2.58 6.45 465

Colombia 3 0.00 21.20 28.26 6.52 17.94 3.26 4.89 9.24 6.52 2.17 184

Hong Kong 3 0.00 22.73 25.97 7.14 5.84 3.25 7.14 15.58 5.20 7.14 154

Malaysia 3 0.00 9.76 25.00 7.62 17.99 9.45 7.32 11.28 6.40 5.18 328

China 3 0.00 12.57 17.59 5.39 10.77 1.98 13.29 15.08 8.26 15.08 557

South Africa 3 0.00 13.24 13.73 13.24 9.31 13.73 7.84 10.78 11.28 6.86 204

New Zealand 4 0.00 7.26 7.26 26.61 5.65 20.97 4.84 8.07 13.71 5.65 124

Brazil 4 0.00 13.15 6.70 17.87 10.67 14.39 7.94 7.94 15.88 5.46 403

Germany 5 0.00 4.98 10.95 6.47 19.40 12.94 11.94 13.43 12.44 7.46 201

Chile 5 0.00 2.78 2.78 1.39 18.06 12.50 31.94 13.89 6.94 9.72 72

UK 5 0.00 5.32 6.46 10.27 15.21 14.07 14.07 13.31 14.83 6.46 263

USA 5 0.00 8.45 12.68 9.86 15.02 10.33 8.45 13.62 10.33 11.27 213

Italy 5 0.00 12.93 13.61 9.86 14.63 8.84 14.97 14.29 4.42 6.46 294

Hungary 6 0.00 5.47 5.47 14.84 11.72 28.13 8.59 7.81 11.72 6.25 128

France 6 0.00 2.46 5.91 4.43 15.76 26.60 22.66 7.88 10.84 3.45 203

Switzerland 6 0.00 6.17 4.02 7.24 14.21 23.86 12.60 8.85 17.43 5.63 373

Finland 6 0.00 4.55 3.03 9.09 16.67 18.94 11.36 12.88 18.18 5.30 132

Portugal 6 0.00 3.78 7.03 12.25 17.84 18.92 11.53 12.43 10.09 6.13 555

Canada 6 0.00 10.86 6.74 11.99 15.36 17.60 9.36 13.48 8.99 5.62 267
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programs by local society data collectors. However, in some societies (e.g., Cuba) 
we used purposive and snowball sampling with the drop-off-and-pick-up method 
(Craig & Douglas, 2006). While slight differences in data collection method existed, 
we maintained sampling integrity and consistency across societies by ensuring that 
all respondents participated voluntarily, were provided anonymity, and received 
identical survey completion instructions. No more than five respondents per 
employer were included within each society, so samples were not dominated by a 
small number of organizations” (Ralston et al., 2018b, p. 1191). Our response rate 
for these societies ranged from 15 to 43%.

Additionally, we followed the five-step data cleaning process outlined in Karam 
and Ralston (2016) including: preparation, screening, correcting data problems, 
checking sample demographics, and checking factor analyses and scale reliabilities. 
Each society’s data were cleaned independently before being merged into a consoli-
dated master database file. As an example of the screening part of the cleaning pro-
cess, we eliminated a small number of participants who responded with the same 
response option to all items (e.g., no variance because they swiped down the entire 
column of “1” answers) or did not complete entire pages of the survey.

 Finally, for purposes of analyses reported here, we removed all respondents from 
the 12 societies not included in Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 11 clusters. Respond-
ents from the resulting 39 societies (N = 9,147) were drawn from 10 of Ronen and 
Shenkar’s (2013) 11 cluster groupings. The Arab cluster was not included, as no 
Arab societies in our dataset are the same as the Arab societies in Ronen and Shen-
kar’s study.

Study I empirically estimated respondent groupings using the Business Val-
ues Dimensions (BVD) measure of work values (Ralston et al., 2018b). The BVD 
(Appendix B) consists of five values dimensions related to collectivism, universal-
ism, and “the good, the bad and the inquisitive” of individualism (Ralston et  al., 
2018b, p. 1197). These dimensions are comparable to previous measures of values 
used in Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) study (e.g., Triandis et al., 1998). Appendix A 
identifies the societies, their sample sizes, and the Cronbach’s alpha statistics for the 
BVD measures in this study.

Analyses  The current data came from societies in 10 of Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 
11-cluster solution. Hence, we performed a k = 10 cluster analysis expecting to rep-
licate the smaller 10 cluster portion of their findings. Specifically, we used kmeans 
cluster analysis using Euclidean distance association metrics and k = 10 to confirm 
Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) cluster solution. We did so for the five BVD residual 
scores after controlling for the demographic variables of age and gender. Kmeans 
cluster analysis should reveal clusters with similar society membership if socie-
ties’ work values profiles exhibit the similarities suggested by Ronen and Shenkar’s 
(2013) clusters. Importantly, if clusters of societies existed with similar societal-
level work value profiles that differed from those reported by Ronen and Shenkar 
(2013), kmeans cluster analysis should also reveal them.
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Results

Table 1 reports the percent of society respondents in the 10-cluster solution for BVD 
residual scores. The societies are sorted based on cluster frequency count.

Table 1 findings strongly support the contention that within-society work values 
heterogeneity exists within these twenty-first century societies, with the possible 
exception of Austria.

Therefore, the findings of our study indicate that it is inappropriate to continue 
using within-society averages as representing an entire society’s workforce. To this 
point, no society, other than Austria, had more than 31% assigned to a single clus-
ter for a BVD scale score. Austrian respondents’ mean BVD profile ratings did not 
appear to be an “outlier,” though clearly relationships between BVD scale scores 
were very different from other societies.

Table 2 reports percentage falling in each of the 10 empirically estimated clusters 
when respondents were grouped into 10 of the clusters reported by Ronen and Shen-
kar (2013). If results supported Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) cluster groupings, the 
table would have had the highest frequency in each row occur on the main diagonal. 
For example, Ronen and Shenkar’s African cluster (Table  2’s row 1) would have 
had the majority of respondents empirically estimated to fall into only one cluster, 
with no other society’s respondents dominantly loading in that cluster. Each one of 
our empirically identified clusters should have coincided with one and only one of 
the 10 available Ronen and Shenkar cluster groupings. Table 2 results showed that 
none of the 10 Ronen and Shenkar cluster groupings had most respondents domi-
nantly falling into one of the 10 empirically estimated clusters, while clusters 3 and 
6 counted three Ronen and Shenkar society clusters as dominant members. Impor-
tantly, none of the 10 Ronen and Shenkar society-clusters contributed more than 
22% of the respondents to any of the 10 clusters empirically estimated in the current 
data.

Accordingly, we found no evidence supporting Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 
contention that societal-level values profiles, when averaged across within-society 
respondents, accurately reflect the widely diverse values held by businesspeople 
within all but one workforce in the 39 societies we studied. To be fair, it may be 
that the homogeneous society-clusters developed by Ronen and Shenkar (2013) may 

Table 2   Percentagesof K = 10 Cluster Analysis of Five BVD Dimension Residuals across Ronen and-
Shenkar (2013) 10 Clusters

Ronen & Shenkar 
Cluster Labels Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 Cluster 6 Cluster 7 Cluster 8 Cluster 9 Cluster 10 N

African 0.00 13.24 13.73 13.24 9.31 13.73 7.84 10.78 11.28 6.86 204

Anglo 0.00 7.94 9.90 12.51 13.54 14.01 8.96 15.50 9.99 7.66 1071

Confucian 0.00 14.75 22.13 6.68 10.05 4.12 11.49 15.66 5.77 9.35 1871

Eastern Europe 0.00 12.54 8.63 12.04 8.12 12.54 7.72 11.23 17.95 9.23 997

Far East 0.00 13.86 16.54 8.52 14.65 8.32 11.78 14.16 6.63 5.55 1010

Germanic 12.98 5.61 6.20 6.20 13.57 17.11 10.47 9.15 13.42 5.31 678

Latin America 0.00 15.90 12.05 12.43 12.37 12.11 8.27 9.59 11.17 6.12 1585

Latin Europe 0.00 7.49 9.39 9.07 15.62 16.56 14.43 11.36 10.02 6.07 1268

Near East 0.00 20.16 15.32 12.90 12.10 9.68 3.23 8.87 13.71 4.03 124

Nordic 0.00 6.49 7.67 7.38 15.04 13.57 15.04 11.21 16.22 7.38 339

Total 0.96 11.86 13.10 9.70 12.39 11.37 10.53 12.50 10.40 7.21

N 88 1085 1198 887 1133 1040 963 1143 951 659 9147
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have been accurate several decades ago when their data were collected. As reported 
here, data gathered in the twenty-first century indicate these clusters no longer exist. 
In sum, results reported in Study I did not replicate Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 
results. Thus, while making work values comparisons by society (i.e., Country A to 
Country B) is simple and easy, it is also an inaccurate reflection of reality. Further, 
results of our replication support Cerar et al. (2021: p.2) call for “…more healthy 
skepticism towards secondary data constructs….” Next, Study II takes this research 
an important step forward by examining how well individual-level versus societal-
level measures of work values predict important performance-related criteria.

Study II: Predicting behavior with societal‑level vis‑à‑vis 
individual‑level values

Most international management research examining work values focused on latent 
measurement models underlying responses to some survey measure. For exam-
ple, using the current sample, Ralston et  al. (2018b) found evidence to support 
the dimensional measurement equivalence of five individual-level Business Val-
ues Dimensions across 51 societies. However, international management research 
has been remiss in examining theories/models explaining how these work values 
relate to other phenomena of interest. Using the current data, we estimated one 
such model derived from Campbell et al. (1970) classic theoretical argument that 
job performance is a function of motivation, ability, and opportunity. As work 
values constitute a basic component of virtually all models of human motivation 
(e.g., Vroom, 1964), we expected measures of work values would predict worker 
perceptions of performance-related behaviors. Specifically, we estimated how well 
BVD work values predict the Subordinate Influence Ethics (SIE) behavior scales 
at the individual-level of analysis.

The SIE consists of four dimensions indicating how ethically acceptable 
respondents believe their co-workers would consider behaviors in each item’s influ-
ence scenario in the questionnaire (see Appendix D). These dimensions form a 
continuum of positive (softer) to negative (harsher) subordinate influence behav-
ior from the perspective of the organization (Karam et al., 2013). Behaviors range 
from the most positive (Pro-organizational SIE Behavior) to the most negative 
(Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior). As such, they capture respondents’ estimates 
of how coworkers view desirability of behavior in the workplace. As employees’ 
work values are expected to influence both their own and peer work behaviors, we 
expected BVD scale scores to predict SIE behavioral perceptions. Thus, we selected 
these two polar scales from the SIE (Karam et al., 2013; Ralston & Pearson, 2010) 
to serve as criteria in our analyses.

Specifically, BVD work values were expected to predict Pro-Organiza-
tional SIE Behavior and Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior. The six-item 
Pro-Organizational SIE Behavior dimension “…may be defined as the 
‘organizational person’ approach to gain influence in that these behaviors 
reflect those that are typically prescribed and/or sanctioned by organiza-
tions. These may be viewed as behaviors that tend to be directly beneficial 
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to the organization” (Karam et  al., 2013, p. 401). In contrast, the five-
item Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior dimension “…may be defined as 
the ‘burn, pillage, and plunder’ approach to gain influence in that they are 
intended to directly hurt others and/or the organization, to facilitate per-
sonal gain. These behaviors are the extreme of self-serving behaviors, and 
in many industrialized societies these behaviors would also be considered 
illegal” (Karam et al., 2013, p. 401).

Next, we identified the BVD dimensions that theory would support as 
potential predictor variables. First, Ethical Achievement BVD values can be 
described as “…the desire to take the honorable and efficient path to pros-
per and flourish. Effective integrity and responsible behavior towards one’s 
self and others through personal competency is the emphasis of this values 
set” (Ralston et al., 2018b, p. 1196). As such, the BVD Ethical Achievement 
scale was expected to positively predict Pro-Organizational SIE Behavior and 
negatively predict Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior. Clear causal mecha-
nisms support these expectations, as valuing honor, integrity, and responsible 
behavior is likely to motivate coworkers’ Pro-Organizational SIE Behavior. 
Simultaneously, they serve to de-motivate organizationally destructive Mali-
ciously Intended SIE Behavior. Second, Power BVD values can be described 
as “…a self-centered need for the approval of others, domineering control 
of the situation and personal supremacy. A Machiavellian-like influence over 
other people, without reference to ethical standards, is the emphasis of this 
values set” (Ralston et  al., 2018b, p. 1196). Thus, Power BVD values were 
expected to negatively predict coworkers’ Pro-Organizational SIE Behavior 
and positively predict Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior. Valuing control 
over others and personal supremacy without regard to any ethical standards 
is likely to motivate coworkers’ behaviors that burn, pillage, and plunder 
those around them inside the organization. The other three BVD work values 
(Other-Oriented, Globally Responsible Innovation, Universal Order) may also 
play a role in motivating SIE dimensional behaviors, although extant theory 
does not explicate exactly how.

Finally, if Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) contention that work values fall into 
homogeneous values profile society clusters is correct, one would expect their 
clusters to contribute incremental criterion validity as a level 2 predictor rela-
tive to the level 1 BVD scales using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). If, as 
per results reported in Study I, Ronen and Shenkar’s homogeneous society clus-
ters are not present and/or unimportant, predictive power of BVD scale score 
level 1 models should not be meaningfully augmented by a cluster membership 
predictor estimated in level 2 random intercept or random slope HLM models. 
However, any contributions of level 2 cluster groupings to prediction may be 
due to true latent differences across societies, regardless of how societies might 
be grouped into clusters. Hence, we performed the additional test of comparing 
HLM results when societies were randomly assigned to clusters to generate a 
better point of comparison.
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Methods

Samples and Measures  The same sample used in Study I provided data for these 
Study II analyses. The BVD measures were identified in Study I. Appendix C identi-
fies the societies, sample sizes, and Cronbach’s alpha statistics for the Pro-organiza-
tional and Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior individual-level measures.

Analyses  A priori hypotheses regarding latent structural causal models could 
only be drawn for BVD Ethical Achievement and Power scales, as previously 
described. We simply don’t know exactly how other BVD work values scales 
should impact motivation and subsequent behavioral outcomes. Indeed, since our 
model did not include Ability and/or Opportunity measures, estimates of Camp-
bell et al.’s (1970) causal model suggesting Performance = f (Motivation, Ability, 
Opportunity) from the current sample will almost certainly be underspecified and 
biased. Given the general absence of international management research exam-
ining how work values relate to criteria of interest at any level, we used HLM 
to estimate BVD → SIE relationships with level 1 models and random intercept 
and random coefficients level 2 models to estimate any society/cluster main or 
interaction effects, respectively. Age and gender were included as covariates in 
all HLM models estimated. Hence, similar to Study I, Study II examined pre-
dictor-criterion relationships for 10 of Ronen and Shenkar’s clusters. A signifi-
cant increase in prediction due to level 2 random intercept and random coefficient 
models examining Ronen and Shenkar’s clusters as the level 2 predictor would 
suggest clusters yield main (random intercept) and interactive (random slopes) 
effects in predicting SIE criteria. We also performed parallel HLM analyses after 
randomly assigning societies to clusters. Initial evidence suggesting Ronen and 
Shenkar’s (2013) clusters play an important role in understanding how BVD work 
values relate to the SIE criterion measure will occur, if the level 2 random inter-
cept and slope models for cluster predict significantly. However, any incremental 
prediction contributed by Ronen and Shenkar’s clusters may reveal differences 
between societies that are simply diluted when societies are aggregated into clus-
ters. If true, HLM results for Ronen and Shenkar’s clusters should fair no better 
than HLM results generated when societies are randomly assigned to clusters. 
Results reported in Study I led us to expect a minimal increase in level 2 cluster 
model predictive power.

Results

Results for (1) OLS multiple regression examining predictive power of the five 
BVD scales and (2) HLM estimates of BVD level 1 models and random intercepts 
and random coefficients level 2 models examining Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 
cluster groupings are reported in Table 3 for the Pro-organizational SIE Behav-
ior criterion and Table  4 for the Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior criterion. 
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Tables 3 and 4 also examine 10 of Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) clusters as predic-
tors in level 2 HLM models. Several conclusions can be drawn from these results.

First, the five BVD scales generated statistically and practically significant 
predictions by themselves. R = 0.247 and 0.245 in predicting Pro-organizational 
and Maliciously Intended SIE Behaviors, respectively, suggested approximately 
25% of available prediction utility was attained using BVD scales alone (Rus-
sell, 2009). OLS results also supported theory-based a priori expectations that 
the BVD Ethical Achievement scale would be positively related to Pro-organiza-
tional SIE behaviors (β = 0.274, p < 0.001) and negatively related to Maliciously 
Intended SIE behaviors (β = -0.209, p < 0.001). Similarly, OLS results supported 
a priori theory based expectations that the BVD Power scale would be negatively 
related to Pro-organizational (β = -0.196, p < 0.001) and positively related to 
Malicious SIE behaviors (β = 0.046, p < 0.001).

Tables 3 and 4 also report nested HLM estimates of a null model, a model con-
taining only gender and age level 1 covariates, an extended level 1 model adding 
BVD predictor scales, and random intercept and random slope level 2 models. 
These revealed how BVD, cluster, and society variables incrementally contribute 
to prediction. Similar to the OLS results, HLM level 1 analyses suggested the 
BVD scales were significantly related to the Pro-organizational and Maliciously 
Intended SIE behavior scales, with BVD scales yielding significant incremental 
change in log likelihoods (Δ Deviance) over the null model. Importantly, coef-
ficient estimates for the Ethical Achievement and Power BVD scales were in 
hypothesized directions for both criteria and are the largest of any BVD scale.

In Tables  3 and 4, Δ Deviance results suggested incremental change in log 
likelihood was statistically significant when Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) level 2 
cluster variable was added in the random intercept model and all but two of the 
random slope models, although the size of the Δ Deviance contribution to predic-
tion was approximately 1/10th the size of the incremental change in Δ Deviance 
contribution to prediction that occurred when the individual-level BVD scales 
were added to the null model. Next, a total of 30 sets of random society-to-clus-
ter assignments were generated, while b = 1000 bootstrap samples of n = 30 esti-
mated the 95% BCA confidence interval for both HLM ICC and Δ Deviance esti-
mates. Tables 3 and 4 found almost all ICC and Δ Deviance estimates statistically 
significantly different from 0 using Ronen and Shenkar’s clusters as level 2 pre-
dictors. However, Δ Deviance results were not significantly different (or were sig-
nificantly lower) than Δ Deviance results generated from random clusters in 11 of 
12 SIE Pro-organizational analyses and 12 of 12 SIE Maliciously Intended analy-
ses (see footnote 1 in Tables 3 and 4). All ICC estimates generated using Ronen 
and Shenkar’s clusters were within or below the 95% BCA confidence intervals of 
ICC estimates generated from randomly assigned clusters. In other words, while 
HLM results found Ronen and Shenkar’s clusters to statistically significantly con-
tribute to criterion prediction, the Ronen and Shenkar societal clusters did not 
contribute more to prediction (i.e., Δ Deviance) of behavior than when clusters 
were formed randomly. Furthermore, the individual-level values contributed sub-
stantially more to the prediction of behavior than the societal-level clusters did.
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Importantly, results for models limited to BVD scale score predictors yielded 
results consistent with a priori theory-based expectations, regardless of variables 
used in level 2 HLM models. Specifically, Ethical Achievement BVD values were 
positively related to Pro-organizational SIE Behavior ratings and negatively related 
to Maliciously Intended SIE Behavior ratings. Power BVD values were negatively 
related to Pro-organizational SIE Behavior and positively related to Maliciously 
Intended SIE Behavior ratings. BVD work values of Global Innovation, Universal 
Order, and Other-orientation were often statistically significant predictors, though 
their effects were always much lower. Given our estimated model was known to be 
underspecified (due to the absence of ability and opportunity measures) and given 
the absence of a priori theory-based guidance, we felt it premature to speculate on 
the nature of the much smaller effect sizes of the remaining BVD scales, which were 
at best one-third the size of Ethical Achievement and Power effect sizes.

Discussion

Study I: Determining society homogeneity/heterogeneity

Within‑society heterogeneity  As shown in Table  1, we found no within-society 
homogeneity of work values across 38 of the 39 societies in our study. Specifically, 
Table 1 indicated only Austria had more than 31% of the respondents in a single 
cluster. Thus, we found no evidence of within-society values or behaviors homoge-
neity outside of Austria. Table 2 shows how often empirical clusters derived in the 
current sample match with Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) solution. Only Ronen and 
Shenkar’s Anglo cluster matched with a single empirically derived cluster in the cur-
rent sample. Five of their clusters had no dominant match, while four of their clus-
ters were dominated by multiple empirically derived clusters. The essence of Study 
I findings was that within-society values were much too diverse to treat societies as 
homogeneous entities as proposed by Ronen and Shenkar (2013) and as assumed for 
decades in most of our past cross-cultural research (e.g., Hofstede, 1980).

Therefore, if societies in the twenty-first century businessworld are characterized 
with heterogeneous labor pools, as we found, then these heterogeneous workforces 
cannot be grouped into homogeneous societal-clusters. Table 1 results also do not 
support the possibility of clusters of societies exhibiting similar heterogeneous val-
ues profiles that are consistent across societies. The assumption of common within-
society latent values profiles—an assumption Ronen and Shenkar (2013) had to 
make due to the limitations of their data—simply is not accurate as reflected in the 
current data. Our results strongly suggest Ronen and Shenkar’s solution, grouping 
societies together within clusters, either: 1) may have been true 20–50 years ago, but 
is not true now; or 2) may have been driven by other factors (e.g., common methods, 
measures, or other sources of systematic error within society  subsets). Ronen and 
Shenkar’s (2013) results do not replicate when psychometrically sound measures 
of individual-level values are used across business respondents. In sum, observed 
within- and between-society heterogeneity argues strongly for conducting research 
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at the individual-level. Simply put, the individual-level of analysis, not the societal-
level of analysis, is superior. However, it remains to be seen whether higher lev-
els of aggregation contribute to our understanding. Further, the implications of the 
findings of this replication extend beyond the Ronen and Shenkar clusters. These 
findings have similar implications for all current societal-level measures, such as 
GLOBE and Hofstede’s VSM.

Future research  In-depth analyses replicating and extending these results should be 
explored in future research, as convergent results from multiple investigators using 
multiple samples and measures are needed. One approach might examine specific 
religious, ethnic, or educational groups across societies. Examination of aggrega-
tions based on access to technology would also seem justified. Our point is that 
greater levels of homogeneity might be found within alternate ways of aggregating 
groups. For example, future work values research will need to focus on groups of 
workers with homogeneous values profiles regardless of the political/geographic 
(i.e., societal) boundaries. This, we believe, could be very enlightening. Addition-
ally, the preponderance of previous cross-cultural research has not examined subcul-
ture groups. New approaches need to compare current results to future BVD sam-
ples taken from the same societies that might reveal: 1) whether homogeneous BVD 
scale score profiles remain constant or change over time; 2) whether a change in a 
neighboring society’s BVD profile predicts change in that society’s BVD profile; 3) 
whether BVD profiles change over an individual’s work life (e.g., life stages); 4) 
whether gender, age, and other demographic characteristics covary with change in 
BVD profiles over time; and 5) whether BVD profiles relate to important organiza-
tional, economic, and societal outcomes. Particularly relevant would be to address 
these questions within fast growth labor markets (e.g., the highly international and 
fast changing information technologies labor markets), especially where there is 
potential for work values change due to population migrations, such as is currently 
occurring between the Middle East and Europe.

Study II: Predicting behavior

If Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) cluster memberships captured latent differences in 
structural relationships, then their cluster solution, or something very similar, should 
be revealed at least in HLM estimates of random intercept models when combined 
with level 1 BVD scale score predictors. While Study I findings strongly suggested 
Ronen and Shenkar’s model was not supported, their cluster solution might still be 
relevant in discerning different latent structural models that explain how work values 
relate to other relevant criteria in organizations.

Importantly, international work values research becomes most relevant when 
relationships with key organizational outcomes and criteria are established. Hence, 
we investigated the values—behavior relationship, using a work values survey with 
demonstrated dimensional equivalence in psychometric measurement characteris-
tics across societies. With it, we found no support for Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 
cluster conceptualization of homogeneous society work values predicting behavior. 
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Thus, consistent with Study I findings, evidence reported in Study II shows Ronen 
and Shenkar’s cluster solution did not contribute to criterion prediction any better 
than what was observed from randomly created clusters. In contrast, individual-level 
BVD scale ratings did significantly and substantively predict behavior.

Limitations

Both studies have limitations that might be addressed by post hoc analyses and/or 
future research. Homogeneous societal clusters may exist in the current data that did 
not conform to those reported by Ronen and Shenkar (2013). If some number, ‘k’ 
(where k ≠ 10, since 10 is the number of clusters we investigated in this study), soci-
etal clusters with common work values in fact existed, perhaps our data would have 
found evidence to have supported them. Thus, to address this possibility, post hoc, 
we performed both exploratory cluster analyses and kmeans cluster analyses with 
k ranging from 2 to 38. Generation of Table 1 results for each solution would, as in 
the analyses reported, support the presence of homogeneous society clusters, if each 
society’s respondents were found dominantly in a single cluster. No evidence of this 
occurred regardless of clustering method or k value used. The 38 tables generated 
from these analyses are available from the authors, on request.

The current project was also limited in that it did not permit exploratory qualita-
tive work, (e.g., a priori interviews aimed at identifying homogeneous subcultures 
within each society). Results of such qualitative efforts might suggest alternate work 
values measures and/or quantitative analyses needed to confirm homogeneous work 
values profile clusters that qualitative methods suggest exist within single societies 
or spanning multiple societies.

Common Method Variance (CMV) might have influenced results reported in Study 
2, as both BVD predictor and SIE criterion measures were obtained from a single sur-
vey administration. This topic remains a contentious issue (Chang et al., 2010) that we 
cannot hope to resolve here. Regardless, there are a number of reasons to believe CMV 
minimally influenced results reported in Study 2. First, Campbell (1982) viewed strong 
construct validity evidence of survey measures as a necessary but not sufficient condi-
tion before assuming minimal CMV. As noted, such evidence was reported for the BVD 
scale by Ralston et al. (2018b) and for the SIE scale by Karam et al. (2013).

Second, Podsakoff et al. (2003) argued CMV would be minimized if surveys used to 
generate scale scores used different instructions and item formats. For example, using 
the same 7-point Likert response scale and instructions to indicate how important/fre-
quently some phenomenon’s characteristics A & B are perceived will likely yield scales 
suffering from common method variance. Examination of BVD and SIE survey instruc-
tions and item formats in Appendices B and D show substantive differences in instruc-
tions, item format, and response format that should have minimized CMV.

Third, post hoc CFA Marker analyses were performed following procedures 
described by Richardson et al. (2009). In this instance self-reported age and birth 
date (i.e., date of survey minus self-reported birth date) were used as indicators 
of age. Two measurement models were estimated using SEM estimation methods, 
one in which the two indicator loadings were free to be estimated, the other in 
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which the two indicator loadings were constrained to 0. No substantive or statis-
tical differences could be found in how well these two measurement models fit, 
suggesting CMV was not present.

Finally, most CMV conceptualizations suggest it will inflate latent structural 
relationships between variables, although on rare occasions it might attenuate 
relationships. If, for example, four percent of the variance in scales generated 
from a common survey administration was shared due to CMV, one would expect 
a minimum correlation of r =

√

r2 =
√

.04 = .16 between all scales, even when 
ρ = 0.00. Six of the 10 BVD-SIE correlations yielded r ≤ 0.06, meaning that less 
than 4/10ths of one percent (r2 = 0.062 = 0.0036) of the shared variance between 
predictors and criteria was likely to be due to CMV. In our case, with the largest 
r = 0.11 and two BVD-SIE correlations being non-statistically significant despite 
N > 10,000, we must conclude that CMV played a minisculely small role, if any, 
in the current results. Nonetheless, future investigators are urged to obtain criteria 
using independent measures.

Implications of the findings

Research  The most obvious implication one might draw from our findings is that 
researchers should avoid societal-level comparisons and analyses involving work val-
ues, focusing instead on work values constructs at individual employee levels. This 
is particularly relevant when studying work values relationships with other important 
individual-level outcomes in organizations (e.g., job performance, job tenure/turnover, 
job satisfaction, work-life balance, career aspirations). A tangentially related point is 
that our findings generalize beyond Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) cluster findings. That 
is, when researchers are considering studying values differences/similarities in future 
multicountry studies, they should realize that any measure designed to work at only 
the societal-level (e.g., GLOBE, Hofstede’s Values Survey Module) will be insuffi-
cient to capture the true outcome due to the inability of these measures to capture the 
effects of within-society values/culture heterogeneity.

Business  As noted, many individual-level outcomes such as job performance and vol-
untary turnover are also relevant outcomes of interest to business organizations. Esti-
mating expected levels of work productivity and human resource management sys-
tems costs due to predicted levels of voluntary turnover (e.g., recruiting, selection, and 
training costs) will be important when making decisions to start or expand operations 
in a given country. Findings reported in this study suggest such forecasts, if made at 
the country-level, will not be accurate. Accurate forecasts of important individual-
level business outcomes will require measures that are capable of being predicted by 
individual differences (e.g., work values) within each society’s relevant labor pool.

Teaching  Our findings support the viewpoint that business educators and trainers 
should highlight the heterogeneous nature of societal cultures. They also need to 
caution students, our future leaders, not to commit to stereotyping individuals by 
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their cultural backgrounds (i.e., cultural clusters). The typical International Man-
agement textbooks or websites that discuss cultural differences across nations could 
be misleading. Understanding the heterogeneous nature of societal cultures is even 
more crucial for our future workforces than it is for us today. Workers in the future 
will not only likely work more with those from other nations, but will also likely 
work in much more diverse organizations and business communities at home. Simi-
larly, managers need to be aware of the diversity within a society, and the similarity 
across societies. Our data/analyses provide an excellent illustration of the extent of 
diversity within 39 societies across the globe. In sum, making work values compari-
sons by society (i.e., Country A to Country B) is simple and intuitively pleasing. It 
is also an inaccurate reflection of reality.

Researcher needs

Going beyond the contributions of the two studies in this paper, we realize that it is 
difficult to engage in international work values research at this level. The prime chal-
lenge is the ability to get access to the data needed to do large multicountry studies. 
An option is the World Values Survey (WVS), a series of waves of data collected 
by Inglehart (1997) and colleagues. However, “(a)s a sociologist, Inglehart’s agenda 
was understandably different from international business scholars who study cross-
cultural differences in the workforce” (Ralston et al., 2018b, p. 1190). Inglehart col-
lected societal-level data from general population samples across a wide variety of 
societies. Further, while the WVS provides a broad-brush collection of items cover-
ing many societal issues, it may have been too ambitious. For example, while the 
WVS included some full measures, it also includes some severely truncated meas-
ures (e.g., Schwartz Values Survey), making them substantially meaningless. As 
such, these societal-level, general population data may not yield useful insights into 
workplace values or their effects. Coming back to the work by Ronen and Shenkar’s 
(2013), which had to rely on secondary data to create their largescale, multicountry 
dataset, if they had had access to current-day, primary data, using work values sur-
veys of known psychometric quality, what might they have found? Our results sug-
gest their findings would have been very different. Addition of other societal level 
measures (e.g., economic indices that capture economic opportunity) might lead to 
better specified models and an explanation for the small contribution to prediction 
provided by the societal level in Study II.

Returning to the challenge of doing largescale, multicountry research, there is a 
need for authors to make data publicly available: 1) to permit future researchers to 
not have to make the assumption of within-society homogeneity required by Ronen 
and Shenkar; and 2) to permit longitudinal examination of changes in work values. As 
such, we provide colleagues with our data focusing on two measures (BVD and SIE). 
Both of these measures were cross-culturally developed to be used at the individual-
level of analysis and were normed for the business sector (Ralston & Pearson, 2010; 
Ralston et al., 2018b). For those who might want to investigate at greater depths the 
phenomena addressed in this paper, we provide them with an Excel database of 11,780 
individual-level BVD and SIE scale scores, including demographic information from 
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business professionals across 51 societies, with instructions on how to use these meas-
ures (See Appendices E, F, & G and Supplementary information). Thus, in addition to 
evidence supporting work values heterogeneity within societies and work values crite-
rion validity, this paper’s extensive database of individual-level values and influence 
behavior ratings provides the IM research community with a point of departure from 
which to greatly expand our knowledge in the area of cross-cultural management.

Conclusions

Study I findings clearly showed no societal homogeneity of work values using BVD scale 
measures with strong construct validity evidence (i.e., common latent dimensional meas-
urement models across cultures). In many instances, when forced into k = 10 clusters, 
respondents for a given society were spread virtually evenly across all 10 clusters. These 
findings across the societies in our study go far beyond questioning the findings of Ronen 
and Shenkar (2013). They show there is just too much within-society heterogeneity of val-
ues and behaviors to be able to use societal-level values and/or behaviors as cross-cultural 
research variables. In spite of the disappointing findings for the Ronen and Shenkar clus-
ter approach reported in Study I, we continued to Study II to assess whether this approach 
could predict SIE behavior. As reported in Tables 3 to 6, Ronen and Shenkar’s (2013) 
societal-level cluster solution was found lacking, whereas the individual-level BVD val-
ues were able to predict SIE behavior. Our opportunity to access current-day, individual-
level data—an opportunity which Ronen and Shenkar did not have— likely contributed 
to the divergent findings reported in our study. Results suggesting random intercept and 
slope level 2 models for societies, when combined with Study I results showing no within 
society business values homogeneity, simply suggests other predictors exist at the societal 
level of aggregation that predict the criteria.

Future investigators of work values in international settings must examine both 
measurement and structural models.  For example, even if Ronen and Shenkar’s 
country cluster conclusions had been correct, it amounts to little more than the 
observation that groups of people are different. This is not terribly insightful, as we 
suspect most would agree that people do differ both within and between societies. 
The importance of those differences is found in how they relate to important organi-
zational and economic outcomes. While scholars might find evidence of values dif-
ferences "interesting," those differences only become important when they can be 
used to explain and predict relevant outcomes for individual worker performance. 
In sum, when it comes to scientific values/behaviors research in business settings, 
our findings for today’s world provide substantial evidence that the societal-level of 
analysis is not primary, and research needs to move to include the individual-level 
to accurately study the specific work phenomena under investigation. As noted by 
Caprar et al. (2015), Taras et al. (2016), Tung (2008), Tung and Verbeke (2010), and 
Venaik and Brewer (2016), the implications of this finding are profound.

To speculate on what the future might hold, we conclude by taking a moment to 
extend our perspective on this evolutionary trend that takes us from focusing on the 
homogeneous, societal-level (i.e., country) values perspective of past decades to a focus 
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that is more at the individual-level. We might begin by asking, does a ‘Japanese way’ 
or ‘Chinese way’ or ‘American way’ of doing business remain? It seems reasonable to 
suggest that, today, these vestiges do still exist. However, if current trends continue, 
these “ways” of the past may become a thing of the past. Indeed, we envision societies 
of the future will evolve to become ‘diffused global communities’ in which the values 
held across Country A are somewhat similar to those held across Countries B, C, D, E, 
etc., where the within-society variance in values will be extremely high. Thus, while 
our current data is not longitudinal and hence cannot presently test this proposition, 
we propose that societies are moving in a direction that will make them similar in their 
diversity, further reinforcing the need for analysis at the individual level. Of course, 
only time and thoughtful research will tell if this prediction is correct.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s10490-​022-​09822-z.

Acknowledgements  The authors thank Carolyn Egri for her assistance in developing the database for this 
study.

Appendix A. Cronbach’s Alphas for the BVD Measures

Society Sample size* (N) Ethical 
achieve-
ment

Power Other-oriented Globally 
responsible 
innovation

Universal order

Algeria 100 0.628 0.516 0.611 0.605 0.579
Argentina 96 0.853 0.760 0.819 0.772 0.672
Australia 198 0.763 0.780 0.837 0.765 0.739
Austria 105 0.673 0.774 0.704 0.509 0.634
Brazil 399 0.749 0.701 0.751 0.740 0.711
Bulgaria 88 0.618 0.674 0.648 0.588 0.756
Canada 265 0.730 0.765 0.798 0.734 0.668
Chile 72 0.819 0.663 0.625 0.817 0.780
China 552 0.818 0.722 0.797 0.768 0.788
Colombia 183 0.784 0.697 0.811 0.628 0.747
Costa Rica 68 0.731 0.755 0.789 0.759 0.722
Croatia 268 0.655 0.656 0.718 0.711 0.669
Cuba 564 0.719 0.669 0.706 0.684 0.640
Czech Rep 295 0.626 0.685 0.682 0.610 0.670
Dubai 99 0.520 0.451 0.662 0.512 0.454
Egypt 125 0.347 0.407 0.680 0.483 0.277
Estonia 150 0.727 0.723 0.722 0.613 0.648
Finland 131 0.714 0.752 0.738 0.572 0.562

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09822-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09822-z
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Society Sample size* (N) Ethical 
achieve-
ment

Power Other-oriented Globally 
responsible 
innovation

Universal order

France 200 0.666 0.609 0.688 0.661 0.658
Germany 199 0.729 0.764 0.770 0.729 0.586
Hong Kong 153 0.848 0.818 0.766 0.790 0.695
Hungary 122 0.625 0.630 0.678 0.622 0.680
India 268 0.833 0.610 0.795 0.735 0.780
Indonesia 131 0.835 0.772 0.793 0.801 0.829
Israel 129 0.783 0.765 0.692 0.704 0.646
Italy 288 0.673 0.710 0.746 0.574 0.642
Japan 135 0.545 0.734 0.704 0.620 0.581
Lebanon 97 0.719 0.688 0.808 0.701 0.698
Lithuania 311 0.733 0.728 0.747 0.678 0.749
Malaysia 325 0.638 0.595 0.746 0.648 0.637
Mexico 298 0.799 0.720 0.739 0.714 0.630
Netherlands 205 0.766 0.716 0.787 0.765 0.643
New Zealand 122 0.653 0.744 0.737 0.696 0.639
Pakistan 338 0.799 0.693 0.717 0.707 0.714
Peru 375 0.789 0.772 0.775 0.735 0.708
Portugal 547 0.704 0.701 0.765 0.709 0.690
Russia 214 0.695 0.661 0.679 0.652 0.705
Singapore 465 0.798 0.789 0.808 0.774 0.772
Slovenia 299 0.693 0.703 0.683 0.636 0.726
S. Africa 201 0.737 0.760 0.839 0.683 0.763
S. Korea 275 0.736 0.689 0.697 0.664 0.668
Spain 82 0.780 0.766 0.666 0.628 0.581
Sri Lanka 114 0.812 0.709 0.813 0.785 0.773
Switzerland 368 0.664 0.735 0.673 0.650 0.597
Taiwan 277 0.868 0.759 0.835 0.780 0.847
Thailand 279 0.571 0.655 0.664 0.608 0.600
Turkey 123 0.788 0.708 0.794 0.740 0.636
UK 254 0.740 0.715 0.791 0.753 0.715
USA 209 0.697 0.725 0.802 0.666 0.672
Venezuela 134 0.850 0.781 0.755 0.741 0.708
Vietnam 190 0.756 0.710 0.777 0.706 0.723
All Societies 11,505 0.771 0.718 0.774 0.706 0.711

* sample size on which coefficient alpha was computed across the scale
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Appendix B. Dimensions of the BVD and items in questionnaire 
format

The five business values dimensions

The five BVD dimensions, which are comprised of 34 items, measure latent individ-
ual work values, which have been shown to exhibit a common measurement model 
across cultures (Ralston et  al., 2018a, b). The BVD dimensions include (Ralston 
et al., 2018a, b, pp.1196–97):

Ethical achievement. This 7-item dimension captures “the desire to take the hon-
orable and efficient path to prosper and flourish. Effective integrity and respon-
sible behavior towards one’s self and others through personal competency is the 
emphasis of this values set.”
Power. This 6-item dimension captures “a self-centered need for the approval of 
others, domineering control of the situation and personal supremacy. A Machia-
vellian-like influence over other people, without reference to ethical standards, is 
the emphasis of this values set.”
Other-oriented. This 10-item dimension captures “other-oriented, deferential 
demeanor with self-effacing-predisposition to follow social rules aimed at har-
mony and minimizing conflict. Consideration for others with the purpose of serv-
ing these others with humility, which is tantamount to a collectivistic-orientation, 
is the emphasis of this values set.”
Globally responsible innovation. This 6-item dimension captures “embracing 
innovation in ways that respect the environment. The adventure of imaginative 
exploration of the unknown in a responsible manner is the emphasis of this values 
set.”
Universal order. This 5-item dimension captures “a need for a dependable, peace-
ful social environment. These items describe the value as being applied at all 
social levels (i.e., world, society, interpersonal).”

BVD items presented in questionnaire format

Instructions: We are interested in your views. There are no “correct” answers.
Below is a list of 34 phrases, each expressing a different (unique) individual 

value. After reading each phrase, please indicate how important each is to you in 
leading your life.

In the space before each, write the number (1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9) that indicates your 
view of that phrase. Try to distinguish as much as possible between the phrases by 
using all the numbers. You will, of course, need to use numbers more than once.
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Of no 

importance

Of minimal 

importance

Of moderate 

importance

Of substantial 

importance

Of very highest 

importance

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

When leading my life, the importance of each of the following phrases is: Dimension #
1. _____ SOCIAL POWER: control over others, dominance 2

2. _____ CLEAN: neat, tidy 1

3. _____ WEALTH: material possessions, money 2

4. _____ NATIONAL SECURITY: protection of my nation from my enemies 5

5. _____ CREATIVITY: uniqueness, imagination 4

6. _____ FREEDOM: freedom of action and thought 4

7. _____ A SPIRITUAL LIFE: emphasis on spiritual not material matters 3

8. _____ FAMILY SECURITY: safety for loved ones 5

9. _____ UNITY WITH NATURE: fitting into nature 4

10. _____ AUTHORITY: the right to lead or command 2

11. _____ LOYAL: faithful to my friends, group 1

12. _____ HUMBLE: modest, self-effacing 3

13. _____ SOCIAL RECOGNITION: respect, approval by others 2

14. _____ SELF_DISCIPLINE: self-restraint, resistance to temptation 3

15. _____ INFLUENTIAL: having an impact on people and events 2

16. _____ CHOOSING OWN GOALS: selecting own purposes 1

17. _____ PRIVACY: the right to have a private sphere 3

18. _____ CAPABLE: competent, effective, efficient 1

19. _____ A WORLD AT PEACE: free of war and conflict 5

20. _____ HONEST: genuine, sincere 1

21. _____ OBEDIENCE: dutiful, meeting obligations 3

22. _____ INTELLIGENT: logical thinking 1

23. _____ HELPFUL: working for the welfare of others 3

24. _____ DEVOUT: holding to religious faith and belief 3

25. _____ RESPONSIBLE: dependable, reliable 1

26. _____ CURIOUS: interested in everything, exploring 4

27. _____ FORGIVING: willing to pardon others 3

4

3

2

3

5

4

5

28. _____ A WORLD OF BEAUTY: beauty of nature and the arts 

29. _____ ACCEPTING MY PORTION IN LIFE: submitting to life’s circumstances 

30. _____ PRESERVING MY PUBLIC IMAGE: preserving my "face" 

31. _____ MODERATE: avoiding extremes of feeling and action 

32. _____ POLITENESS: courtesy, good manners 

33. _____ A VARIED LIFE: life filled with challenge, novelty and change 

34. _____ SOCIAL ORDER: stability of society 

Dimensions: 1. Ethical Achievement 4. Globally Responsible Innovation
2. Power 5. Universal Order

3. Other-Oriented

(Ralston et al., 2018)

Appendix C. Cronbach’s alphas for the SIE measures

Society Sample size* (N) Pro-organizational Malicious intended

Algeria 99 0.667 0.689
Argentina 87 0.785 0.740
Australia 195 0.794 0.697
Austria 105 0.738 0.748
Brazil 400 0.682 0.773
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Society Sample size* (N) Pro-organizational Malicious intended

Bulgaria 88 0.087 0.757
Canada 258 0.758 0.746
China 552 0.734 0.742
Colombia 178 0.679 0.805
Costa Rica 67 0.738 0.610
Croatia 272 0.661 0.697
Czech Rep 294 0.662 0.702
Dubai 99 0.470 0.623
Egypt 125 0.531 0.527
Estonia 255 0.778 0.730
Finland 131 0.706 0.766
France 200 0.849 0.731
Germany 197 0.796 0.817
Hong Kong 92 0.757 0.723
Hungary 126 0.698 0.695
India 256 0.783 0.809
Indonesia 129 0.614 0.670
Israel 132 0.751 0.657
Italy 288 0.704 0.775
Japan 135 0.672 0.723
Lebanon 94 0.701 0.762
Lithuania 311 0.532 0.646
Malaysia 328 0.704 0.659
Mexico 306 0.756 0.863
Netherlands 205 0.595 0.662
New Zealand 123 0.761 0.812
Pakistan 336 0.694 0.694
Peru 376 0.649 0.729
Portugal 550 0.676 0.785
Russia 213 0.677 0.726
Singapore 463 0.753 0.815
Slovenia 299 0.551 0.703
S. Africa 196 0.779 0.753
S. Korea 275 0.778 0.732
Spain 79 0.789 0.751
Sri Lanka 121 0.759 0.746
Switzerland 361 0.590 0.769
Taiwan 281 0.663 0.720
Thailand 278 0.574 0.624
Turkey 124 0.510 0.693
UK 259 0.671 0.777
USA 209 0.650 0.694
Venezuela 131 0.754 0.720
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Society Sample size* (N) Pro-organizational Malicious intended

Vietnam 199 0.621 0.604
All Societies 10,389 0.752 0.748

* sample size on which coefficient alpha was computed across the scale

Appendix D. Dimensions of the SIE and items in questionnaire format

The four subordinate influence ethics behaviors

The four SIE dimensions measure subordinate perceptions of behaviors they engage 
in attempting to influence superiors (Ralston & Pearson, 2010). Items consist of 
short scenarios describing actual behaviors reported by businesspeople of their cow-
orkers’ behavior in business organizations. Ralston and Pearson (2010) described 
the iterative item development and construct validity evidence supporting the cross-
cultural validity of these dimensions. SIE dimensions include (Karam et al., 2013, 
pp. 401–402):

Pro-organizational ethics behavior. This 6-item dimension “may be defined as 
the ‘organizational person’ approach to gain influence in that these behaviors 
reflect those that are typically prescribed and/or sanctioned by organizations for 
their subordinates. These may be viewed as behaviors that tend to be directly ben-
eficial to the organization” (Karam et al., 2013, p.401).
Image management ethics behavior. This 5-item dimension “may be defined as 
subtle actions that an individual may use to influence his/her superiors with the 
objective being personal gain (Karam et al., 2013, p.402). They capture the ‘get 
others to like me’ approach to gain influence as they are non-confrontational (e.g., 
ingratiatory), while still having a self-orientation. Image management behaviors 
are less aggressive than those found in the Self-Serving dimension.
Self-serving ethics behavior. This 6-item dimension “may be defined as the ‘it’s 
me first’ approach to gain influence in that these behaviors show self-interest 
being of paramount importance, and thus being above the interests of others 
and the organization. Whether these behaviors help or harm the organization is 
subject to interpretation and may be determined by the situation” (Karam et al., 
2013, p.402).
Maliciously intended ethics behavior. This 5-item dimension “may be defined 
as the ‘burn, pillage, and plunder’ approach to gain influence in that they are 
intended to directly hurt others and/or the organization, to facilitate personal gain. 
These behaviors are the extreme of self-serving behaviors, and in many industri-
alized societies these behaviors would also be considered illegal” (Karam et al., 
2013, p.401).
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SIE items presented in questionnaire format

Instructions: We are interested in your views. There are no “correct” answers. Below 
is a list of 24 strategies that individuals might use to try to get ahead at work. After 
reading each strategy, please indicate how ethically acceptable you think that your 
co-workers would consider each strategy as a means of influencing superiors.

In the space before each item, write the number (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) that indi-
cates how ethically acceptable you believe that your co-workers would consider 
each strategy. Try to distinguish as much as possible between the items by using all 
the numbers, if possible. You will, of course, need to use numbers more than once.

Extremely 

Unacceptable

Somewhat 

Unacceptable

Somewhat 

Acceptable

Extremely 

Acceptable

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

As a strategy to get ahead at work, my co-workers would consider it ethically acceptable to: Dimension #

1. _____ spread rumors about someone or something that stands in the way of their advancement. 3

2. _____ volunteer for undesirable tasks to make themselves appreciated by the superior. 2

3. _____  try to influence the boss to make a bad decision, if that decision would help them to get ahead. 3

4. _____ learn the likes and dislikes of important people in the organization in order to avoid offending 

these people. 2

5. _____ use their network of friends to discredit a person competing with them for a possible promotion. 3

6. _____ withhold information to make someone else look bad. 3

7. _____ identify and work for an influential superior who could help them get an advancement. 2

8. _____ attempt to act in a manner that they believe will result in others admiring them. 2

9. _____ take credit for a good job that was done by their subordinates. 3

10. _____ use their technical expertise to make the superior dependent upon them. 2

11. _____ demonstrate the ability to get the job done. 1

12. _____ threaten to give valuable company information to someone outside the organization if 

their demands are not met. 4

13. _____ help subordinates to develop their skills so that the subordinates, in turn, will be in a 

position to help them attain their objectives. 1

14. _____ offer sexual favors to a superior. 4

15. _____ blame another for their own mistakes. 3

16. _____ try to create a situation where a competitor for a promotion might be caught using illegal 

drugs or engaging in some other illegal activity. 4

17. _____ behave in a manner that is seen as appropriate in the company. 1

18. _____ try to develop contacts who might be able to provide detrimental information about one 

of their competitors for a promotion. *

19. _____ ask to be given the responsibility for an important project. 1

20. _____ steal secret corporate documents and give them to another company in return for a better 

job at the other company. 4

21. _____ maintain good working relationships with other employees, even if they dislike these other

employees. 1

22. _____ seek to build a relationship with a senior person who could serve as a mentor. *

23. _____ make anonymous, threatening phone calls to psychologically stress a competitor for a promotion. 4

24. _____ work overtime, if necessary, to get the job done. 1

* Filler item.

Dimensions: 1. Pro-Organizational Ethics Behavior 3. Self-Serving Ethics Behavior

2. Image Management Ethics Behavior 4. Maliciously Intended Ethics Behavior

(Ralston & Pearson, 2010).



	 D. A. Ralston et al.

1 3

Appendix E. Within‑subject standardization of scale scores

1.	 Individual respondent raw score averages were calculated for each dimension.
2.	 Individual overall means and standard deviations for all BVD and SIE items were 

calculated based upon the following equation:

Where

SSi	� the respondent’s standard score for dimension i,

Si	� respondent’s raw score for dimension i,

μ	� overall mean of the BVD or SIE item scores, and.

σ	� overall standard deviation of all BVD or SIE items.

Appendix F. Variables of the excel database table

Variable name Variable description Values of the variable

SOCIETY Society of data collection See Appendix G (Society Codes)
YEAR Year of data collection
AGE Age Numerical age of participant
GENDER Gender 1 = Male

2 = Female
EDUCATION Highest level of education attained 1 = 4 or fewer years completed

2 = 5 to 8 years completed
3 = 9 to 12 years completed
4 = 13 to 16 years completed [Bachelor’s 

degree]
5 = Master’s degree
6 = Doctorate degree

POSITION Position level in organization 1 = Non-supervisory staff
2 = First level manager
3 = Middle level manager
4 = Upper level manager

YRSWKD Number of years of full-time employ-
ment (all jobs)

Numerical number of years

COSIZE Company size 1 = Less than 100 employees
2 = 100 to 1000 employees
3 = More than 1000 employees

SS
i
= [S(i) − �]∕�
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Variable name Variable description Values of the variable

INDUSTRY​ Industry in which respondent worked 1 = Agriculture, mining, forestry, fishing
2 = Construction
3 = Manufacturing
4 = Transportation, communication, 

utilities
5 = Wholesale and retail trade
6 = Finance, insurance, real estate
7 = Services (example: hotel, restaurant)
8 = Public administration
9 = Healthcare
10 = Other

NATIONALITY Society nationality of respondent See Appendix G (Society Codes)
BIRTH Society of birth of respondent See Appendix G (Society Codes)
LIVED_15 Society in which respondent lived the 

longest (5 years or more) before the 
age of 15

See Appendix G (Society Codes)

BVD_EA Raw data score for the BVD Ethical 
Achievement dimension

Numerical score

BVD_P Raw data score for the BVD Power 
dimension

Numerical score

BVD_OO Raw data score for the BVD Other-
Oriented dimension

Numerical score

BVD_GR Raw data score for the BVD Globally 
Responsible dimension

Numerical score

BVD_UO Raw data score for the BVD Universal 
Order dimension

Numerical score

BVD_EA_STD Standardized by individual score for the 
BVD Ethical Achievement dimension

Numerical score

BVD_P_STD Standardized by individual score for the 
BVD Power dimension

Numerical score

BVD_OO_STD Standardized by individual score for the 
BVD Other-Oriented dimension

Numerical score

BVD_GR_STD Standardized by individual score for the 
BVD Globally Responsible dimension

Numerical score

BVD_UO_STD Standardized by individual score for the 
BVD Universal Order dimension

Numerical score

SIE_PRO_O Raw data score for the SIE Pro Organi-
zational Ethics dimension

Numerical score

SIE_IMAGE Raw data score for the SIE Image Man-
agement Ethics dimension

Numerical score

SIE_SS Raw data score for the SIE Self-Serving 
Ethics dimension

Numerical score

SIE_MAL_I Raw data score for the SIE Maliciously 
Intended Ethics dimension

Numerical score

SIE_PRO_O _STD Standardized by individual score for 
the SIE Pro Organizational Ethics 
dimension

Numerical score

SIE_IMAGE_STD Standardized by individual score for 
the SIE Image Management Ethics 
dimension

Numerical score
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Variable name Variable description Values of the variable

SIE_SS_STD Standardized by individual score for the 
SIE Self-Serving Ethics dimension

Numerical score

SIE_ MAL_I_STD Standardized by individual score for 
the SIE Maliciously Intended Ethics 
dimension

Numerical score

Appendix G. Numeric codes for the societies in numerical order

1 USA 47 Bolivia 93 Belgium
2 Hong Kong 48 Lebanon 94 Norway
3 China 49 Turkey 95 Ireland
4 Russia 50 Peru 96 Luxembourg
5 Japan 51 Hungary 97 Lichtenstein
6 India 52 Bangladesh 98 Ghana
7 Germany 53 New Zealand 99 Senegal
8 Canada 54 Cuba 100 Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
9 Mexico 55 Colombia 101 Cyprus
10 Vietnam 56 Philippines 102 Ivory Coast
11 Greece 57 Pakistan 103 Afghanistan
12 Macau 58 Dominican Republic 104 Sri Lanka
13 Portugal 59 Egypt 105 Armenia
14 Chile 60 Czech Republic 106 Madagascar
15 Fiji 61 South Korea 107 Cameroon
16 UK 62 Kuwait 108 Burkina Faso
17 Brazil 63 Libya 109 Rwanda
18 Israel 64 Saudi Arabia 110 ‘Asian’
19 Ecuador 65 Bahrain 111 Kazakhstan
20 France 66 Oman 112 Tanzania
21 Netherlands 67 U.A.E 113 Uzbekistan
22 Bulgaria 68 Nigeria 114 Kyrgyzstan
23 Slovakia 69 Iran 115 Moldavia
24 Indonesia 70 Nepal 116 Latvia
25 Switzerland 71 Dubai 117 Belarus
26 Slovenia 72 Qatar 118 Scotland
27 Romania 73 Abu Dhabi 119 -—-
28 Yugoslavia 74 Lithuania 120 Ethiopia
29 Montenegro 75 Barbados 121 Zaire
30 Ukraine 76 Algeria 122 Trinidad
31 Poland 77 Costa Rica 123 Mauritius
32 Croatia 78 Iraq 124 Papua New Guinea
33 Argentina 79 Estonia 125 Macedonia
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34 Australia 80 Jordan 126 Albania
35 Thailand 81 Morocco 127 Kenya
36 Singapore 82 Syria 128 Jamaica
37 Malaysia 83 Tunisia 129 Myanmar
38 Finland 84 Sudan 130 Tatar
39 Italy 85 Palestine 131 Zambia
40 Taiwan 86 Denmark 132 Zimbabwe
41 -—- 87 Sweden 133 Swaziland
42 Azerbaijan 88 Angola 134 Namibia
43 South Africa 89 Mozambique 135 -—-
44 Bosnia 90 Venezuela 136 -—-
45 Serbia 91 Puerto Rico 137 Cape Verde
46 Spain 92 Austria 138 Iceland
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Subsequently, she has been invited back to Taiwan three times as a visiting professor. Dr. Richards  is 
a Past President of the Women in the Academy of International Business (WAIB) and current Executive 
Board Member of AIB US Southeast.

Tania Casado   (PhD, University of São Paulo, Brazil) is a full professor at FEA-USP - School of Eco-
nomics, Business and Accountancy. She is also Director (and Founder) of ECar - Office of Careers Ser-
vices at USP, President of the Ethics Committee at FEA/USP and USP Provost’s Technical Advisor. She 
teaches undergraduate, graduate and executive programs on Organizational Behavior and Careers. Her 
research interests include: Cross Cultural research on Organizational Behavior field; Careers; Diversity, 
Equity and Inclusion. She is AOM Careers Division Past Division Chair. She is listed as one of the “Fif-
teen Pioneers at USP”, due to her work at ECar – Office of Careers Services at USP.

María Teresa de la Garza Carranza   (PhD, Instituto Politécnico Nacional, México) has a doctorate in 
Administrative Sciences from the National Polytechnic Institute (IPN) of Mexico. She has a master´s 
degree in educational leadership from Florida International University and a degree in Industrial Engi-
neering from Tecnológico de Monterrey. She is currently a professor and researcher at the National 
Technological Institute of Mexico in Celaya and develops the areas of Corporate Social Responsibility, 
organizational behavior, and multicultural studies. She is a member of the arbitration council of the IPN 
Administrative Research magazine and a member of the jury of the co-responsible award (Spain). She is 
currently a member of the national system of researchers (Mexico).

Irina Naoumova   (PhD, Kazan State University) is a professor of Management and Chair of the Depart-
ment of Management, Marketing and Entrepreneurship at the University of Hartford, USA. Her research 
interests are focused on various aspects of international business, firm performance, and good govern-
ance. She is an author of multiple chapters in research monographs, and one solo scholarly book. She pub-
lished in Journal of International Business Studies, Journal of World Business, Corporate Governance: 
International Review, Management International Review, Asia Pacific Journal of Management, Thunder-
bird International Business Review,  among others. Dr. Naoumova serves in editorial boards of  several 
journals and reviews for top tier journals and research foundations.

Yongjuan Li   (PhD, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, China) is a professor of psychology at 
CAS Key Laboratory of Behavioral Science, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences. Her 
current research interest is exploring the effects of individual and situational factors on safety performance 
in high-risk industries from a dual-process prospective. Dr Li is a Fellow of the Chinese Psychological 
Society. She has published more than 70 papers on academic journals and conferences. Dr Li is a Fellow of 
the Chinese Psychological Society. She received her Ph.D. in Industrial-Organizational Psychology.

Narasimhan Srinivasan   (PhD, State University of New York at Buffalo) is on the Marketing Faculty 
at the School of Business, University of Connecticut, Storrs. His research interests are multi-discipli-
nary, including international business, cross cultural research, and consumer research. His publications 
have appeared in a variety of outlets, including the Journal of Consumer Research, Journal of Market-
ing Research, Marketing Science, Journal of Business Ethics, Journal of International Business Studies, 
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Journal of Management Studies, the Journal of Personal Selling and Sales Management. He was a Ful-
bright Faculty Scholar to Canada in 2000 and a Fulbright Senior Specialist to Peru in 2008 and 2011. He 
has taught in several countries, including China, Italy, Peru, and Singapore.

Tomasz Lenartowicz   (PhD, University of South Carolina) is Professor Emeritus of International Business 
at Florida Atlantic University. He has published in Journal of World Business, Entrepreneurship Theory 
and Practice, Journal of International Business Studies, and Journal of Business Ethics, among others.

Olivier Furrer   (PhD, University of Neuchâtel, Switzerland) is Chair Professor of Marketing at the Uni-
versity of Fribourg in Switzerland. Previously, he held positions at the Radboud University Nijmegen 
(The Netherlands), the University of Birmingham (UK), and the University of Illinois at Urbana-Cham-
paign (USA). His main research interests are in the areas of CSR in an international context with a focus 
on Europe and cross-cultural and services marketing. He has published research articles in such journals 
as the Journal of International Business Studies, Journal of Service Research, Management International 
Review, Journal of International Management, and Journal of Business Ethics, among others.

Ping Ping Fu   (PhD, State University of New York at Albany) is a professor of organizational behavior at 
the University of Nottingham, Ningbo, China. Her main research interests are on humanistic leadership, 
cultural leadership and applications of Chinese philosophies in business operations. In recent years, she 
has been studying companies that apply traditional philosophies to executive leadership, examining how 
they build company cultures that make employees happy while sustaining company businesses. Together 
with her team, she is trying very hard to develop humanistic leadership. She has established a China 
Chapter under Humanistic Management Network. Recently, she and her colleagues edited a Special Issue 
on Humanistic Leadership under Cross-Cultural and Strategic Management Journal.

Andre Pekerti   (PhD, University of Auckland, New Zealand) is an associate professor of International 
Management at The University of Queensland Business School. He is an n-Cultural, a Christian of Indo-
nesian-Chinese heritage who grew up in Jakarta, Southern California, and New Zealand. As a natural-
ized New Zealander and Australian, Andre currently live and work in Brisbane. Andre’s multicultural 
background complements his research interest and teaching in international management in attributions, 
acculturation, cultural intelligence, cross-cultural communication, cognitive complexity, ethics, family 
business, human factors, n-Culturals, servant leadership, social justice, and wellbeing.

Marina Dabić   (PhD, University of Zagreb, Croatia) is a full professor of Entrepreneurship and Inter-
national Business at the University of Zagreb, Faculty of Economics and Business, Croatia. Her papers 
appear in a wide variety of international journals, including the Journal of International Business Stud-
ies,  the  Journal of World Business, the  Journal of Business Research, Technological Forecasting and 
Social Change, Small Business Economics,  the Small Business Management Journal,  the International 
Journal of Human Resource Management, IEEE- Transactions on Engineering Management, Organiza-
tional Dynamics, and many others. Professor Dabić is an Associate Editor of Technological Forecasting 
and Social Change, Department Editor for IEEE- Transactions on Engineering Management, and Asso-
ciate Editor for Technology in Society. She is a member at large for the IEEE-TEMS. She received the 
“Highly Commended Award” at the Emerald Literati Network Awards for Excellence in 2017 and 2018 
and TOP HOT 25 in the Journal of World Business for the period 2000-2007.

Ian Palmer  xamk.fi (PhD, Monash University, Australia) is an emeritus professor, RMIT University. His 
teaching and research interests are organization design and change. From 2010–2019, Ian was Pro Vice-
Chancellor (Business) & Vice President (RMIT University). During his time in this role the College of 
Business grew into one of the largest business schools in Australia including extensive offshore program 
delivery in Jakarta, Singapore, Shanghai and Vietnam as well as digital delivery through RMIT Online. 
He is a past president of both the Australian Business Deans Council (ABDC), and Australia and New 
Zealand Academy of Management (ANZAM) and is a Fellow, The Academy of the Social Sciences in 
Australia (ASSA).

Maria Kangasniemi‑Haapala   (University of Kuopio, Finland) is Senior Lecturer in management at 
South-Eastern Finland University of Applied Sciences in Mikkeli/Kouvola, Finland. She coordinates the 
master program in International Business Management and the bachelor program in Digital International 
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Business. Her areas of expertise in research are management, managerial skills, strategic management, 
international business, organizational citizenship behavior and followership. Maria has co-authored sev-
eral articles. She has been participating in international conferences and teachers exchange programs in 
the USA, Portugal , Poland, Germany, Ukraine, France, South Korea.

Erna Szabo   (PhD, Johannes Kepler University, Austria) is a member of the Department of International 
Management at Johannes Kepler University, Linz in Austria. Her research focus is on cross-cultural man-
agement, comparative leadership, and the integration of refugees in organizations. Qualitative method-
ology (in particular, ethnography and grounded theory) as well as the combined use of qualitative and 
quantitative methods to study complex organizational phenomena guide her methodological approach.

Jaime Ruiz‑Gutiérrez   (PhD, Ecole École E.H.E.S.S. des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, France). 
Since 1994, he has been Associate Professor and researcher at the School of Management at Universi-
dad de los Andes, Bogotá Colombia. He has developed research in the following topics: Organizational 
Demography, Cultural studies and Arts and Cultural Management. He has published four books and 
several articles in International Journals. He was the organizer at Bogota, Colombia, in June 2013 of 
the XII International Congress on Cultural Management AIMAC (The International Association of Arts 
and Cultural Management). He is a member of l’Academy of Management since 2003 and International 
Jury of ENCATC (European Network on Cultural Management and Policy) and a permanent member of 
AIMAC. He has been visiting professor at “Toulouse Business School” , H.E.C. Montreal and Burgundy 
Business School at Dijon, France.

Emmanuelle Reynaud   (PhD, Agrégation du supérieur de Sciences de Gestion, France) is a professor at 
the IAE of Aix-en-Provence, CERGAM, Aix-Marseille University, where she teaches Sustainable Develop-
ment. Most of her research focuses on corporate social responsibility and sustainable development, and her 
articles have appeared in journals such as Journal of Business Ethics and Revue Française de Gestion. In 
2006 and 2011, she coordinated a book entitled: Ie développement durable au cœur de l’entreprise (Sustain-
able Development at the Heart of the Company), published by Dunod, the first edition of which won the 
Prize of the Academy of Commercial Sciences in 2007. In 2015, one of the co-written articles from that 
volume was published in the Revue Française de Gestion as one of that journal’s most influential articles.

Fidel León‑Darder   (PhD, Universitat de València, Spain) is Associate Professor at the Department of 
Business Administration, Universitat de València. His research interests include foreign subsidiary strat-
egy, internationalization processes and the impact of culture on international business. His work has 
appeared in leading journals such as the Journal of International Business Studies, Technological Fore-
casting and Social Change, Asia Pacific Journal of Management, International Business Review, Journal 
of Business Ethics, Management International Review, Journal of International Management and Social 
Responsibility Journal.

Ana Maria Rossi   (PhD, University of Nebraska-Lincoln), is the chair of the International Stress Manage-
ment Association, Brazilian branch (ISMA-BR) and is the director of the Clínica de Stress e Biofeedback, 
em Porto Alegre, Brazil. As an occupational health psychologist, she is particularly interested in the sci-
ence of stress and its effects on health and performance. Her main research interests are occupational 
stress, physical and emotional manifestations of stress, burnout and stress perceptions, coping, mind wan-
dering and work life balance.

Florian von Wangenheim   (PhD, University of Mainz, Germany) is Professor of Technology Marketing, 
Department of Management, Technology & Economics (D-MTEC), ETH Zurich. His research interests 
are technology-intensive service interactions. His research focuses on the consequences of service tech-
nologies that replace and complement human interaction in service delivery, such as Remote and Tel-
eservices, Self-Services, Robots and Chatbots, and AR/AR technologies. Currently, he serves as a panel 
chair for the European Research Council (Starting Grants), is the Jury President for the Swiss Technology 
Award by the Swiss Economic Forum and Associate Editor of the Journal of Service Research.

Mario Molteni   (Università Bocconi, Italy) is a full professor of Corporate Strategy at the Catholic 
University of the Sacred Heart (Milan, Italy). At Cattolica University, he founded ALTIS, the graduate 
school for sustainable businesses. He also launched the Sustainability Makers, the Italian association of 
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professionals in sustainability. He is CEO of E4Impact Foundation, a University spin-off for fostering 
impact entrepreneurship in Africa, that currently operates in 18 countries. For this initiative, in 2015 was 
named Senior Ashoka Fellow. He is author of more than 150 books and articles on Sustainability, Corpo-
rate strategy, Social and Corporate Entrepreneurship.

Arūnas Starkus   (PhD, Vilnius University, Lithuania) is non-affiliated researcher based in Lithuania. His 
current research interests: wine business in Eastern and Central Europe, marketing of wine, state and 
European Union regulation of alcohol business, mutual influence on perception of wine and music, wine 
and desserts. 1994-2007 Arūnas Starkus was a doctoral student, lecturer and afterwards a researcher at 
Vilnius University with focus on development of stakeholders theory, entrepreneurship, business ethics in 
transition economies, international business.Co-organizer of numerous academic conferences of Interna-
tional business.

Audra I. Mockaitis   (PhD, Vilnius University, Lithuania) is Professor of International Business at May-
nooth University School of Business, Ireland. She has held tenured positions in Australia (Monash) and 
New Zealand (Victoria University of Wellington). Her research interests center on cross-cultural man-
agement, cultural values, multicultural virtual teams, global team leadership, and migration and identity. 
Her work has been published in journals such as Journal of World Business, Journal of Business Ethics, 
Management International Review, International Business Review, The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management,  The International Journal of Cross-Cultural Management  and others, and has 
received multiple best paper and best reviewer awards.

Arif Nazir Butt   (PhD, McGill University, Canada) is a Professor of Organizational Behavior at the Lahore 
University of Management Sciences, Lahore, Pakistan. His research interests are in the areas of Leader-
ship and Conflict Management. He teaches courses in Organizational Behaviour to the PhD and MBA 
students. He teaches leadership, team building and negotiations in the executive development programs. 
He has written several cases on organizations in Pakistan. He is on the Board of Governors Of several 
educational organizations.

Ilya Girson   (Retired) Formerly on the faculty of the University of Westminster, the U.K.

Ajantha Dharmasiri   (PhD, University of Sri Jayewardenepura, Sri Lanka), a professor in management, 
has a rare combination of being a Chartered Manager, Chartered HR Professional, and a Chartered Elec-
trical Engineer. He is acclaimed as a conference speaker, corporate trainer, strategy consultant, author, 
and academic. He is the immediate past Director and Chairman of the Board of Management of Post-
graduate Institute of Management (PIM), University of Sri Jayewardenepura, Sri Lanka. He is an Adjunct 
Professor at Price College of Business, University of Oklahoma. He was the editor of the pioneering Sri 
Lankan Journal of Management (SLJM). Being a Commonwealth AMDISA Doctoral Fellow Fulbright 
Postdoctoral Fellow, and a Commonwealth Postdoctoral Fellow, he is also an independent director of 
several boards.

Min‑Hsun Christine Kuo   (PhD, University of Minnesota) has retired. She was on the faculty of the 
National Central University in Taiwan. She taught Organization Development, HRD, and Organizational 
Behavior. Her professional experiences included speeches, lectures, training and workshops in govern-
ment agencies, academic institutions, and enterprises. She served as a reviewer and committee member in 
domestic and international journals.

Tevfik Dalgic    (PhD, Gazi University, Turkey) is a full Professor of the Department of Organization, 
Strategy and International Management of the School of Management of the University of Texas at Dal-
las. His research interests include internationalization of the firm, cross-cultural communications, inter-
nationalization of market orientation, globalization of markets, role of culture in international marketing, 
born globalization, Euro-marketing, operationalizing and internationalizing the niche marketing as well 
as corporate strategic information management.

Hung Vu Thanh   (Retired) was on the faculty of National Economics University in Vietnam.

Yong‑lin Moon  (PhD, University of Minnesota) is an Emeritus Professor at Seoul National University, 
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and a former Minister of Education and Human Resources Development for South Korea. In various 
posts, has exerted an enormous influence on South Korea educational policies. Moon is the author of 
numerous publications in both English and Korean, including Future Direction of Korea’s University 
Education and Education Reform for the 21st Century. His scholarly publications focus on civic educa-
tion, moral development and educational policy.

Philip Hallinger   (PhD, Stanford University) is Professor in the College of Management, Mahidol Uni-
versity (Thailand) and Distinguished Visiting Professor in the Department of Educational Leadership and 
Management in the University of Johannesburg (South Africa). He received his doctorate in administra-
tion and policy analysis from Stanford University. His current research interests include international edu-
cational leadership, sustainability science, and simulation-based learning.

Vojko Potocan  (PhD, University of Maribor, Slovenia) is a professor of Management and Organization at 
the Faculty of Economics and Business at the University of Maribor, Slovenia. His research interests are 
management, business ethics and organizational behavior with a focus on the emerging economies. He 
teaches in three universities in Slovenia and in several universities abroad (such as Germany, Hungary, 
and Poland). He has published over 450 texts, including 12 books - with leading publishers Pearson, IGI, 
Palgrave Macmillan. Professor Potocan has published over eighty articles in peer reviewed scholarly jour-
nals including but not limited to Journal of International Business Studies, Journal of Business Ethics, 
Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics Management, and Journal of World Business.

Joel Nicholson   (PhD, Florida State University) is a full Professor at San Francisco State University. He 
received his Ph.D. from Florida State University and his M.B.A. from Gonzaga University. His main 
research focus is on cross-cultural and comparative management; specific research interests include 
acculturation, expatriation, repatriation, global leader development and the varying influence of culture 
on business behavior across nations. His longterm focus is on Latin America, specifically on Mexico and 
the North American Free Trade Agreement. He has several dozen refereed publications and serves on 
various academy and journal review boards. Fluent in Spanish, Professor Nicholson has served for many 
years as a Fulbright Senior Specialist on Latin America.

Laurie P. Milton   (PhD, the University of Texas at Austin) is Professor Emerita of Organizational Behav-
iour and Human Resources at the Haskayne School of Business, University of Calgary. Her research 
focused on cooperation, collaboration, and identity (especially in interdependent contexts that involve 
knowledge sharing and development). Prior to completing her doctorate, Laurie held a series of manage-
ment positions in the Strategic Planning and Research Secretariat of the Alberta Department of Housing 
and in the Legislative Assembly of Alberta. She has a strong managerial background in public policy 
research, program design and evaluation. Laurie regularly presented her research at management and 
engineering conferences and published in leading academic journals.

Mark Weber   (Retired). Formerly on the faculty of Argosy University-Twin Cities, Minnesota, U.S.

Chay Hoon Lee   is the Director of Organization Development and Human Resources at Keppel Offshore 
Marine. She is responsible for the people management and development strategy of Keppel O&M. Dr 
Lee leads the assessment and design of organizational development system, human resources manage-
ment process, leadership and capabilities-building programs that support the competitive advantage of 
the organization. Prior to joining Keppel O&M, Dr Lee was Associate Professor at Nanyang Business 
School and Director of Nanyang Fellows Program at Nanyang Technological University. Her research 
specializations include Organization and Employee Linkages, and Cross-Cultural Management.

Mahfooz A. Ansari   (PhD, University of Patna, India) is a professor of Management in the Dhillon School 
of Business at the University of Lethbridge, Canada. His current program of research focuses on leader-
ship and spins around two inter-related streams of research: Leader-Member Exchange and Social Influ-
ence. He has authored papers in his field’s most prestigious, diverse outlets, including Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Journal of International Business Studies, Human Relations, 
Journal of Business Ethics, Leadership & Organization Development Journal, and Journal of Applied 
Social Psychology. His current and past editorial activities include serving on the editorial review boards 
of the Journal of World Business, Journal of Leadership and Organizational Studies, and Cross-Cultural 
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& Strategic Management.

José Pla‑Barber   (PhD, University of Valencia) is a professor of international business at the University 
of Valencia. He was vice-chair of the European International Business Academy (EIBA) and the Chair 
of the Western Europe Chapter of the Academy of International Business Dr. Pla-Barber has supervised 
22 doctoral theses, 6 research projects of the Spanish National Science and Technology Plan and numer-
ous applied projects His main lines of research are the analysis of the process of internationalization, the 
management of the multinational company and the study of international competitiveness of the manu-
facturing industries. Dr. Pla Barber was visiting researcher at the University of Reading, BI Norwegian 
Business School and King’s College London.

Jorge C. Jesuino   (Retired). Formerly on the faculty of Instituto Superior de Ciencias do Trabalho e da 
Empresa, Portugal.

Wade Danis   (PhD, Indiana University) is an Associate Professor of Strategy and International Business 
at the Peter B. Gustavson School of Business, University of Victoria, Canada. His research centers on 
global strategic management, international comparative management, and entrepreneurship, particularly 
in the context of emerging economies. Dr. Danis has published numerous scholarly articles in journals 
such as  Journal of Business Venturing,  Journal of International Business Studies,  International Busi-
ness Review, Management International Review,  Journal of World Business,  Journal of Business Eth-
ics and European Management Journal.

Ho‑Beng Chia   (Retired). Formerly on the faulty of National University of Singapore, Singapore.

Yongqing Fang   (Retired). Formerly on the faculty of University of Canberra, Australia.

Detelin Elenkov   (PhD, Massachusetts Institute of Technology) is a Professor of Business Policy and 
Integrative Analysis in Management at St. Joseph’s College (New York). Prior to joining SJC, Dr. Elen-
kov served as a Professor of Global Business Strategy at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville and Nor-
ris Family Endowed Chair in International Business and Professor at the Norris-Vincent College of Busi-
ness at Angelo State University (Texas). His research interests are in strategic leadership, cross-cultural 
management, innovation management, and international organizational behavior.

David M. Brock   (PhD, North Carolina State University) is a professor of strategy and international busi-
ness at Ben-Gurion University of the Negev at the Guilford Glazer Faculty of Business and Manage-
ment, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev. His scholarly work has been published in leading journals 
such as the  Journal of International Business Studies,  Journal of Management Studies,  Organization 
Studies,  International Journal of Management Reviews, and Journal of International Management. He 
is founding Editor-in-Chief of Journal of Professions and Organization  (Oxford University Press), and 
serves on the editorial board of the  Journal of Management Studies  and the  Journal of International 
Management. His research areas include global strategy, the international diversification of professional 
service firms, capability building in globalizing service firms, and institutional changes in the professions.
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