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Abstract

Most research on culture in International business either aggregates people
within a country into a single, homogeneous, national culture, or examines
heterogeneity within countries based on exogenous criteria. In this study, we
explore heterogeneity in cultural values within and across countries endogen-
ously through the configurations of values people share in common. We develop
a theory of culture archetypes and use a novel methodology that identifies a
small number of distinct configurations of values — archetypes — in our data.
These data come from the World Values Survey 2005 and Schwartz’s mode! of
culture. We identify four culture archetypes in Japan, USA and China, and six in
India. The existence of transnational and subnational archetypes across the four
countries suggests the need to recognize culture as a combination of universal —
etic — as well as unique — emic -- characteristics, Our approach also distinguishes
between those individuals represented by our archetypes and those individuals
who more closely resemble the average values of a country. By unifying both
archetypes and national averages within one theoretical and methodological
schema we thus reconcile the conflicting perspectives in the field.
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INTRODUCTION
The concept of culture is of interest to scholars across a wide range of
disciplines including anthropology — where the modern concept of
culture first emerges with the work of Tylor (1871) on religion - but
also sociology and psychology (e.g., Fischer & Schwartz, 2011). In
the fields of international business (hereafter, IB), culture became an
important topic with the seminal study of IBM employees by
Hofstede (1980). Indeed, much of the research on culture by IB
scholars uses the cultural dimensions of Hofstede (1980, 2001) or
more recently those of House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, and Gupta
(2004) or Schwartz (1999), to assign “national scores” that are
considered to represent the culture of a nation. Given the ease of
use of culture dimensions and national scores for research, they have
been embraced enthusiastically by the scholarly community across a
range of disciplines, as the high level of citations for these studies
indicate." By focusing on the differences and similarities between
nations, work on national culture contributes to our understanding
of the richness and diversity around the globe and - through the
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various cultural dimensions — provides us with a
language with which to describe these differences
and similarities. Similarly, we would expect nations
— as political, economic and social entities — to
influence the values of their citizens to varying
degrees depending on their strength and form, just
as the citizens of these nations may likewise influ-
ence their national cultures. National scores are
therefore useful for many scholarly purposes.

Notwithstanding the popularity of these cultural
dimensions and national scores, and their rationale
in political, economic and social theory, there are
also major criticisms of these studies. These include
questioning the validity of the constructs — “The
ecological fallacy in national culture research”
(Brewer & Venaik, 2014: 1063) — and the ideological
basis of these works — namely, the “political element
iin its functionalist writing” and the Western bias in
the Hofstede questionnaire (Ailon, 2008: 887). They
also include the failure of replication studies to
support the results (Spector, Cooper, & Sparks,
2001) and criticisms of the underlying assumption
that national cultures are relatively homogeneous
(Dheer, Lenartowicz, & Peterson, 2015; McSweeney,
2002; Steel & Taras, 2010).

In this article we use this last criticism, namely, the
presumption of the relative homogeneity of a
national culture, as the starting point and springboard
to a broader discussion of the heterogeneity of culture
not only within a nationn but also across several
nations. Along with many other scholars, we believe
there is significant heterogeneity within nations, but
also that the more interesting and important research
question for IB is how we best conceptualize, measure
and analyze cultural heterogeneity across the globe.
For example, while the legal framework for multi-
national corporations is national, increasingly the
management, marketing and labor challenges they
face are transnational in scope and perspective, Argu-
ably cultural theories, models and methodologies also
need to reflect this broader perspective. First though,
we need to briefly examine prior work on cultural
heterogeneity.

National Culture: Homogeneity or Heterogeneity?
Using a single national score to represent the cul-
tural values of every individual, organization or
other subgroup within a nation ignores the variance
that we often observe within a country (Ailon, 2008:
893). This assumption might be acceptable if, as
some scholars argue, “cross-national variance in
individual values is greater than w hin-nation var-
iance” (Ronen & Shenkar, 2013: 888, citing Hanges

& Dickson, 2006). Indeed, while acknowledging
there is some individual variation in values within a
nation, proponents of the national culture perspec-
tive believe aggregating individual values into one
score best reflects the “central thrust of their shared
enculturation” (Schwartz, 1999: 26).

However, the assumption of relative homogeneity
within a nation is not universal to all researchers in
this field. For example, in international marketing,
within-nation heterogeneity in values, attitudes and
behaviors is essential for identifying global and local
segments for targeting and positioning decisions
{Broderick, Greenley, & Mueiler, 2007; Steenkamp &
Ter Hofstede, 2002). In IB, Au (1999: 799) found that
“ICV (intra-cultural variation) is as large as the varia-
tion of culture means across cultures.” Similarly, Tung
and Verbeke (2010: 1266) “highlighted the problems,
both conceptual and methodological, associated with
assuming cultural homogeneity among people
within a given nation-state.” Recent research pro-
vides further empirical support for the heterogeneity
of values within a country rather than homogeneity
(Steel & Taras, 2010). For example, Fischer and
Schwartz (2011: 1136) state “Within-country agree-
metit on item ratings was low for most items, indicat-
ing little within-country value consensus.” Further,
“For all items in all three studies, value ratings varied
much more between individuals than between coun-
tries” (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011: 1137). Thus larger
variance in values between individuals within a
nation than between nations potentially undermines
the usefulness of aggregated “national culture” scores,

Table 1 summarizes some of the papers on cultural
heterogeneity and identifies potential opportunities
for extending this literature in new directions. Of the
21 studies, about half (11) are single country studies
that, by definition, cannot address commonalities
across nations. Twelve studies delineate cultural
boundaries exogenously, that is, based on external
criteria such as nationality, within-nation regions,
ethnicity or demography, and then fest the differ-
ences among these subgroups on various cultural
values. Eleven studies examine differences on
single values rather than on configuration of multi-
ple values. Only four studies in the marketing tradi-
tion — Kamakura, Novak, Steenkamp, and Verhallen
(1993); Ter Hofstede, Steenkamp, and Wedel (1999);
Ter Hofstede, Wedel, and Steenkamp (2002); and
Wedel, Ter Hofstede, and Steenkamp (1998) - are
multi-country studies, use a configuration of multi-
ple values to identify culture subgroups, and deline-
ate culture boundaries endogenously, that is, based
on common culture values. However, all four of
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these studies focus on the single region of Europe,
which, although diverse, does not represent the full
diversity of cultures around the globe.

Above and beyond the simple need to extend
research to multiple countries and other regions of
the globe, the issues of culture configurations and
endogeneity are critical to a better understanding of the
concept of culture. Many studies represent culture
with one or more culture dimensions in isolation (e.
8., Hofstede, 2001; House et al., 2004; Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1993). However, it has long heen
recognized that culture is best understood in terms of
patterns of values and behaviors across multiple
dimensions rather than as individual traits, For exam-
ple, according to Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952: 14),
“Culture comprises configuration of values, of norma-
tive principles and ideals.” Similarly, “value orienta-
tions are complex but definitely patterried” (Kluckhohn
& Strodtbeck, 1961: 4). And Kamakura and Novak
(1992: 121) use value-systems since “segments defined
by value systems rather than a single value will be
more reliable and will have greater interpretability.”
Although many studies explore culture in terms of
individual dimensions, configuration based studies are
rare {e.g., Schwartz, 1994). As Tsui, Nifadkar, & Ou
(2007: 462) state: “The trait approach, treating cultural
values as independent dimensions, continues to dom-
inate current research.” Hence there is a need for more
studies that take the configuration perspective and
examine culture across muitiple values.

Moreover, should we delineate culture boundaries
endogenously through the values individuals hold
in common or should we delineate them exogen-
ously through geography or demography? Many
studies divide individuals into subgroups based on
exogenous considerations and then examine differ-
ences in values among these subgroups. However,
the logic of culture is inextricably linked to the
sharing of values among individuals, defining sub-
groups through their shared values, rather than
other characteristics. Perhaps the boundary of cul-
ture is better delineated endogenously on the basis
of the values of interest to the researcher, and
subgroups identified according to the commonality
of their values rather than by geography or demo-
graphy. Further, if we take this configurational and
endogenous perspective, we believe that the field of
IB nieeds to adopt a different approach to understand
and represent the construct of culture itself. The
major contribution of our article is therefore to
infroduce a theory of culture archefypes. These we
conceptualize as perfect examples of the configura-
tions of values shared by groups of individuals. Our

theory also allows us to distinguish between indivi-
duals who are associated with archetypes and those
individuals who are associated with the national
average scores. Thus the theory we present here
potentially reconciles the two views in the literature,
national culture and cultural heterogeneity, within
one overall schema. We also introduce an appropri-
ate methodology to identify archetypes in the types
of data we typically have available.

Our study therefore has three key objectives:
(1) endogenously identify culture archetypes within
and across countries based on configurations of
multiple values, (2} examine the similarities and
differenices in the profiles of these archetypes, and
(3) explore relationships between culture archetypes
and other variables of interest to cross-cultural IB
researchers and practitioners. The primary contribu-
tion of our work lies in the broader, archetypal
perspective on culture values and the use of arche-
typal analysis (AA) to explain heterogeneity within
and across countries in a robust and parsimonious
manner, To preview our results, we find between
four and six archetypes are necessary to capture the
significant heterogeneity within our four nations.
We also find archetype profiles that are transna-
tional in nature as well as those that are subnational.
This finding demonstrates support for both the etic
and emic views on culture. Overall, across our four
nations we find that about 56% of our respondents
are associated with one of these archetypes, whereas
44% are associated with their respective national
average profiles. Finally, when we analyze the differ-
ences between these archetypal subgroups on a large
number of independent measures, we see not only
statistically significant differences but also many
large and medium effect sizes. The magnitude of
these effects shows the differences between our
culture archetypes are both substantive and mean-
ingful. These analyses also show our archetypes are
linked into broader sets of values, attitudes, percep-
tions and behavior. Archetypes are therefore poten-
tially useful for managers in making decisions such
as selecting and training employees for specific tasks,
segmenting customers for developing and fine-tun-
ing existing and new market offerings. And they are
potentially useful for researchers in identifying
change agents and directions of change in national
and transnational culture.

The article is organized as follows. In the next
section, we explain our theory of culture archetypes
in more detail and we illustrate why it may be able to
help us answer certain research questions that exist-
ing approaches cannot. In the following two
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sections we provide more justification for the two
foundations on which this theory rests, namely,
culture as an endogenous construct and culture as a
configuration of multiple values. OQur discussion of
configurations also allows us to introduce the
Schwartz values model and the three propositions
we test in this article. Then we outline our metho-
dology; including the key aspects of our novel AA
method, our measures, and the four-country data we
use to test our hypotheses. Finally, we present and
discuss our results and their implications for cross-
culture related IB theory and practice, our study
limitations, and directions for future research,

A THEORY OF CULTURE ARCHETYPES

Our objectives in this section are fourfold. First, we
introduce the philosophical foundations underlying
the idea of an “archetype.” Second, we explain and
illustrate our construct of a “culture archetype.” We
also show how the construct of a “culture archetype”
differs from that of an “average” member of a group
or nation. This step is important because averages
are typical of culture research in IB, where we see
them used both conceptually, for example, national
culture, and methodologically, for example, cluster
analysis. Archetypes should not be confused with
averages and so making this distinction is critical to
the development of our arguments. Third, and hav-
ing established a definition of a single archetype, we
look at the case of multiple archetypes in a larger and
more diverse pepulation such as a nation or a set of
nations. Our discussion here is conceptual but also
provides the necessary background for the metho-
dology we introduce later in the article. Fourth, we
show not only why archetypes represent a novel and
different approach to studying cultural heterogene-
ity, but also why they enable us to answer certain
research questions in a more insightful way than
existing approaches in the literature. In particular,
we believe archetypes provide a better framework for
understanding the dynamics and evolution of cul-
ture over time and space,

What is an Archetype?

The development of the idea of an “archetype”
commences with the work of Plato, in particular his
theory of forms. In this theory Plato distinguishes
between abstract “universals” and concrete “particu-
lars.” To illustrate the meaning of this distinction we
can think of drawing a circle on a blackboard. This
particular circle would have a certain color and size
and might only roughly resemble a circle because
this is hard for most of us to draw by hand. But
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everyone looking at the blackboard would recognize
that we have drawn a “circle” because we all under-
stand the universal form of a circle, and we recognize
this form in the particular case on the blackboard.
Moreover, we would know this is a “circle” and not a
“square” because we have a different universal for a
square. Skip forward through several centuries of
philosophical debate on the mature of universais
(including the works of Aristotle, Abelard, Kant,
Hegel, Berkeley, Whitehead and Russell, among
many others), we would now say that we all hold an
abstract concept of the universal “circle” in our
minds. And although we never observe this univer-
sal circle, we can easily recognize “circles” in the
many objects and images we see every day. Arche-
types themselves are a later development that builds
on Plato’s ideas, often by defining classes of univer-
sals for specific fields of application, but a develop-
ment that retains his idea of a pure form that embodies
the fundamental characteristics of an object.

The word “archetype” itself enters the English lan-
guage in the 16th century (Bamhart & Steinmetz,
1988) via Latin but deriving from an Ancdient Greek
word whose roots, arkhe and tupos roughly translate as
“original model.” The modern definition of archetype
is “a perfect example” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary).
Over time, and because of its usefulness in many
fields, the word has taken on several meanings, each
defining a specific class of universals. For example, in
the field of biology the word means “the plan or
fundamental structure on which a natural group of
animals or plants or their systems of organs are
assumed to have been constructed” (Webster's Revised
Unabridged Dictionary), for example, the vertebrate
archetype. '

The Construct of a Culture Archetype

In this article our focus is on archetypes of culture
values that are shared by groups of individuals
within and across nations. Further, we view these
shared values through a configurational lens because
individuals may hold many distinct and different
sorts of values (e.g, Tsui et al.,, 2007). Using the
Platonic origins of the word “archetype” and its
etymology, we define a culture archetype as: a con-
figuration of the fundamental values shared by a group of
people and represented by a hypothetical individual who
perfectly embodies these values. As we do not directly
cbserve it, a culture archetype is a latent construct,
though not in the usual social science sense of a
latent variable, rather an archetype is a latent or
hypothetical individual. This is consistent with Tsui
etal.’s (2007: 462) conceptualization that “Culture is
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a latent, a hypothetical construct,” The configura-
tion of values of each member of the group will then
have varying degrees of resemblance to the arche-
type configuration, analogous to the way our parti-
cular cases of a circle relate to the universal concept
of a circle.

For the sake of simplicity, we start first by examin-
ing a single archetype of one group sharing common
values. By definition, the configuration of the group
avergge would have an intermediate level of resem-
blance to the archetype but would not represent the
archetype itself. We can begin to illustrate this impor-
tant distinction by contrasting the phrase “an English
gentleman” with the phrase “an average member of
the English upper class.” The former is more a state-
ment of an archetype, since it focuses our minds on
the presence of certain key values, for example, “good
manners” and also the absence of others, for exam-
ple, “gamesmanship” (Debrett’s, www.debretts.corn).
However, the distinction between “average” and
“archetype” is best seen graphically, so in Figure 1
we illustrate the profiles of the group average and of
an archetype for that group. There are ten culture
values in our illustration and these are set out along
the horizontal axis of the figure. The vertical axis
shows the relative importance of these values,
increasing in importance from low at the bottom of
the figure to high at the top, While the two profiles
we show are clearly related, as they must be since
both are based on group values, the archetype high-
lights the two values that really matter to this group
(V3 & V8 in the figure). The archetype also tells us the
other eight values are of less importance to this group.,
Indeed, the sharp differentiation between these two
subsets of values, and the configuration that results,

o= Archelype e ese Group Average

IMPORTANCE

Vi V2 V3 V4 vds Ve v V8 Vg  Vio
VALUES

Figure 1 A stylized fllustration of an archetype compared with
the group average.,

illustrates the power of archetypes to embody the
fundamental values of the group. In contrast, aver-
aging acts to smooth out these differences and, in
doing so, blurs our understanding of the fundamental
values of the group.

Whiie our illustration is conceptual and stylized, it
helps not only to clarify what the construct of a
culture archetype represents, but also to suggest
the archetypal perspective may have advantages
over the typical average-based approaches in the IB
literature. For example, in addition to the point on
sharper differentiation above, the archetypal perspec-
tive also allows us to discover diverse configurations
in a heterogeneous population, configurations that
remain hidden if only averages are considered. This is
the focus of our article and, while the empirically
derived archetypes we present later are more complex
than this simple illustration, they provide powerful
descriptions of the fundamental values of groups,
both within and across nations. Second, the richer
description of heterogeneity provided by configura-
tions like these, might, in the future, allow us to
develop a better understanding of the dynamics and
evolution of culture over time and space. We next
discuss the extension of the construct of culture
archetypes to a heterogeneous population before we
outline how archetypes might contribute to future
research on the dynamics and evolution of culture.

Multiple Archetypes in a Heterogeneous
Population

Since all individuals within and across countries are
unlikely to share exactly the same values, implicit in
our discussion is the existence of more than one
culture archetype. Moreover, these multiple arche-
types should be distinct from each other, each
representing a different configuration of values,
Indeed in a large, diverse population such as a nation
or a set of nations, we might expect to find several
culture archetypes, each associated with a subgroup
of this population. This last point follows from our
conceptualization of an archetype. For example, if
an individual X; has a configuration that resembles
archetype A, they belong to archetype A. However, if
their configuration does not resemble archetype A,
they potentially belong to some other archetype B,
and by definition the configuration of this second
archetype B is not the same as A. This logic extends
to further archetypes, each with a different config-
uration to the others, until we identify a set of
archetypes and associated subgroups that capture all
the distinct configurations in the population. And
once we have identified these archetypes and their
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associated subgroups, we will be left with a remain-
ing subgroup whose configuration will resemble the
average configuration of the population. The logic
behind this conclusion is that, by definition, the
average configuration is a weighted composite of the
values of ALL the subgroups within the population,
and so cannot resemble any of the archetypes them-
selves, these being based on subsets of that popu-
latlon. Individuals whose value configurations
resemble this population average configuration are
therefore also, by definition, not associated with any
of the archetypes.? Thus our theory distinguishes
between archetypal individuals with distinct config-
urations of values and non-archetypal individuals
whose values resemble the averages.

From this discussion we can conceptualize multiple
archetypes within a population by using a “donut”
diagram, as in Figure 2. This figure shows four
hypothetical archetypes (A, B, C & D) and a stylized
distribution of the population. In the figure we repre-
sent the subgroups of the population associated with
each of the four archetypes by sectors in the body of
the donut. The individuals int these subgroups we refer
to as archetypal cases. We then represent those indivi-
duals with configurations resembling the population
avetage by the “hole” of the donut. These individuals
we refer to as non-archetypal cases. The power of the
archetypal perspective is thus twofold. One, it sepa-
rates those who are archetypal from those who are
non-archetypal. Two, it describes those who are arche-
typal with a small number of perfect examples, that is,
archetypes. If the population is of a nation, then the
hole of the donut represents the “national average,”
while the body of the donut represents those who do
not fit this national average and also the various ways
in which they differ from it.

gy Latent Archstype A
ah @
’ % Archetypal A cases
! ® Population average

O Non-archetypal cases

e e e
0ok ==

Figure 2 Multiple archetypal and non-archetypal cases in a
diverse population,
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The configurations of the archetypes and the exact
sizes of the various subgroups are naturally depen-
dent on the characteristics of the population we
are studying. How we define boundaries between
subgroups also depends on the methodology we
use. This raises the question of how we identify
archetypes in the sorts of culture data we have
available. To do so requires a different metho-
dological approach to those typically used by
researchers in the IB field, because we need to
endogenously identify both the archetypes and
their associated subgroups of individuals from the
configurations of values in our data. Existing meth-
ods, such as those that classify or describe indivi-
duals by averages or group them by exogenous
factors, are inadequate for this task. Fortunately, a
method for endogenously identifying archetypes
in multi-variate data exists and is increasingly
being used in a range of physical and social
sciences, We describe this method, AA (Cutler &
Breiman, 1994), in the methodology section of our
article. There we also show how this method is
consistent with, and builds on, our conceptual
discussion above. In particular, just as Figure 1
contrasts the shapes of the two configurations, AA
draws more on ideas from topology and matrix
algebra than from the typical statistical methods
seen in the IB literature. Here we should note that,

_in their seminal book on the concept of culture,

Kroeber and Kluckhohn stated: “the main unre-
solved problems of culture will never be resolved
by statistical techniques precisely because cultural
behavior is patterned and never randomly distrib-
uted. Mathematical help may come from matrix
algebra or some form of topological mathematics”
(Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952: 162). AA provides
just such mathematical help.

We can summarize the key conclusions from our
thecretical development as follows. First, arche-
types are clearer and sharper than group averages
since they differentiate more between subsets of
values in the configuration. Second, in more
diverse populations, multiple archetypes separate
those who conform to the pepulation average from
those who donot, and they provide a parsimonious
description of the latter through a small number of
perfect examples. Third, identifying culture arche-
types in empirical data requires a new and different
methodology - AA. Overall, the construct of a
culture archetype, and the AA necessary to identify
these from empirical data, together provide a novel
and radically different approach to studying cul-
tural heterogeneity.
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Do Culture Archetypes Help Us Answer Questions
that Existing Approaches Cannot?

We think they can. First, they provide a powerful
tool for advancing our understanding of cultural
heterogeneity within and across nations, This is the
topic of our article and we believe our results
demonstrate the potential of archetypes to bring
deeper understanding to this important area. Sec-
ond, we see culture archetypes as a step towards a
better understanding of the dynamics and evolu-
tion of culture over time and space. We do not
specifically address culture dynamics, except to
advance some suggestions for future research, but
we believe archetypes are worthy of consideration
in this context. One view on culture is that of
learning, where values are transmitted from one
generation to another as social heritage. In this
view individuals are “passive porters of a social
tradition” (Dollard, 1939:; 54). But this view, which
arguably still dominates much of the IB literature, is
incorrect and limiting. Human beings are “not only
the carriers and creatures of culture — they are also
creators and manipulators of culture” (Kroeber &
Kluckhohn, 1952: 49). Culture evolves over time
and, through the influence of travel and commu-
nication, now does so globally as well as locally
{e.g., Tsui et al., 2007).

At a simple level, culture archetypes provide one
approach to track this evolution, both in the chan-
ging configurations of values of our archetypes and
the increasing or decreasing size of the subgroups
associated with them. But at a deeper level, culture
archetypes represent individuals who, through their
social interactions with others both like and unlike
themselves, may influence the direction in which
culture evolves (e.g., Lytle, Brett, Barsness, Tinsley, &
Janssens, 1995). Indeed, the work of more recent
scholars of culture - particularly quantitative mode-
lers such as Boyd and Richerson (2005) - points to
the complex and dynamic interplay between hetero-
geneity, learning, creation and imitation. Here we
speculate that culture creation and change is more
likely to be driven by individuals who are exemplars
of culture values, that is, associated with certain
archetypes, rather than the average individuals. As
Stewart Brand, the co-founder of The Long Now
Foundation remarked, “you look at the edges to see
where the center is going” (Sykes, 1994: 179). Our
archetypal approach thus opens the door for future
researchers to address the new and challenging
research question of understanding the processes
underlying the evolution of culture over time and
space, However, before describing this approach, we

first explain why culture is best thought of as an
endogenous construct,

WHAT IS CULTURE: AN ENDOGENOUS
CONSTRUCT

“Culture” has many definitions with varying con-
notations, encompassing both subjective norms and
beliefs and objective artifacts (Kroeber & Kluckhohn,
1952; Taras, Rowney, & Steel, 2009). Notwithstand-
ing the differences, two key aspects underpin most
definitions of culture: (1) culture refers to valies,
beliefs and meaning systemns {Rokeach, 1973: 5), (2)
that are shared by groups of people (Hall, 1977: 16). For
example, according to Herskovits (1948: 625), “cul-
ture is essentially a construct that describes the total
body of belief, behavior, knowledge, sanctions,
values, and goals that mark the way of life of any
people.” (Italics added.) Similarly, House et al. (2004)
define culture as shared understandings manifested
in societal values, Thus the term “culture” encom-
passes two key components. One, it refers to one or
more types of values, for example, the value of
(respecting} “tradition.” Two, it refers to a group of
individuals who share common values, for example,
people with traditional values. Given these two
distinct aspects of culture, we cannot delineate
the boundaries of both a priori — either we must
(1) define the group exogenously and determine
their values a posteriori, or (2) endogenously join
together individuals with similar values and define
them as a group a posteriori.

In the first case, if the aim of the researcher is to
study people who are members of a clearly defined
and homogenous group, for example, a small tribe
living in isolation, then the values these people
share is an empirical question. We can discover their
values by studying the tribe in the context of their
day-to-day lives, In the second case, if we are inter-
ested in a specific set of values, for example, those for
fradition - that we define to have distinct conceptual
meaning — then we must endogenously determine
the boundary of the group of people who share
these traditional values. However, in both cases our
objective is the same, namely to identify a distinct
group of people who share common values, where
sharing implies relative consensus and homogeneity
of their beliefs, If we accept this definition of culture
as the shared values of a group, the approaches taken
by the proponents of national culture create two
problems. First, imposing exogenous national geo-
graphic boundaries on cultural space may or may
not align with the endogenous cultural groupings
within and across countries. Countries such as India
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or the USA may be huilt from many separate cultural
groupings; cach holding their own set of shared
values (Garreau, 1981; Sen, 2005; Woodward,
2012). Second, these approaches use averaging to
arrive at a national score on a cultural dimension. It
is, however, difficult to reconcile averaging of values
with sharing of values unless there is a high degree of
homogeneity of belief among all people within the
nation (Maruyamna, 1999). Averaging may also hide
undetlying differences in values among the indivi-
duals who are averaged (Kamakura & Mazzon, 1991;
Venaik & Brewer, 2013).

In sum, it is the sharing of values among indivi-
duals that is the defining characteristic of culture,
and not the averaging of values according to some
exogenously determined identity boundary such as
age, class or nation (e.g., Fischer & Schwartz, 2011;
Steel & Taras, 2010). National averages have cer-
tainly advanced our understanding of culture but
we can do much better to represent the richness and
diversity of shared values. What then is a better way
to represent this richness and diversity?

CULTURE ARCHETYPES: A CONFIGURATION OF
VALUES

In their comprehensive review of the cultuze concept,
Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952) provide a number of
definitions based on the patterning and organization
of culture. For example, Kroeber and Kluckhohn
(1952: 34) state that “The essential part of culture is
to be found in the patterns embodied in the social
traditions of the group, that is, in knowledge, ideas,
beliefs, values, standards, and sentiments prevalent in
the group.” Rokeach (1973: 5) distinguished the
concepts of “value” and “value system” as follows:
“A value is an enduring belief that a specific mode of
conduct or end-state of existence is personally or
socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode
of conduct or end-state of existence. A value systern is
an enduring organization of beliefs concerning pre-
ferable modes of conduct or end-state of existence
along a continuum of relative importance.” In both
these conceptualizations of values, individual differ-
ences are reflected in differences in the pattern or
configuration of the value systems rather than on
single values. In the same vein, Triandis (1994: 2)
states that “The elements of subjective culture are
organized into paiterns” and Hofstede (2001: 1) views
“culture patterns are rooted in value systems.” Thus
most definitions refer to culture as “the integrated,
complex set of interrelated and potentially interactive
patterns characteristic of a group of people” (Lytle
et al.,, 1995: 170). -
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A few scholars also empirically identify patterns of
values across a number of dimensions. For example, in
marketing, Kamakura and Novak (1992: 119) identify
four value-system segments “reflect(ing) the reality
that multiple values will affect individual’s behavior.”
Similarly, in organization behavior, Greckhamer
(2011) examines the “configuration” of cultural and
macro-environmental factors that explain compensa-
tion levels across countries. Overall, there is strong
support for viewing culture as a distinct pattern,
configuration or gestalt of values shared by a group of
people. To standardize terminology we will use the
word “configuration” in this article, where a config-
uration is a group’s values expressed across multiple
dimensions, In this study, we identify culture arche-
types within and across countries through common
configurations of cultural values shared by groups of
people. However, in order to identify archetypes we
first need to select the holistic set of values on which
we will base them.

The Schwariz Values Model

A number of different models of cultural values have
been discussed in the literature (e.g., Hofstede, 2001;
House et al., 2004; Schwartz, 1992; Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1993). Although “groups can exist
on multiple dimensions (cognitions, behaviors, and
values), cross-cultural research has focused on shared
cultural values as the major source of differentiation
among national groups” (Tsui et al.,, 2007; 431). We
focus on the Schwartz values model for four key
reasons: (1) this model is one of the preeminent
models of individual-level values; (2) the accompany-
ing survey instrument - the Schwartz Value Survey —
has been shown to “exhibit high construct equiva-
lence across scores of countries covering all conti-
nents” (Steenkamp & Ter Hofstede, 2002: 197).
Indeed, both the long and short forms of the
Schwartz Values Survey have been extensively vali-
dated as appropriate instruments for cross-cultural
research (Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005; Schwartz,
1994; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995; Spini, 2003); (3) from
a practical perspective, individual-level data on
Schwartz values are publicly available online for 52
countries in the World Values Survey (WVS) 2005
(www.worldvaluessurvey.org), We need such indivi-
dual level data to identify the diverse culture arche-
types within and across countries, and profile the
values structure of the archetypes. In contrast, only
national-level aggregated data are available in the
public domain for other models such as those of
Hofstede or GLOBE; and (4) the Schwartz values have
an underlying theoretical model that builds on a
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stream of prior research, notably Rokeach (19733, and
provide a holistic view of the individual. This gives us
confidence that we have a broad view of the values we
may find in any research setting.

Schwartz (1994: 21) defines “values as desirable trans-
situational goals, varying in importance, that serve as
guiding principles in the life of a person or other social
entity,” According to Schwartz (1994), values reflect
responses to three universal requirements: (1) as biolo-
gical organisms, (2) for coordinated social interaction,
and (3) for smooth functioning and swvival of groups.
These could be summarized into two broad needs: (1)
survival of individual, biological organisms, and (2)
sustenance of group, social organizations, in large part
to support individual survival., From these universal
requirements, Schwartz derives ten motivational
value types (Schwartz, 1992). These he organizes into
four categories around a cirdle: (1) self-transcendence
(reflecting universalism and benevolence values); (2)
conservation (encompassing tradition, conformity
and security values); (3) self-enhancement (reflecting
power and achievement values); and (4) openness {0
change {which includes the values of sel-direction
and stimulation). A tenth value ~ hedonism - strad-
dles both self-enhancement and openness to change.,
Inherent in the model are also two tensions, self-
transcendence vs self-enhancement and openness to
change vs conservation. Using the Schwartz model as
our source of individual values, we now turn to our
research propositions, in particular the archetypes we
might expect to find in a multi-nation study.

Which Culture Archetypes Might We Identify?
Since we believe we are introducing the idea of
archetypes to the cross-cultural IB literature, there is
no directly compatable study in the prior literature,
Extant studies that address heterogeneity in values
within and across countries use measures based on
the older Rokeach model, more conventional
methodologies and are relatively few in number (see
Table 1). Nonetheless these studies are useful in
suggesting which archetypes may exist. Some of these
studies are to be found in the marketing literature,
under the topic of international segmentation. The
other literature that provides guidance here is that of
Maruyama,

International segmentation studies

Steenkamp and Ter Hofstede (2002) review the
international segmentation literature in depth, iden-
tifying 25 empirical studies on this topic. However,
most of these studies use country-level rather than
individual-level data. Further, of the individual-level

studies only three use values as a segmentation basis.
In particular, Kamakura et al. {1993} study respon-
dents living in Great Britain, Italy and Germany and,
using the Rokeach Value Survey, find five segments,
all showing a strong but not exclusive national con-
nection. Wedel et al. (1998) study consumers across
six European countiies, using the List of Values
instrument. They also find five segments; four that
are present in two or more countries, including two —
pan-Furopean - segments that are present in all six
countries, Finally, Ter Hofstede et al. (1999) study
consumers in 11 countries of the European Union
using the short nine-item List of Values instrument.
They find four international segments including a
pan-European segment, a North-European segment
and a cross-national segment. All three of these
studies lend general support to our arguments about
the need to identify cultural boundaries endogenously
based on configuration of multiple values within and
across countries, but we need to mention an impor-
tant qualification to this support. Two of the three
studies use the List of Values instrument. This instru-
ment is an extract from the Rokeach Values Survey
but one more oriented to marketing purposes than
the study of culture. In particular, the extract focuses
on self-enhancing values and largely omits self-trans-
cending interests (Wedel & Kamakura, 2000). As such
it is an incomplete description of culture, especially
compared with the Schwartz model.

Maruyama’s mindscapes

Maruyama's (1992: 92) “mindscape” refers to “the
way a person organizes his/her thinking and beha-
vior” and parallels the concept of culture we discuss
eatlier, although his concept is broader in that it also
includes ways of perceiving, reasoning and decision-
making. He identifies four key types (or archetypes)
of mindscapes and suggests {on the basis of small
sample research, literature and logic) that roughly
two-thirds of the people in most countries belong to
one of these types or a composite of two or more of
them (Maruyama, 1999: 56). On the basis of the
universality of the four types, he further argues that
neither nationality nor regional geographic proxi-
mity is an accurate basis for identifying culturally
homogeneous groups (Maruyama, 1992: 93). Thus
he identifies the four types as essentially transna-
tional, that is, present in most countries. Similarly,
people within the same country may belong to
different mindscape types resulting in within-coun-
try cultural diversity. Maruyama’'s two decades of
research on mindscapes is suggestive of the existence
of culture archetypes that are transnational in nature
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as well as those that are country-specific, paralleling
some of the work in marketing above. Maruyama’s
four mindscapes can also be roughly divided into
more self-enhancement (“H-type,” “I-type”) and
self-transcendence types (“S-type,” “G-type”).

Propositions, The literature above allows us to put
forward three tentative propositions as to the culture
archetypes we expect to find in the Schwartz values
data from the WVS. Qur three propositions are as
follows:

Proposition 1: Heterogeneity in culture — within
and across countries — can be adeqguately described
by a small number of archetypes.

Proposition 2: Some of these archetypes will be
transnational (i.e,, found in more than one coun-
try), and some will be subnational (i.e., country-
specific.)

Proposition 3: Some archetypes will have predo-
minantly self-enhancement and openness to
change values and some will have predominantly
self-transcendent and conservation values.

The next section presents the methodology we use
to identify culture archetypes.

METHODOLOGY

Here we start with a brief introduction to AA that
builds on the theory presented earlier, We then
discuss the WVS including the countries we select
for analysis, how the WVS implements the Schwartz
values model, the topic of scale equivalence, the
issue of response bias and our tests for heterogeneity
in values. To save space here, many of the technical
details of our procedures are to be found in the
Technical Supplementary Appendix, namely:
(1) Measurement of Schwartz values in WVS, 2005;
(2) Steps to preprocess the WVS, 2005 data; (3)
Testing heterogeneity in country values; (4) The AA
algorithm, comparisons with other methods and
advantages/limitations; (5) Applying AA to our data,
and the stability and validity of our solutions; (6)
Tests of response bias; and (7) Tables of sample
statistics. In the article itself these details are refer-
enced by section of the Supplementary Appendix,
for example, section 1, 2, etc.

Archetypal Analysis

Earlier we noted that for a large diverse population,
such as a nation or a set of nations, we need a new
methodology to identify both the multiple culture
archetypes that may exist in the population and the
subgroups of individuals associated with each of
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these archetypes. Cutler and Breiman (1994) intro-
duce AA as a mathematical technique precisely for
identifying such archetypes in multi-variate data. AA
builds on the theory we introduced earlier by provid-
ing a formal and general algorithm for endogenously
identifying archetypes in multi-variate data. In par-
ticular, AA extends the idea of composite configura-
tions by associating each individual case with each
archetype. These associations allow us to separate
the archetypal cases from the non-archetypal cases,
as well as estimating the relative proportions of each
subgroup in the population. Thus AA is the appro-
priate method to apply to our work here.

To illustrate how this algorithm works, we can
imagine our data as a cloud in a multi-dimensional
space described by the variables of interest. Each case
in the data would then occupy a point in this cloud
defined by its coordinates, that is, the particular
magnitudes of the variables observed for that case.
Archetypes are then defined as the coordinates of a
small number of peints on the frontier of this coud
and each case is described as a simple weighted
composite of these archetypes. Using iterative optimi-
zatton techniques, AA chooses both the coordinates of
the archetypes and the individual case weights to best
fit the totality of the data. Largely because of this
topological approach, and in addition to the theore-
tical advantages listed above, AA provides a number of
practical advantages over other techniques when our
purpose is to describe value configurations in a clear
and parsimonious manner, These advantages include
imposing no strong “model” on the data (Li, Wang,
Louviere, & Carson, 2003), and being robust to noise
in the data (Chan, Mitchell, & Cram, 2003). (See the
Supplementary Technical Appendix section 4 for a
discussion of the AA algorithm, comparison with
other methods and advantages/limitations.)

In the output from AA, all cases in the data have
weights between 0 and 1 representing the degree to
which they associate with each archetype. Weights
for each case also sum to 1 across the set of arche-
types. A weight of 0.5 or greater implies the indivi-
dual’s configuration is more strongly associated with
one archetype than any other, or with all the other
archetypes combined. This we define as an “arche-
typal” case. We should also note 0.5 is not an
arbitrary threshold; it has real meaning. A weight of
0.5 or greater implies the case is located in the region
of the multi-dimensional space close to the coordi-
nates of one archetype. However, if all weights for a
case are below 0.5, the individual’s values configura-
tion is located more towards the center of the space
and closer to the overall average of the multi-variate
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values distribution. These are the "non-archetypal”
cases, that is, individuals who, in national data,
resermble the “national average.” Our archetypal
cases thus represent those individuals who have
made a clear choice in the importance they ascribe
to each of the values, be this importance high or low,
and be this for cne or several values in their arche-
type. In contrast, our non-archetypal cases represent
individuals who ascribe average importance to these
values. We apply AA to Schwartz values and so next
we explain the origin of our data, as well as the
various tests we apply to establish the validity of
these data for our purposes.

The WVS

We extract the data for our study from the WVS for
2005, available online at http:/fwww.wvsevsdb,
com/wvs/WVSData.jsp. The WVSs have been carried
out in five waves between 1981 and 2007, and
contain data from 97 countries representing nearly
90% of the world population. The data are collected
from a representative sample of respondents in each
country, via face-to-face Interviews in the local
language. However, the specific questions and the
sample countries vary from one wave to another, We
focus on the ten universal culture values of the
Schwartz model and these are included for the first
time in the fifth wave of the WVS in 2005, WVS,
2005 contains data for 538 countries (N=82,992),
with sample size per country ranging from 954 for
New Zealand to 3051 for Egypt.

Our countries and sample

We select the WVS, 2005 samples for Japan, USA,
China and India. We selected these four countries
primarily to capture global cultural diversity and
secondarily to focus on countries that are significant
for the global economy. The four cultural criteria
that we use to select our sample are: (1) secular/self-
expression values, (2) religion, (3) language, and (4)
ethnicity. One, these four countries cover all four
quadrants in the global cultural framework of
Inglehart and Welzel (2010: 554) that maps 53
counttries on the two dimensions of traditional vs
secular-rational values and survival vs self-expres-
sion values. Two, each of these four countries has a
different dominant religion, namely, Shintoism in
Japan, Christianity in USA, Taocism/Buddhism in
China, and Hinduism in India. Although these four
countries cover all the major religions of the world
except perhaps Islam, it is important to note that
India has nearly 170 million Muslims (which are
more than in any other country in the world except

Indonesia and Pakistan). Three, each of these four
countries has a different dominant language,
namely, Japanese, English, Mandarin and Hindi,
Four, each of these four countries also has a different
dominant ethnicity, namely, Japanese (99%), White
(80%), Han Chinese (929%) and Indo-Aryan (729%).
Overall, therefore, the four countries in our sample
capture a major proportion of global cultural diver-
sity and are appropriate to test our propositions
regarding diverse cualture archetypes within and
across countries, Further, from a practical perspec-
tive of IB, these four countries are among the top five
in the world on gross domestic product, and three of
the four are among the top four in population and
among the top five in exports.

The original sample size for each of these four
counfries in 'WVS, 2005 is: Japan 1096; USA 1249;
China 2015; and India 2001, However, the WVS data
vary in quality, containing incomplete question-
naires, missing values and outliers, and requires pre-
processing before analysis. Here we follow best prac-
fice in the social sciences (Graham, 2009) and impute
missing values for these non-outlying cases, which
reach acceptable quality levels. We present the con-
solidated results from 30 imputations, a number that
also follows from best practice (White, Royston &
Wood, 2011). Our pre-processing results in final sam-
ples of 1062 for Japan, 1222 for the US, 1928 for
China and 1694 for India, totaling 93% of the original
data. (See the Supplementary Technical Appendix
section 2 for steps to preprocess the WVS, 2005 data.)

How the WVS Implements the Schwartz Values
Model

The WVS, 2005 uses the Short Schwartz Values
Survey. This Instrument includes one representative
item for each of the ten motivational value types,

‘thus ensuring broad coverage of the Schwartz model.

Most of these items have the highest loading on the
corresponding motivational value type in prior
research, Further, Lindeman and Verkasalo’s (2005:
170) “results show that the new scale (with ten
representative items) had good reliability and valid-
ity and that the values measured by the SSVS (Short
Schwartz Values Survey) were arrayed on a circle
identical to the theoretical structure of values” in
the Schwartz (1992) model. This suggests the items
are not only representative of the Schwartz model
but also reliable measures of the ten motivational
values. (See the Supplementary Technical Appendix
section 1 for measurement of Schwarlz values in
WVS, 2005.) We use these ten items to identify
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culture archetypes within and across countries using
our AA methodology.

Scale Equivalence

Scale equivalence is an important topic in cross-
cultural research and has received a lot of attention
(for reviews, see Milfont & Fischer, 2010; and
Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998), However, moie
1elevantly here, there are several studies providing
strong support for the scale equivalence of Schwartz
values measures and their appropriateness and useful-
ness for international cross-cultural research. Accord-
ing to Inglehart and Welzel (2005: 239), “The (World)
Valies Surveys address this (the scale equivalence)
problem by avoiding situation-specific questions with
meanings that vary greatly from one setting to
another.” They also provide empirical evidence for
scale equivalence of WVS scales (including the
Schwartz values) across different countties, Similarly,
Beuckelaer, Lievens, and Swinnen (2007) found sup-
port for measurement equivalence (form equivalence
and metric equivalence) in the Schwartz values sui-
vey administered across 25 countries located in all
regions of the world. More specifically, Spini (2003:
18) assesses the equivalence of items used to measure
Schwartz's fen mnotivational value types and confirms
“the legitimacy of using the Schwartz Value Survey as
an Instrument for cross-cultural research.” Overall,
therefore, we believe the ten Schwartz values in WVS,
2005 adequately represent the values of individuals in
different countries. Next, we address the issue of
response bias in cross-cultural research.

Response Bias

The literature on response style bias in cross-cultural
research is equivocal (Fischer, 2004). While some
researchers consider response patterns as bias or
noise (e.g., Harzing, 2006; Van Herk, Poortinga, &
Verhallen, 2004), others view it as a signal of actual
cultural differences (e.g,, Smith, 2004), In the view of
the former, response bias is a problem that can be
mitigated by employing various standardization
strategies (Fischer, 2004). However, according to
Fischer (2004: 275), “comparison of standardized
measures in absolute terms ... will give misleading
results,” and “standardization would remove varia-
tion that is substantial and related to culture”
(Fischer, 2004: 264). Lee, Soutar, and Louviere
(2008: 335) make a stmilar point: “Values researchers
most often suggest ipsatizing or centering responses
around an individual’s overall mean or alternatively
using this mean as a covariate to reduce such effects
(e.g., Schwartz, 1992). However, this process may
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remove true differences from the data” (Smith, 2004;
Van Hemert et al., 2002). Here we take the perspec-
tive of Smith, Fischer and others and use raw data
from WVS, 2005 for our AA.

The WVS adopts multiple strategies to overcome
the potential problems of bias in cross-cultural sur-
veys. We also carty out several tests to check if these
strategies are successful or not, full details of which
are provided in the Supplementary Technical
Appendix (see section 6 “Tests of response bias”). In
these tests we examine the magnitude of any yea/
nay saying, and common method and social desir-
ability biases in the overall samples for each of the
four countries. Using our archetypal analyses, we
also examine the magnitude of any archetype-speci-
fic yea/nay saying or social desirability biases. Over-
all, these tests suggest that the strategies adopted by
the WVS are effective and any response biases in our
data are relatively small in magnitude and unlikely
to affect our findings.

Tests of Heterogeneity in Country Values

Our final tests are of heterogeneity and simply to
show there is adequate hetercgeneity in our sample
for our purposes. Further details are included in the
Supplementary Technical Appendix (see section 3
“Testing heterogeneity in country values”). We use
four tests of heterogeneity. First, we compare within
and between country variance on the Schwartz
values. As in previous research, we find that on
average 82% of the variance is within country and
only 18% between countries. Next, for each country,
we carry out two tests comparing values across
subgroups based on five demographic variables. The
fisst is a one-way multi-variate analysis of variance
testing for the equality of subgroup means. The
second test is through the E-statistic (Szekely &
Rizzo, 2013) for the equality of the multi-variate
distributions of the various subgroups. Here our tests
reject equality of subgroup means and distributions,
For our fourth and Ilast test of heterogeneity, we
follow Fischer and Schwartz (2011) and apply an
inter-rater agreement statistic to establish the degree
to which consensus on the importance of values
exists within a country. Here we find there is little
consensus as our test statistics are well below
accepted norms. Overall, our tests show there is
substantive heterogeneity in the values held by the
citizens of any one counfry, so we next seek to
understand this heterogeneity through AA. (See the
Supplementary Technical Appendix sections 4 and 3
for details of AA.)
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RESULTS

We divide this section into five subsections. First, we
briefly discuss the fit and stability of the solutions we
obtain from AA. Second, we discuss the archetypes
we identify for Japan. Japan is regarded as one of the
most homogeneous countries in the world, with
98.5% of its population being ethnic Japanese. It is
thus interesting to start with the most ethnically
homogeneous nation of the four before we move to
other, more diverse nations. Our discussion of the
archetypes for Japan also allows us to illustrate
the way we present archetypes and also to reinforce
the distinction between archetypes, the archetypal
cases and the non-archetypal cases. Third, we com-
pare country archetypes in sequence from Japan
through the USA and China to the most diverse
counttry, which is India. Fourth, we pool the data
from the four countries into one database for a
transnational analysis. Here we use random samples
of 1000 from each country to ensure each gets equal
weight in the resulting archetypes. Otherwise, the
almost 2 to 1 difference between the original sample
sizes for India and China vs those for the USA and
Japan would unduly influence the pooled arche-
types, either in proportions of archetypal cases or
the configurations of the archetypes themselves,
Fifth and finally, we profile the five archetypes we
obtain from the pooled data across 43 independent
variables: namely, five demographic characteristics
and 38 other values, attitudes and perceptions from
the WVS, 2005, There are strong differences across
many of these independent variables, demonstrat-
ing that our Schwartz archetypes can discriminate
between individuals on a much broader set of values
than we use to develop them, and thus providing
further support for their overall validity and predic-
tive ability.

Fit and Stability of AA Solutions

On the basis of fit to the data and other criteria (see
the Supplementary Technical Appendix section 5 for
details), we identify four archefypes as the best
solution for Japan, the USA and China. For India we
identify six archetypes because of the greater diver-
sity of this country and because of the better fit of
the solution for six archetypes. For the pooled data
we identify five archetypes as the best solution. For
all these solutions, the residual sum of squares after
fitting the archetypes is small (ranging from 1.2% to
2.8% of the initial data value) and the generalized
multi-variate varlance explained by the archetypal
cases is high (ranging from 75.3% to 83.8%).
Furthermore, all these solutions also have low

standard errors of imputation and cross-validation
via linear discriminant analysis shows high levels of
correct classification in all imputations and split-half
samples (see the Supplementary Technical Appendix
section 5 for details), Thus we can be confident we
have good and robust fits to these data.

Culture Archetypes for Japan

We show our four archetypes for Japan in Figure 3.
following Schwartz's (1992) circle of ten motiva-
tional value types, we present these archetypes as
radar plots for ease of comprehension, and also for
comparison between archetypes within and across
countries. The dark line in each radar plot is
the value configuration of the archetype itself. The
petiphery of the circle represents values that are
highly important to the respondent (see the Supple-
mentary Technical Appendix section 1 “Measure-
ment of Schwartz values in WVS, 2005” for details).

Archetype Ain Figure 3 is associated with 21,9% of
the Japanese sample (i.e., cases with a weight> = 0.5
on Archetype A). These “Archetypal A” individuals
do not believe any of the Schwartz values are parti-
cularly important to them. In contrast, the indivi-
duals associated with Archetypes B, C and D make
strong statements as to what is important to them,
Archetypal B cases (14.8% of the sample) are those
that regard self-transcendenice and conservation
values such as wuniversalism, benevolence, tradition,
conformity and securify as important to them. In
contrast, Archetypal C cases (8.7% of the sample)
are those giving importance to self~direction, stirmula-
fion and achicvement. Finally, Archetypal D cases
(8.1% of the sample) consider hedonism and security
as important to them. Overall, this is a surprisingly
diverse set of archetypes, especially for a country
that is often regarded as one of the most homoge-
neous in the world. The four archetypal subgroups
total 53.5% of the Japanese sample; while the
remaining 46.5% is composed of non-archetypal
cases, that is, individuals who more closely resemble
the national averages for Japan on these ten values.
Thus assuming homogeneity of values for Japan is
clearly incorrect — by analogy the annular ring of the
Japanese “donut” is larger than the hole of the
donut, and this ring is divided into four distinct
sectors. This we show in Figure 4.

To reinforce and clarify the distinction between
archetypes, archetypal cases and non-archetypal
cases, we also show all of these configurations as
radars in Figure 4. These radars reinforce two impor-
tant outcomes of AA that are a direct result of its
overall approach. First, by comparing an archetype
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Figure 3 Culture archetypes in Japan.

(shown in solid lines)y with the average of the arche-
typal cases associated with that archetype (shown in
dotted lines) we can see there is a good resemblance
between the two. This result holds for al! four arche-
types here and indeed for all our other analyses (see
the Supplementary Technical Appendix section 7
Tables A9 and A10Q for all profiles, means and standard
deviations). Thus the archetypes themselves provide
a parsimonious representation — perfect examples - of
important subsets of the sample. Second, the config-
uration for the non-archetypal cases (weight<0.5 on
all four archetypes) is indistinguishable from the
overall sample means (in fact we had to show them
as sepatrate plots because they overlay each other).
Thus the non-archetypal cases also provide a good
representation of the national average configurafion.

Comparisons across the Four Countries

As we show in Figures 5, 6 and 7, our analysis
identifies four culture archetypes each for the USA
and China and six for India. These figures have the
same format as for Japan. The USA, China and India
show roughly the same configuration of values for
archetype A as Japan, namely, individuals associated
with this archetype do not regard any of the ten
values as particularly important to them (10.1%,
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8.8% and 6.6% of the respective samples). Interest-
ingly, all four countries also share another common
aichetype with relatively strong self-transcendence
and conservation values and relatively weak self-
enhancement and openness to change values (arche-
type B in Japan, USA and China, and archetype E in
India, representing 14.8%, 20.0%, 12.4% and 5.3% of
the respective samples). These two archetypes are
potentially candidates for global archetypes as they
are found in all four countries, countries that repre-
sent over 3 billion people. However, since we only
have four countries in our study, we prefer to label
them more circumspectly as transnational archetypes,
that is, archetypes that span more than one country.

Three countries (excluding Japan) also share
another transnational archetype D, representing
individuals who regard all values as important to
them (20.5%, 19.1% and 20.2% of the respective
samples), There are potentially two other transna-
tional archetypes spanning two countries each,
Archetypes C in China and India (representing
21.2% and 7.1% of the respective samples), though
not entirely the same, have similarities in that they
are strong on three of the same self-transcendence
and conservation values of universalism, benevolence
and tradition, and also the self-enhancement value of
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achievement. Similarly, archetypes C in Japan and F
in India (representing 8.7% and 1.6% of the respec-
tive samples) share achievement, stimulation and self-
direction values. In addition to the transnational
archetypes, we also find subnational archetypes that
are specific to individual countries, namely, arche-
type D in Japan, C in USA and B in India (comprising
8.1%, 8.8% and 5.9% of the respective samples).

Overall, our results support Proposition 1 in that
the heterogeneity in individual values within each
country can be captured by a small number of well-
defined archetypes. Our archetypes also provide
support for Proposition 2 in that some culture
archetypes are clearly transnational (i.e., found in
all four of our countries), and some are subnational
(t.e., found in specific countries). Finally, turning to
Proposition 3, we find, while the configurations are
not exactly the same across the four countries, there
do seem to be, qualitatively at least, some common
themes. Some archetypes give high importance to
self-transcendence and conservation values {e.g., B
in Japan, USA and China, and E in India} and others
focus solely on self-enhancement and openness to
change values {e.g., C in Japan, F in India). Thus
there is some support for Proposition 3 regarding
differences in the dominant value orientations
among archetypes. However, an interesting finding
is that there are many individuals who simulta-
neously embrace all values (e.g., D in USA, China
and India). This finding has implications for the
Schwartz theory of values, namely whether values
are bipolar, bi-dimensional or multi-dimensional.
We will return to this point in our discussion
section. Given we see common themes across coun-
tries, we next present the results of our analysis on
pooled data. This analysis is designed to confirm the
existence of transnational archetypes and also dee-
pen our understanding of them.

Culture Archetypes from Pooled Four-country Data
Applying AA to the pooled sample of 4000 cases and
the ten Schwartz values, we identify five archetypes
(see Figure 8). For four of these we also see strong
similarities with the previous country-level results,
namely archetypes A, B, C and D, thus confirming
our previous resulfs. Archetype A (associated with
12.5% of the pooled sample) represents individuals
who do not regard any of the Schwartz values as
important. Archetype B (10.9%) represents indivi-
duals with strong self-transcendence and conserva-
tion values. Both are similar to the ones we found
earlier in all four countries. Archetype C (4.9%)
represents individuals who place importance on four

self-transcendence and conservation values and
three self-enhancement and change values (similar
to the ones we found in China and India}. Archetype
D (16.0%) represents individuals who place rela-
tively strong importance on all ten values (similar
to the ones we found in USA, China and India).
Finally, the fifth archetype, E (7.4%), represents
individuals with a simple configuration of values.
They believe in benevolence and self-direction but do
not place much importance on any of the other
values. The cases associated with the five archetypes
total 51.7% of the pooled sample, with the remain-
ing 48.3% non-archetypal cases closely resembling
the four-nation average for these data.

To gain more insight into how these five arche-
types are distributed across the four countries of the
pooled sample, we present them as four country
donut charts in Figure 9. These charts are built from
a cross-tabulation of pooled archetypes by country
(see the Supplementary Technical Appendix Table
Al1 for cell numbers). The annular sectors show the
proportion of each archetype (A, B, C, D and E)
within each country and the size of the donut hole
varies according to the proportion of non-archetypal
cases. It is important to note that with these data the
AA algorithmn itself is potentially capable of produ-
cing a solution where each country is represented by
a single archetype (which would occur if, for exam-
ple, the values in each country were homogeneous
and distinctly different from other countries). This is
not what we see here. First, we see the presence of all
archetypes in all four countries, albeit some are only
present in small proportions in some countries.
However, more importantly each country is strongly
associated with at least two archetypes. Japan with
archetypes A and E, the USA with B, D and E, China
with B, D and E, and India with C and D, These
archetypal links across countries (Japan with the
USA, the USA with China and China with India)
further add to the evidence supporting Proposition 2
(transnational archetypes that span more than one
country). Overall, the pocled analysis confirms and
extends our findings from the individual country-
level analyses, particularly the existence of tran-
snational archetypes and the diversity among the
archetypes within and across countries.

Overall, we believe the archetypes we teport above
are a useful and interesting way to represent the
configurations of shared values in these data. The
next question is whether these archetypes relate to
other, independent facets of the individual. The
answer to this question potentially provides evi-
dence that these five archetypes are not only
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Figure 8 Culture archetypes with pooled data from Japan, USA, China and India.

interesting, but they are also of broader theoretical
and managerial value,

Relationship between Transnational Culture
Archetypes and Other Facets of the Individual

We select 43 items frorn WVS, 2005 to examine
these relationships (see Table 2 here, and Table A12
in the Supplementary Technical Appendix for full
details), These items include some demographics,
but also attitudes, perceptions, and importance
statements that describe the individual's values
across the broad canvas of the WVS. In addition to
breadth, our other criterion for selecting these items
is they have at least a four-point scale, providing
some variance for analysis. This set of ifemns also
includes one measure of behavior (ant index of the
number of social organizations — church, political,
etc, - in which each respondent is active),

To understand the relationship between each
item and our archetypes we follow the procedures
outlined in Ter Hofstede et al. {(1999). We take each
item in turn and estimate an OLS regression with
this item as the dependent variable and member-
ship of the five archetypes (archetype weight> =
0.5) as contrast-coded dummy predictor variables
{e.g., code membership of archetype Aas 1 000G},

The contrast here is with the grand mean of the
dependent variable. We use the non-archetypal
cases (with weight<0.5 on all archetypes) as the
category whose coefficient is not estimated to
avoid complete colinearity (e.g., code membership
of the non-archetypal cases as -1 -1 -1 -1 -1), Ter
Hofstede et al.’s procedure tests whether an arche-
type is significantly above or below the grand
mean, which we show as plus or minus in Table 2.
These pluses and minuses provide a simple and
readily interpretable profile of archetype differ-
ences across the 43 items. Finally, we also examine
the largest pairwise difference between the arche-
typal cases, estimating the effect size for this differ-
ence (last column in Table 2 using Cohen’s d). The
effect size is, in our opinicon, the most useful
statistic as it shows the differences between the
archetypes that are not only statistically significant
but also substantive in a theoretical and managerial
sense. Table 2 lists the 28 of the 43 variables that
have large or moderate effect sizes, all of which are
statistically significant (p<0.001, Bonferroni cor-
rected for multiple comparisons). (The Supplemen-
tary Technical Appendix Table A12 gives the full
results including the remaining 15 variables, six of
which are statistically significant but only have
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Figure 9 Diverse archetypal and non-archetypal cases by country with pooled data.

small effect sizes, and nine of which are not statisti-
cally significant.)

If we focus on the ten large effects, we see these
include the behavior (membership of social organiza-
tions), three attitudes to work, two role perceptions,
two expectations, the importance of religion and one
attitude to life (fechnology benefits the world). Six of
these ten effect sizes are greater than one standard
deviation, which is large by the standards of social
science research, These are substantive effects,
demonstrating strong relationships between the
archetypal groups and other independent facets of
the individual, All in all, these results suggest a broad
and rich set of relationships between the individuals
and the culture archetypes they associate with,

Transnational archetypes and social behavior

The links to behavior are especially interesting.
Those individuals associated with archetypes C and
D are membets of more social organizations than is
the case for those associated with archetypes A and
E. This closely patallels their relative orientation on

the Schwartz values, demonstrating an association
between values and behavior that is consistent with
theory. The largest difference is between C and A
which suggests that archetype C is a valid reflection
of people who not only value self-transcendence and
conservation values but also engage in activities that
manifest these values. Moreover, the configuration
of archetype C also displays strong self-direction,
stimulation and achievernent values, of the sort that
might be expressed through active membership of
several organizations. In contrast, those individuals
associated with archetype A do not regard any values
as Important nor are they active in society, We do
not have space to illustrate all the possible contrasts
but hopefully these examples demonstrate a theore-
tically consistent connection between archetypal
value configurations and behavior.

Transnational archetypes and other independent
variables

Here we focus on the nine other variables showing
large effect sizes and we start with the three
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Table 2 Relationships between pooled archetypal groups and demographics plus other variables in WVS, 2005
Category Summary description A B C D E LPD Pairwise ES
Behavior & demographics Index of membership of social organizations - + + - CA 1.80 (L)
Gender (high =female) + - BC 0.67 (M)
Age + - BD 0.68 (M)
Attitude to work Humiliating to get money without work - + - CE 1.03 (1)
Work is a duty to society - + - CE 1.00 (L)
Work should always come first - + + - CA 1.21 (L)
Need a job to develop your talent - + + - CE 0.77 (M)
Peaple who don’t work turn lazy + - CE 0.71 (M)
Role perception I see myself as a citizen of (country) - + CA 0.91 (L)
I see myself as an autonomous individuat - - + + CA 0.94 (1)
| see myself as a world citizen - + + CA 0.56 (M)
| see myself as a member of the local community - + CA 0.66 (M)
Meeting expectations Important to meet parent’s expectations - + + - CA 1.18 (L)
Important to meet your own expectations - + CA 0.87 (L)
Important to meet friend’s expectations - + + - CE 0.73 (M)
Important to set your own goals in life - + CA 0.75 (M)
(Non)-Fthical stance Justifiable to claim benefits not entitled to - + + CB 0.56 (M)
Justifiable to avoid fares - + CB 0.65 (M)
Justifiable to cheat on taxes - + + CB 0.67 (M)
Justifiable to take a bribe - + + CB 0.70 (M)
Nature of work My work is mostly cognitive + - + EC 0.55 (M)
| have complete independence in my work - EA 0.51 (M)
Social priorities Importance of religion - + - CA 1.67 (L)
Importance of work - = + + CB 0.58 (M)
Attitudes to life Technology benefits the world - + CA 1.07 {L)
Cther people are falr + - BC 0.68 (M)
In control of life - BA 0.52 (M)
Hard work brings success -~ + CA 0.78 (M)

Notes:
A, B, C, D, E - refer to culture archetypes with pooled data in Figure 8.
LPD - Largest Pairwise Difference; ES — Effect Size (L: large; M: moderate),

(+) archetype mean significantly larger than the grand mean; (<) archetype mean significantly smaller than the grand mean.
Inn the fast column, items within each categoty are arranged in descending order of effect size, from farge to medium.

configurations that are more oriented to self-trans-
cendence and conservation, namely C, D and B, The
individuals represented by archetype C have a strong
work ethic, see themselves as a citizen of their nation
but also autonomous in their actions, strive to meet
their parents’ and their own expectations, are reli-
gious and positive about technology. This is a con-
sistent set of perceptions and attitudes that reflects
their overall strong social and specific self-focused
Schwartz values. The individuals represented by
archetype D have something in common with those
of archetype C; in particular they put work first,
regard themselves as autonomous individuals and
strive to meet their parent’s expectations. However,
they are average on the other variables. Is this
because their Schwartz profile, in contrast to arche-
type C, places a much heavier emphasis on security,
power and hedonism? Further research is needed to
answer this question, as it is for archetype B, a

Schwartz value profile that is entirely oriented
towards self-transcendence and conservation, but
which is average on all nine WVS variables. And
then we have archetypes A and F; which come out
lower than the average on all or most of these
variables respectively, perhaps reflecting the overall
lack of strong values in their archetypal configura-
tions. Both do not have as strong a work ethic, do
not strive to meet their parent’s expectations and are
less religious. This pattern of results also seems
consistent with their archetypes and suggests they
are, in this restricted sense, possibly less part of their
societies. However, there is a difference between the
two configurations in that archetype E has two
fundamental values — selfidirection and benevolence —
whereas archetype A has none. Indeed, the indivi-
duals represented by archetype A also do not think
it important to meet their own expectations, do
not see themselves as citizens or autonomous
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individuals, and see few benefits to technology. Thus
the fact that they regard none of the Schwartz values
as important is entirely reflected in the fact that they
are below the average on all nine WVS variables. In
contrast, those individuals represented by archetype
E are average on own expectations, citizenship,
autonomy and technology, implying that their two
fundamental Schwartz values are reflected in these
facets of their life, Overall, while further research is
clearly needed to validate and extend these findings,
as for behavior we see several consistent and theore-
tically plausible connections between the various
archetypal configurations and individual attitudes,
expectations and perceptions,

Using archetypes for managerial decision-making
We believe our archetypes are also potentially useful
for managerial decision-making. Firms seek employ-
ees who have a good fit not only with the overall
culture of the organization, but also with the specific
tasks that each individual performs. Similarly, firms
pursue customers whose value drivers align with the
value propositions offered by the firm. Thus under-
standing the values profiles of individuals will help
firms to more effectively achieve both these objec-
tives. This is especially critical in the context of
large, diversified MNCs that undertake a wide and
complex variety of tasks involving a large number of
people with different skills and capabilities.
Speculatively, and to illustrate the potential, our
analysis suggests that archetypal C individuals
might be well suited for decision-making under
complex and conflicting situations, however, they
might be less likely to take up leadership roles as they
do not value power or hedonism. Similarly, they
might try new products, albeit as followers rather
than leaders, and could be targeted by innovative
firms at the second stage of the new product intro-
duction process. On the other hand, archetypal D
individuals might be more motivated to take up such
leadership roles since, while holding several values
in common with archetypal C individuals; they
differ in placing a high value on power and hedon-
ism. And with the potential to become the early
users of new products, innovative firmas might target
these individuals at the launch phase of new product
introduction. Archetypal B individuals are socially
conscious with high ethical values, These indivi-
duals could suit roles and organizations that place
high value on ethical conduct, for example, public
service and social organizations. They are also likely
to value trusted brands and products and be con-
servative in trying new products. Archetypal E

individuals are less engaged in society but do give
strong importance to self-direction, universalism
and benevolence. They may be more social dreamers
than doers. As such, they could fit roles that require
thinking rather than action, such as planning and
R&D. Finally, archetypal A individuals are difficult to
understand as they are not strong on any of the
Schwartz values and generally less engaged with
society. More in-depth research is needed to figure
out the values, if any, of this group of individuals, as
well as to confirm our other speculations here,
Further research is also needed to explore our idea
that certain archetypes might be agents of cultural
change. Archetype D is cne potential candidate for
the change agent role in our data here.

Overall, therefore, we find substantive differences
among the archetypal cases on a range of indepen-
dent variables, differences that reflect the archetypal
profiles on the Schwartz values in a consistent and
interpretable manner. To us this signifies the poten-
tial usefulness of AA for IB theory development and
management decision-making. The next section dis-
cusses the implications of our study for theory and
practice, and its limitations and possible directions
for future research.

DISCUSSION

In this section we first lock at the implications of our
results for IB research on culture, both for theory and
methodology, and then their implications for man-
agement practice, particularly the impact that differ-
ent customer and employee values may have on
international organizations. Finally we discuss the
limitations of the WVS and our work and the
possible directions this suggests for future research,
particularly cultural dynamics and methodology.

Implications for Research

There are four key implications of our results for IB
research: (1) the operationalization of the culture
concept, (2) averages or archetypes — reconciling
national and heterogeneous culture perspectives, (3)
integrating the emic-etic views in culture, and (4) the
dimensionality of values.

(1) Operationalizing the concept of culture

A fundamental issue in the definition and operatio-
nalization of culture is clearly how we delineate the
boundary of a culture. To most scholars, culture
refers to characteristics shared by a group of people.
It is therefore arguable that we would be better to
determine such boundaries endogenously on the
basis of the characteristics of interest to the
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researcher, and not impose them exogenously
through national, regional or organizational consid-
erations as is common in many cross-cultural studies.
Once culture boundaries are defined and profiled,
researchers can examine the extent to which they
coincide with regional, national or crganizational
boundaries. Further, as we illustrate in this article,
and following Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), it is
better to identify cultural groups on the basis of
similarities and differences in their configurations of
multiple values rather than single values.

(2) Averages or archetypes — Reconciling national and
heterogeneous culture perspectives

AA identifies culture archetypes through the topology
of all the data rather than through subgroups of these
data. This is in contrast to existing approaches such as
cluster analysis or latent class analysis that build
classifications with a more internal and subgroup
focus. Consequently, we find our sample is split
approximately equally between archetypal cases
that are associated with sharp and differentiated
archetypes, and non-archetypal cases that have
values close to the sample average. The archetypal
cases represent individuals who have made clear
choices in what they value and, moreover, choices
that differ markedly from the sample average. On the
other hand, the non-archetypal cases represent indi-
viduals whose choices are more middle-of-the road
and also less differentiated. With a national sample,
these individuals also represent the national average
scores reported in previous research. The theory and
methodology of archetypes thus allows us to recon-
cile two conflicting views in the literature. That is,
those scholars who believe in national average and
those who believe more in national diversity, Our
results indicate that these views are not in conflict;
rather they are two partial but complementary pic-
tures of the whole.

(3) Etic or emic?

Our research also potentially integrates the etic-emic
perspectives in culture research (e.g., Cheung,
van de Vijver, & Leong, 2011). Bond and Smith
(1996: 226) state that “The search for universals and
an emphasis upon indigenous culture-specifics are
often cast as contradictory enterprises that exem-
plify contrasting etic and emic approaches” and “the
methodological problems stemming from the etic-
emic dilemma must be more clearly addressed.” We
believe our article goes some way to provide a
methodology that can address and resolve this
dilemma. Owr multi-country “transnational”
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archetypes reflect common, more universal config-
urations of values, and provide tentative empirical
support for the etic view of culture. Further, our
country-specific, subnational archetypes reflect local,
indigenous configurations of values, supporting the
emic view of culture. By finding support for both the
etic and emic perspectives, we “progress from docu-
menting contrasts between different cultures toward
examining the ways in which individuals and groups
from different cultures relate to one another” (Bond
and Smith, 1996: 227).

(4} Multi-dimensional, bi-dimensional or bipolar
values?

The ten values in the Schwartz model are viewed
either from a bi-dimensional or a bipolar perspective
(Schwartz, 2011: 466). However, our results show that
individuals in most of our archetypes are more ambi-
dextrous, that is, often hold different types of values
simuyltaneously. This finding suggests that individuals
have a multi-dimensional configuration of values,
rather than a bi-dimensional or a bipolar one (e.g.,
Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002). Further
research could help clarify how such individuals
express their diverse values in their behavior, and
under what contexts different values are evoked in
practice.

Implications for Management

Our results also have interesting implications for the
management of international firms. MNCs operate in
multiple countries and interact with a diverse range
of individuals as customers and employees. How best
to sense and respond to the similarities and ditfer-
ences among individuals within and across countries
remains a constant challenge for large multi-national
firms. According to Wedel et al. (1998: 234), “The
universality, centrality, and stability of values render
them not only a particularly suitable basis for seg-
mentation within a country but also for cross-national
market segmentation.” Although the concept of cus-
tomer segmentation originated in marketing, it can
be extended to employees especially in the context of
MNCs operating in a number of different countries
and employing individuals with diverse values. Our
results show that assuming one’s employees in coun-
try X conform to the national culture of country X is
clearly misleading as less than 50% of individuals will
conform to these values. Though we note with irony
that dealing with the differences between these
national cultures is the topic of many popular busi-
ness books and management training courses, Thus
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both employment practices and managerial styles
need to reflect multiple value configurations.

Transnational and subnational archetypes

The identification of transnational and subnational
archetypes suggests that individuals belonging to
each of these archetypes have similar value drivers,
as customers or employees of the firm. Multi-
national firms can therefore use common strategies
for all individuals within an archetype itrespective of
their country of origin, thus reducing complexity
and enhancing efficiency and performance, For
{ransnational culture archetypes, MNC managers
can potentially use a standard approach across a
subset of countries that share similar value config-
urations. For example, Matsumoto (2002) presents
strong evidence to debunk the ofi-repeated stereo-
type of the young Japanese as collectivists. Thus this
subgroup in Japan can be targeted with, for example,
individualistic market positioning or employment
reward systems similar to that used by MNCs for
their individualistic customers or employees in other
parts of the world. On the other hand, individuals
belonging to different archetypes within or across
countries would need a different approach for effec-
tive customer satisfaction or employee motivation,
For example, there may be small, subnational arche-
typal subgroups within each country with specific
needs and characteristics and which may require
significant adaptation by MNCs. As Tsui et al
(2007: 462) note: “Treating culture as a global con-
struct, especially the use of a proxy (nation) for
culture, does not provide informative insight into
how culture influences employee behaviors in differ-
ent national contexts.” Thus our discovery of trans-
national and subnational archetypes has important
implications for business managers in their day-to-
day decision-making, for example, how best to serve
the diversities and commonalities in the country
markets around the globe, and how best to manage
a global workforce that is sourced from different
countries (e.g., Williams & Gregoire, 2015).

Limitations and Possible Directions for Future
Research

Our study has limitations that need to be addressed
in future research. First, our study provides a snap-
shot of culture archetypes in four different countries.
However, culture is not static, and rates of change
may differ within and across countries as a conse-
quence of different political and economic forces. It
is widely believed that increasing globalization is a
strong force for international cultural convergence

(e.g., Tsui et al, 2007). Nonetheless, in their
national-level analysis, Li and Bond (2010} found
no evidence of convergence or divergence in secular-
ism values within countries across four WVSs. One
way to extend Li and Bond’s convergence thesis is to
examine the trajectory of culture archetypes using
longitudinal panel data. Unfortunately such data
does not exist, A less satisfactory (from a methodo-
logical perspective) though still useful approach
would be to repeat our analysis for the new WVS
data which became available in 2014 and then the
subsequent wave planned for 2017. Though not as
strong as panel data, three cross-sectional waves over
a decade may well provide useful evidence on the
convergence thesis. All in all, time trends are impor-
tant challenges for future research, as it will enable
us to examine cultural change through potential
changes in existing archetypes, the emergence of
new archetypes, and whether these changes reflect
convergence or divergence in values within and
across countries, Further, as we speculate at the start
of the article, such approaches might allow us to
understand the drivers of these changes, particulatly
through the social and other interactions of indivi-
duals represented by different archetypes,

Second, although we identify archetypes for four
culturally diverse countries, extending our AA to
more cultures {(e.g., Islamic countries) would help us
test whether our transnational archetypes are gener-
alizable across a larger number of countries. Indeed,
perhaps some archetypes are essentially global in
nature? Equally, it might enable us to identify other
country-specific archetypes that may potentially
exist in a broader sample of countries. A related
challenge is how we project the proportions of our
archetypes to obtain the profile for the total popula-
tion of a country or a set of countries. The statistics
we present here are based on the respective country
samples (or equalized for the pooled analysis) and
need to be appropriately weighted to obtain the
population profiles. How we best choose those
weights is a topic for future research. Another useful
next step would be to identify each archetype with a
meaningful label that both captures the rich config-
utation of values underlying each archetype and is
not reductionist in scope,

A third important methodological issue for future
research concerns the measurement of the impor-
tance of values. The WVS uses representative items
for each of the ten Schwartz domains and, while this
has been shown to be a valid approach, the full set of
Schwartz items might provide a richer picture. How-
ever, rather than add many more iterns to the WVS,
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with consequent pressures on interview duration
and response rates, we believe there is a better
approach for the future. This is to collect values data
using trade-off based conjoint or choice modeling
techniques, Such techniques may reveal the impor-
tance of values in a more robust way than the ratings
or rankings of the typical values.survey. By combining
choice methods with best-worst scaling, the work of
Lee et al. (2008) on Schwartz values in one country
shows that such approaches need not necessarily be
time-consuming for the respondent. A related issue is
the domain of values we examine, Schwartz is one
model; there are others such as those of Hofstede or
GLOBE. We might apply choice models fo determine
the relative importance of the various values these
models advocate, shedding light on a more unified
model of values. And we might also use choice-based
data to address the important question of context. Are
an individual’s values expressed similarly in all con-
texts or does this expression differ by context,
for example, work vs family? These alternative
approaches to collect data could potentially result in a
more clear and differentiated choice of values by
respondents. Subsequent AA with such data would
likely show a larger proportion of archetypal cases and
a smaller proportion of non-archetypal cases, thus
complementing and enhancing the efficiency of AA.
Foutth, although we argue that national scores
present an incomplete picture of culture, we would
like to acknowledge that national political, economic
and soclal factors could influence individual level
values. For researchers studying culture, a meso-level
phencmena, an interesting research question is which
culture archetypes are more strongly associated with
macro-, national-level factors, and which ones are
more connected with micro-, individual-level factors.
In future research, AA could be followed with hier-
archical linear modeling (e.g., Raudenbush & Bryk,
2002) instead of simple regression that we use here to
examine the relative impact of individual and
national-level factors on our culture archetypes.
Finally, it is important to recognize that the role of
culture in human behavior is both complex and
subtle. AA can help us shed light on this role in
specific circumstances but it is not the panacea for all
of the many issues related to culture conceptualiza-
tion, measuremnent and theory-building. The main
contribution of the archetype concept and our AA,
and the archetypes that result from it, is to endogen-
ously describe the heterogeneity in value configura-
tions within and across nations with a parsimonious,
differentiated and meaningful set of archetypes that
encompass the fundamental values of people. We
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need other models and methods to answer the many
interesting questions these archetypes themselves
raise or to address other aspects of culture that AA
cannot,

CONCLUSION

In summary, we believe our study makes four con-
tributions to the IB literature: (1) delineates culture
endogenously as configurations of values; (2) devel-
ops a theory of culture archetypes and introduces AA
as a better way to study configurations; (3) identifies
transnational archetypes; and (4) validates our
archetypes by showing they have substantive rela-
tionships with a broad set of independent measures.
We conclude by briefly discussing each of these
contributions and then offer an analogy to illustrate
the overall thrust of our work.

(1) Delineate Culture Endogenously as
Configurations

Tsui et al. note “the abundance of culture dimen-
sions and corresponding measures does not necessa-
rily advance our knowledge on culture. We need
consolidation of cultural values and development of
configuration models to improve its conceptual
clarity and to advance future research” (Tsui et al.,
2007: 463). We directly take up this challenge and
identify four culture configurations in Japan, USA
and China, and six in India. In addition, consistent
with the definition of culture as shared characteris-
tics, we use AA to identify culture archetypes endo-
genously on the basis of the ten Schwartz values in
the WVS 2005.

(2) Theory of Culture Archetypes and AA

Our article cleatly enunciates the theory of culture
archetypes and operationalizes the archetype con-
cept appropriately using the AA methodology. Our
theory and method have a number of advantages for
studying configurations, particularly through its use
of the topology of the data. We are able to separate
the archetypal cases from the non-archetypal cases
and thus reconcile the national average vs hetero-
geneous culture conflict within a single theoretical
and methodological framework. And describing the
archetypal cases by a small number of perfect exam-
ples, that is, archetypes, enables us to understand
and work with the cultural diversity of the world in a
simple and readily interpretable manner.

(3) Transnational Archetypes
We find a number of multi-country archetypes that
either span all four countries, or are found in two or
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mote but not in all countries. This is a novel finding
and a significant extension of a literature that often
focuses on simple differences in averages between
countries. Our findings also contribute to integrat-
ing the etic-emic perspectives, not only in that we
find support for both perspectives, but also that
through the transnational archetypes we suggest
the usefulness of an intermediate perspective.

{4) The Transnational Archetypes Have Strong and
Consistent Relationships with Independent
Variables
We show large effect sizes for a number of relation-
ships between the five archetypes from the pooled
four-country analysis and various independent atti-
tudes, perceptions and behavior measures from the
WVS, Further, these strong relationships appear to be
broadly consistent with the Schwartz value config-
urations of the archetypes in the sense that they are
easily interpretable from these configurations. To us,
this is evidence the archetypes have substantive
practical implications, though clearly further research
is also necessaty to confirm and ex{end these results,
In sum, following Leung, Bhagat, Buchan, Erez,
and Gibson (2005), our article extends cross-cultural
IB research in three key directions: (1) we introduce
the new concept of culture archetypes for further
investigation in IB research; (2) our transnational
and subnational culture archetypes capture the phe-
nomena of cultural convergence and divergence in
IB; and (3) examination of culture archetypes over
time can help us understand cultural dynamics in
new and innovative ways. We speculate that inter-
action among individuals within relatively insulated
archetypal groups {e.g., subnational archetypes) is
likely to result in consolidation of their value sys-
tems. Such intra-group interactions could amplify
the differentiation of the submnational archetypes

a b

Mational Culture
Perspective

Heterogeneous Cullure
Perspective

relative to other archetypes within and across
nations. On the other hand, interactions among
individuals across relatively open archetypal groups
{e.g., transnational archetypes) is likely to reduce
differentiation, as people exchange, understand and
appreciate the values of others, and assimilate those
that they find useful into their own value systems.
Such interactions can also potentially give rise to
new value configurations. Further, interactions
among diverse culture archetypal groups within and
across countries can enhance creativity through
conceptual expansion and integration in novel ways
(Leung, Maddux, Galinsky, & Chiu, 2008; Stahl &
Tung, 2014),

A Concluding Analogy on Culture Mindscapes
across Landscapes

A useful analogy for mindscapes across landscapes,
that is, cultural similarities and differences within
and across countries is found in the physics of color,
This we illustrate in Figure 10. In the figure, each
small circle represents a country. Culture, like color,
exists in the minds of people. The national culture
perspective sees each nation through monochro-
matic lens, and paints each country with a single
color reflecting the uniformity of its culture (Figure
10a). Here we are using a color as an analogy for a
configuration of multiple values. The naticnal cul-
ture perspective implies one configuration and
hence for us one color. The alternative heferogeneous
culture perspective views each country through a
polychromatic lens (Figure 10b) with a different
color for each subnational configuration, Although
this perspective extends the national culture view by
recognizing cultural heterogeneity within each
country, it does not explicitly connect those indivi-
duals in different countries who, as we demonstrate
here, share similar values. In contrast, our archetypal

Archatypal Culture
Perspactive

Figure 10 National, heterogeneous and archetypal culture perspectives,Note: Circles represent countries; colors represent cultures/

archetypal cases; grey centers in (¢) are non-archetypal cases.
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culture perspective views the world of nations
through a differentiated polychromatic lens and
recognizes the similarities and differences among
individuals within and across countries (Figure 10c).
Overall, we believe the archetypal culture perspec-
tive reflects the real world of cultural diversity with
greater clarity, precision and fidelity. We thus hope
our archetypal approach will open doors to a more
enlightened debate on how we can best conceptua-
lize, measure and understand the richness, diversity
and dynamism of culture we see around us.
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