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The study has contributed to the current debate on the significance 
of cultural referenced practices over self-reported values in the 
identification of culture (e.g., Fischer & Schwartz, 2011; Kirkman, 
Lowe, & Gibson, 2017). The study has examined whether there is a 
difference in the self-reported values versus cultural-referenced 
practices concerning masculinity and power distance. Also, which 
facet of masculinity and power distance, i.e., self-referenced 
and/or cultural referenced ratings predict the manifestation of 
such values in the advertising. The study has used a survey 
method and ask 200 respondents to report masculinity and power 
distance in their individual behavioural preference, in their social 
context and the manifestation of masculinity and power distance 
in advertising. The results show that self-reported and cultural-
referenced rating of masculinity and power distance differ 
significantly. Moreover, the regression analysis shows that the 
culture-referenced masculinity and power distance predicts the 
reflection of respective values in advertising, but no such effect of 
self-reported values are found. Obtained results strengthen the 
argument that self-reported values did not identify the culture, 
instead, the normative values did identify the culture. Future 
international business and cross-cultural corporate governance 
research should consider the cultural practices of masculinity and 
power in their cross-cultural investigation. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Scholars from several disciplines, such as 
management, cross-cultural psychology, marketing, 
to mention a few, have used various ways to 
conceptualize and operationalize the culture 
(Fischer, 2009; Kirkman et al., 2017; Zolfaghari, 
Möllering, Clark, & Dietz, 2016). For some scholar’s 

culture is a multifaced variable and it can be tapped 
through social norms, individual values, practices at 
the cultural level to mention a few (for example  
see Fischer, 2008). Nevertheless, still, there are 
disagreements among scholars about what is 
culture, its self-reported values of individuals or 
cultural practices, or social norms, to mention  
a few (Taras, Steel, & Kirkman, 2010). Recently  
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Kirkman et al. (2017) have said “that the field has a 
long way to go in fully understanding the complex 
construct that is culture” (p. 24). Perhaps a 
predominant approach to operationalize culture 
come from the cross-cultural psychology, where 
individual self-reported behavioural preferences are 
aggregated at country or cultural level and are 
regarded as cultural values (Fischer, 2006; Sun, 
D’Alessandro, Johnson, & Winzar, 2014). For example, 
Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov’s (2010) six cultural 
dimensions, social axiom by Leung and Bond (2004), 
Markus and Kitayama (1991) self-construals, 
Triandis (1995) horizontal/vertical individualism 
and collectivism, to mention a few. In other words, 
several large-scale studies based on self-reported 
values assume that aggregated self-reference values 
are the core of culture (Sun et al., 2014). Some 
scholars called these aggregated self-reported values 
as “the collective programming of the mind that 
distinguishes the members of one group or category 
of people from another” (Hofstede, 2000, p. 9). 
However, another approach namely group-
referenced approach, where instead of asking 
individual values people are asked to report on the 
behaviour of other members in their society’ also 
have gained the popularity to measure the culture 
(Fischer, 2009) to mention a few. In doing so, 
respondents have reported on the descriptive norm 
of society. For instance, procedural justice by 
Naumann and Bennett (2000), connectedness versus 
separateness by Wan, Chiu, Peng, and Tam (2007), 
individualism-collectivism as descriptive norms by 
Fischer et al. (2009). Also, a recent massive cross-
cultural project namely GLOBE by House, Hanges, 
Javidan, Dorfman, and Gupta (2004) have measured 
culture by asking respondents to report their social 
practical concerning nine values. In describing social 
value, the respondents have described the gestalt of 
their culture (Javidan, House, Dorfman, Hanges, & 
Luque, 2006). To sum up, the group-referenced 
approach also emerges as an alternative to  
self-referenced approach and scholars have 
demonstrated that the former approach captures 
unique insights into the culture by measuring 
individual perception of their societies and cultures. 

Several scholars have highlighted the caveats of 
a self-referenced approach in the measurement of 
culture for cross-cultural research. For instance, 
social psychology scholars have demonstrated  
self-reported values vary more within a culture  
than across cultures (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011;  
Schwartz, 2014) and there is only very weak 
correspondence self-referenced and group-referenced 
(e.g., Fischer, 2006; Wan et al., 2007). For instance, 
Fischer and Schwartz’s (2011) study shows that 
demonstrated only “modest proportion” of variance 
in value ratings attributable to country differences. 
Also, most of the self-reported values are not shared 
across culture as often claimed because self-
referenced values show a greater variance within 
countries than between countries. Also, scholars 
have criticized that self-reported values are unlikely 
to tap certain aspect of culture. For example,  
Sun et al. (2014) have argued that for the constructs 
such as “social cynicism”, measuring negative 
assessment of human behaviour, self-referenced 
cultural dimension might not give information  
about the culture. The reason is that individuals, 
regardless of the society in which they live, in their 

self-reported behaviour tend to disagree with the 
statements measuring social cynicism such as “I tend 
to exploit others” (Sun et al., 2014 p. 353). In the same 
vein, measuring cultural power distance using a self-
referenced measure may not provide information 
about the culture. Because in their individual 
behavioural preferences people may endorse 
egalitarian value but such values do not overlap with 
the cultural practice (Fischer, 2006) and do not tap 
into social system and culture (Schwartz, 2004).  

Thus, capturing certain cultural construct using 
a self-reported approach is insufficient. Recently, 
Schwartz (2014) has argued that societal culture is 
not an individual psychological variable, external to 
the individual, and cannot be measured by individual 
self-reported behaviour, instead it can be deduced by 
its expressions. For example, Gelfand et al. (2011) 
measured cultural tightness-looseness (CTL), 
refereeing how much a culture adheres to social 
norms and tolerates deviance, by asking the 
individual to report a variety of values and practices 
in their societies which is external to individuals. 
Thus, using the cultural-referenced approach to 
measure the culture, such as accepted rules in 
society and the general behaviour of society 
members, may capture the culture and social system 
(Cialdini & Trost 1998; Schwartz, 2014). 

Based on the above discussion we can say that 
self-referenced values have a greater variation within 
societies (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011), do not overlap 
with cultural practices (Fischer, 2006), even 
individual values are negatively related to cultural 
practices (House et al., 2004; Javidan et al., 2006). 
Some cultural constructs cannot be measured by 
self-reported approach. Also, “most values are not 
part of the shared meaning systems that many 
presume to constitute culture” (Fischer & Schwartz, 
2011, p. 1137). Therefore, researchers are called for 
“breaking out of this conventional culture paradigm” 
(Kirkman et al., 2017, p. 25). An impressive review of 
a quarter-century of Hofstede-inspired cross-cultural 
studies published in 40 business and psychology 
journals concludes that overwhelming majority 
studies lack in explaining the link between Hofstede’s 
cultural values and organizational outcomes. Thus, an 
interesting and important question remains 
unanswered: a) whether self-reported values and 
culture-referenced practices are similar or different 
and b) whether self-reported values and/or  
cultural-referenced practices predict the culture 
phenomenon. Answering the above question would 
be of great significance for many domains of  
cross-cultural research.  

The motivation for the present study stems 
from the belief that self-reported power distance 
and masculinity values may differ from cultural-
referenced practices of respective values. Also, in 
case of power distance and masculinity self-reported 
values may not predict the culture instead of 
culture-referenced practices may predict 
manifestation of masculinity and power distance in 
the culture. The study will use a survey method to 
measure self-referenced and culturally referenced 
values of masculinity and power distance. Since 
“advertising is a conduit through which meaning 
constantly pours from the culturally constituted 
world to consumer goods” (McCracken, 1986 p. 75). 
Therefore, to measure the manifestations of 
masculinity and power distance in culture the 
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respondents will be asked to report what kind of 
advertising messages they are receiving concerning 
power distance and masculinity. Using this 
approach, the study measures the manifestations of 
masculinity and power distance in advertising and 
explore whether these manifestations are related to 
self-reported values and/or culture referenced 
practices of masculinity and power distance, 
respectively. 

The study given above aims to make several 
contributions to the literature. First, the study adds 
to the current debate comparing self-reported versus 
cultural referenced as an indicator of the culture 
(e.g., Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; Fischer, 
2006; Fischer & Schwartz, 2011; Schwartz, 2014; 
Kirkman et al., 2017). Since culture-referenced 
rating, such as GLOBE nine culture dimension 
(House et al., 2004), cultural tightness-looseness 
(CTL) (Gelfand, Nishii, & Raver, 2006), emerged as an 
alternative to self-referenced approach. Therefore, 
examining whether self-referenced values and 
cultural referenced practices differ or not. Also 
examining the predictive value of self-referenced 
versus culture-referenced values in predicting the 
culture would strengthen the significance of a 
cultural-referenced approach. Lastly, previous studies 
have examined the overlap between cultural and self-
referenced ratings (e.g., Oyserman et al., 2002; 
Fischer, 2006; Wan et al., 2007) and their 
relationship with self-reported behaviour (e.g., 
Fischer, 2006) and variability of self-reporting within 
the culture (Fischer & Schwartz, 2011). To author’s 
best knowledge none of the previous studies has 
examined the difference in the self-reported versus 
cultural-referenced masculinity and power distance 
and their respective power to predict culture. Thus 
an understanding of the significance of self-reported 
values versus culture-referenced practices in 
predicting culture may benefit several cross-cultural 
research areas such as cross-cultural conflict 
management, cross-cultural marketing and 
advertising, international human resources 
management, cross-cultural corporate management, 
to mention a few. The paper is organized as follows. 
First, the study presents the literature review and 
builds the hypothesis. Second, the methodology 
section where method, measure, and reliability of 
measures are reported. This is followed by results 
and discussion about study hypotheses. Lastly, the 
study presents the conclusion, implications, 
limitations, and avenues for future research.  
 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS 
 

2.1. Self-referenced versus culture-referenced 
approach to culture 
 
From several decades’ culture as a variable has been 
topic of interest among scholars from various 
disciplines such marketing, consumer behaviour, 
international management, social psychology, and 
applied psychology (Sun et al., 2014; Kirkman,  
Lowe, & Gibson, 2006; Kirkman et al., 2017; 
Zolfaghari et al., 2016). Consequently, the number of 
classification and frameworks have been developed 
to identify and classify culture (e.g., Kluckhohn & 
Strodtbeck, 1961; Hofstede, 2000; Hofstede et al., 
2010; Schwartz, 2004; House et al., 2004). Among 
several cultural classifications, Hofstede’s 

framework, which was developed to understand the 
cross-cultural differences of work-related values of 
IBM employees in various countries, has gained 
popularity among scholars from many disciplines. 
Hofstede measured culture using self-reported and 
then aggregate means scores of these self-reported 
values are used to compare different countries 
(Hofstede et al., 2010). Increasingly scholars have 
used the Hofstede cultural values in cross-cultural 
studies from several domains such as international 
management and business (Kirkman et al., 2006, 
Kirkman et al., 2017), cross-cultural and international 
advertising research (Saleem & Larimo, 2017) to 
mention a few. Scholars have emphasized that  
the self-referenced approach, such as Hofstede’s,  
is simple, practical and offer parsimony to 
operationalize culture in cross-cultural research 
(Kirkman et al., 2006). Cross-cultural studies using a 
self-referenced approach assumes that such values 
are shared and represent the collective programming 
of the mind, therefore, affect all cultural 
manifestations such as cultural practices. If this is 
true then there should be a positive overlap between 
self-referenced values and culturally referenced 
practices (Taras et al., 2010; Fischer, 2006). However, 
a study by Fischer (2006) shows no relationship 
between seven out of ten Schwartz’s (1992, 1994) 
self-referenced and culture-referenced values. One of 
the largest cross-cultural studies by GLOBE from 62 
countries has measured culture using the culture-
referenced approach. The GLOBE scholars have 
measured two unique aspects of culture by asking, 
how things are done to measure cultural practices, 
and how things should be done to measure the 
cultural values (House et al., 2004; Javidan et al., 
2006). For keeping parsimony, and overview of 
GLOBE is beyond the scope of this study. The GLOBE 
study found that across nine dimensions there is a 
significant negative correlation (γ = –.26), between 
personal values and cultural referenced practices 
(House et al., 2004). Another large-scale study, 
coving 49 countries, by Terracciano et al. (2005) 
shows that there is no correlation between 
personality self-rating and other individual 
personality ratings. This indicates that self-reported 
values do not correspond with the cultural practices 
characterized by the same respondents. 

To sum up, while criticizing and owning the 
limitations of self-referenced approach scholars (e.g., 
House et al., 2004; Wan et al., 2007; Fischer et al., 
2009; Sun et al., 2014) emphasized the significance of 
culture-referenced approach as they are likely to 
provide insights into the societal cultural by asking 
respondents about the perception of society. 
Scholars from several domains of business have 
emphasized the significance of GLOBE group-
reference approach over Hofstede’s self-referenced 
approach in marketing and advertising research 
(House, Quigley, & de Luque, 2010). For instance, the 
GLOBE researcher did find that cultural-reference 
approach explains several of a social phenomenon 
such as economic development, competitiveness and 
social health (Javidan et al., 2006). Scholars from 
management and social psychology researchers have 
demonstrated the significance of cultural reference 
approach for understanding the manifestation of 
culture (e.g., Fischer, 2009; Wan et al., 2007). A 
recent impressive meta-analysis by Fischer, Karl, and 
Fischer (2019) shows that normative culture is better 
for predicting intentions and behaviours across 
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cultures. To sum up, the cultural-referenced 
approach is indeed appropriate for investigating 
cultural level issues such as communication  
(Sun et al., 2014). 
 

2.2. Self-referenced and culture-referenced 
masculinity and its manifestation in culture 
 
Masculinity versus femininity has been a construct 
of interest by scholars from sociology, psychology, 
anthropology, and cross-cultural psychology 
disciplines. Researchers in the sociology discipline 
have regarded masculinity as a social construct and 
have explored attributes, behaviours, and roles 
associated with women and men (Brod, 2018). The 
prominent cross-cultural scholar Hofstede (2000) 
has offered a more complex definition of 
masculinity where he combines gender equality, 
achievement, and assertiveness (Furrer, Liu, & 
Sudharshan, 2000; Sharma, 2010). Using the self-
reported approach Hofstede asked respondents 
whether they are driven by competition, success, or 
caring for others and quality of life (Hofstede et al., 
2010). In doing so, Hofstede described societies as 
masculine versus feminine. In the same vein, 
Schwartz’s (1992) mastery versus harmony 
constructs measures society’s preferences between 
achievement versus accepting others (Fischer, 2006; 
Sun et al., 2014). More recently the assertiveness by 
GLOBE measured “the degree to which individuals 
are assertive, confrontational, and aggressive in their 
relationships with others” (House et al 2004, p. 30). 
While comparing Hofstede’s masculinity and GLOBE 
assertiveness dimension de Mooij (2017) categorized 
them as being conceptually similar. In summary, 
Hofstede’s masculinity, GLOBE assertiveness 
orientation, and Schwartz’s mastery versus harmony 
address the fundamental issues of achievement 
orientation and success over equality and harmony. 
The study by Fischer (2006) shows that self-
referenced and cultural referenced rating of mastery 
and harmony values do not overlap. This suggests 
that self-reported mastery and harmony values are 
do not corresponds with cultural practices. For 
GLOBE assertiveness orientation “the values and 
practices at the societal level were found to be 
significantly negatively correlated (γ = –0.26, 
p < 0.05)” (Quigley, de Luque, & House, 2012, p. 74). 
This suggests that people across 62 countries 
consider cultural practices more assertive than 
individual values. Based on the above, the author 
proposes the following hypothesis:  

H1a: Self-referenced masculinity ratings differ 
significantly from cultural-referenced masculinity 
ratings.  

H1b: Self-referenced masculinity did not predict 
manifestation of masculinity in culture;  

H1c: Instead cultural-referenced masculinity 
ratings predict the manifestation of masculinity in 
the culture. 
 

2.3. Self-referenced and culture-referenced power 
distance and its manifestation in culture 
 
According to Hofstede, power distance is the extent 
to which the less powerful members of society expect 
and accept that power is distributed unequally 
(Hofstede et al., 2010). However, Hofstede et al. (2010) 
have also reported a greater variance in self-reported 
power distance within countries than across 

countries. For instance, in low power distance 
countries, the respondents from lower socio-
economic background rate power distance as high as 
respondents form similar backgrounds in high 
power distance countries. Perhaps this represents an 
important caveat of measuring the construct of 
power distance using self-referenced ratings. 
Chirkov, Ryan, and Willness (2005) have emphasized 
that power distance practices, such as obeying 
authority and undisputed adherence of customs, 
may not well internalize in individuals’ because 
power distance practices are against the human 
basic values of freedom. In the same vain Schwartz 
(2004) have asserted that people from developed 
and democratic countries usually inclined to endorse 
equality values in their individual behavioural 
preferences but the endorsement of egalitarian 
values by individual may not represent the power 
distance in society in general. The study by Fischer 
(2006), confirms Schwartz’s (2004) assertions, the 
study did find that there is no overlap between self-
referenced and cultural referenced egalitarian 
values. Another large-scale study by GLOBE 
measuring power distance across 62 societies shows 
the power distance paradox. The GLOBE study has 
reported a strong negative correlation (γ = –0.43, 
p < 0.01) between self-referenced and cultural-
referenced power distance (Quigley et al., 2012). 
These findings suggest that people in all societies 
found greater power distance in actual cultural 
practices and wish to have a lower power distance. 
Based on above the author proposes the following 
hypothesis: 

H2a: Self-referenced power distance ratings 
differ significantly from cultural-referenced power 
distance ratings. 

H2b: Self-referenced power distance did not 
predict manifestation of power distance in culture. 

H2c: Instead cultural-referenced power distance 
ratings predict the manifestation of power distance in 
the culture. 
 

3. METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1. Measures 
 
A variety of ways can be used to investigate the 
phenomenon under investigation. A survey of 
opinion of cultural experts, who have a deeper 
understanding of the culture in which they live in 
and have close contact with the people of their 
society, can be done to collect the data. However, 
getting a good number of responses from such 
experts would be time-consuming and may raise the 
concern for the validity of data as such responded 
may be expert in culture but did not represent the 
society in general. The alternative way is to survey of 
opinions of general people on the focal subject. 
Therefore, the study has used the survey method 
and collected the data from professionals and 
students. In total 200 responses were collected after 
deleting sixteen incomplete responses the final 
number of responses was 184. For measuring 
culture, the study has used personal cultural value 
orientation (PCO) scale by Sharma (2010). He had 
reconceptualized “Hofstede’s five cultural factors as 
ten personal cultural orientations and develops a 
new 40-item scale to measure them”. Also, Sharma 
(2010) has established enough validity and reliability 
of the new scale and its cross-cultural equivalence.  
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Table 1. Self-referenced and cultural-referenced masculinity and power distance 
 

Self-referenced power distance: I prefer to… 

Culture-referenced power distance: In my country people in lower position… 

Conforming to the wishes of someone in a higher position than mine. 

Follow orders without asking questions.  

Not to refuse a request if someone senior asks me.  

Not to disagree with authority figures/person. 

Self-referenced masculinity: In my opinion...  

Culture-referenced masculinity: In my country, it is generally believed that… 

Women are generally more caring than men. 

Men are generally physically stronger than women. 

Men are generally more ambitious than women. 

Women are generally more modest than men. 

 
For measuring the self-referenced values of 
masculinity and power distance the study has used 
the Sharma (2010) personal cultural orientation 
(PCO) scales. The Sharma (2010) PCO of masculinity 
and power distance was modified using the referent 
shift approach proposed by several scholars such as 
Fischer (2009) and Sun et al. (2014). Briefly the 
statements such as “I prefer” replaced with “In our 
society/country people tend to”. One graduate 
student and university lectures have reviewed 
modification version Sharma PCO that examines the 
cultural-referenced masculinity and power distance. 
Also, while measuring self-referenced rating 
respondents were given clear instructions and asked 
to reflect on the statements concerning their 
personal view. In the same vein, while answering a 
cultural-referenced rating of masculinity and power 
distance, the respondents were asked to reflect upon 
these questions with a reference of existing practices 
in their society and country they live in. The study 

uses the 7-point Likert scale (i.e., “1” – strongly 
disagree, to “7” – strongly agree) for questions 
measuring self and cultural-referenced masculinity 
and power distance. Table 1 shows the questions 
used to measure self-reported and culture-
referenced, masculinity and power distance.  

To measure the manifestation of masculinity 
and power distance in culture the respondent were 
asked to rate the occurrence of Pollay’s (1983) 
advertising appeals related to masculinity and power 
distance respectively on a scale of “1” (never) to “7” 
(very frequently). Table 2 shows the descriptions of 
these appeals and their links with masculinity and 
power distance. To ensure the accuracy and 
respondent’s comprehension the survey was 
translated into the local language. A professional 
translation company has translated the survey. Some 
issues in translation were addressed during two 
meetings between translator and author. 

 
Table 2. Description of advertising appeals and their links with masculinity and power distance 

 
Cultural dimension Advertising appeals 

 Convenient: The product is suggested to be convenient and easy to use. 

Masculinity Dear: This suggests that the product is highly regarded and luxurious.  

Power distance Effective: The product is suggested to be effective, powerful, and capable of producing desired results.  

Masculinity  
Health: It is emphasized that the product will enhance vigour, vitality, soundness, strength, and the 
robustness of the body. 

Masculinity Ornamental:  Advertisement suggests that the product is decorative and provides aesthetic values.  

Power distance Productivity: The product’s capacity to accomplish the goal for it is used. 

Masculinity Status: Using the product is associated with prestige and pride and self-satisfaction. 

Power distance  
Vain: This value emphasizes that the product provides you with a socially desirable image; for example, 
graceful, fashionable, and glamorous.  

Source: Links between Pollay (1983) appeals and Hofstede cultural dimension adopted from Albers-Miller and Gelb (1996). 
 

3.2. Reliability and validity 
 
The Principle component analysis with varimax 
rotation was used to establish the dimensionality of 
manifestations of masculinity and power distance in 
culture. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy 
was 0.704, above the recommended value of 0.5,  
and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant  
(c2 (28) = 303.24, p < .05). The factor analysis of 8 
appeals by Pollay’s (1983) have produced a two-factor 
solution with a total cumulative percentage of the 
variance of 53.80%. Thus, factor analysis has 
generated two dimensions namely “manifestation of 
masculinity in advertising”, and “manifestation of 
power distance in advertising”. The Cronbach’s 
alpha was greater than 0.80 for all constructs except 
self-referenced masculinity. After deleting one item 
self-referenced masculinity Cronbach alpha value 
was 0.745 which falls within a good Cronbach alpha 
range. The study has applied two statistical 

techniques, namely dependent t-test and linear 
regression. Before performing the analysis, the 
several assumptions related to dependent t-test and 
linear regression checked. Briefly, the visual 
inspection of histograms and normal Q-Q plots 
Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > 0.05) test shows that data is 
normally distributed. Also, the assumption of the 
homogeneity of variance was met, as Leven’s test for 
equality of variance is non-significant for all 
variables. 
 

4. RESULTS 
 
The author has proposed that for the masculinity, 
the self-referenced and culture-referenced 
masculinity differ significantly. As can be seen in 
Table 3, that the cultural-referenced masculinity 
rating is greater than the self-referenced masculinity 
rating, and the dependent t-test is significant 
t (184) = 5.71, p = 0.000; H1a was supported. Thus, 
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the data analysis shows that indeed these two facets 
(i.e., self-referenced and culture-references) 
masculinity differ significantly. This suggests that 
the respondents of the survey have experienced 
greater masculinity in the cultural practices than in 
their self-reported behaviour. It is noteworthy to 
mention that the survey was carried out in a country 
that is traditionally regarded feminine (based on 
Hofstede masculinity/femininity index). A simple 
linear regression model was run to predict the 
manifestation of masculinity based on self-
referenced masculinity. A non-significant equation 
was found (F (1,182)) = 3.54, p = 0.061) with an R2 of 
0.019, thus accepting H1b. A simple linear 
regression model was run to predict the 
manifestation of masculinity based on cultural-
referenced masculinity. A significant equation was 
found (F (1,182)) = 5.35, p = 0.022) with an R2 of 
0.029, thus accepting H1c. In other words, the 
culture-referenced masculinity predicts the 
manifestation of masculinity in advertising, and no 
such effects were found for self-referenced 
masculinity. 

As can be seen in Table 3, the cultural-
referenced power distance rating is greater than the 
self-reference power distance rating and the 
dependent t-test is significant t (184) = 2.31, 
p = 0.022, supporting H2a. According to obtained 
results, the respondents have experienced a greater 
power distance in their cultural practices than in 
their self-reported power distance rating. It is 
noteworthy to mention that the survey was carried 
in a country that is traditionally regarded as a low 
power distance (based on Hofstede power distance 
index). A simple linear regression model was run to 
predict the manifestation of power distance in 
advertising based on self-referenced power distance. 
A non-significant equation was found 
(F (1,182)) = 1.504, p = 0.222) with an R2 of 0.008, 
thus accepting H2b. A simple linear regression 
model was run to calculate to predict manifestation 
of power distance based on self-referenced power 
distance. A non-significant equation was found 
(F (1,182)) = 8.843, p = 0.003) with an R2 of 0.046, 
thus accepting H2c. To sum up consistent with the 
proposition the data analysis did show that culture-
referenced ratings predict the culture and no such 
predictive value of self-reported power distance was 
found. 
 
Table 3. Dependent t-test examining the difference 

between self-referenced and cultural referenced 
masculinity and power distance 

 
 Mean SD Df t-value Sig 

Cultural-referenced 
masculinity  

4.54 1.04 
184 5.70 0.000*** 

Self-referenced 
masculinity  

4.16 1.05 

Cultural-referenced 
power distance  

4.09 0.95 

184 2.31 0.022* 
Self-referenced 
power distance 

3.91 1.05 

 

5. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
The purpose of this study was to contribute to the 
current debate on the measurement of culture. 
Based on previous studies, the author has 
highlighted several caveats of self-reported values 

for identifying the culture. Briefly previous studies 
show that self-reported values have a greater 
variance within a culture than across culture  
(Fischer & Schwartz, 2011) and there is only very 
weak congruence self-reported values and culture-
referenced practices (e.g., Fischer, 2006). Scholars 
have called to the researcher to challenge the 
conventional wisdom to operationalize the culture 
(e.g., Fischer, 2009; Fischer & Schwartz, 2011; 
Schwartz, 2014; Sun et al., 2014; Kirkman et al., 2017). 
The study has responded to the calls and has 
addressed an interesting and unexplored question of 
whether self-reported values differ from cultural 
practices. Also, which facet of culture self-
referenced rating or culture referenced rating 
predicts the culture. More specifically the study has 
examined the above questions in the context of two 
important cultural constructs namely masculinity 
and power distance. Findings of this study add 
evidence to the literature that not only self-rating of 
such values do not overlap with the cultural-
referenced rating (Fischer, 2006) but also cultural 
practices are better predicting the cultural 
phenomenon.  

Some cross-cultural advertising studies have 
shown self-reported masculinity (e.g., Hofstede’s 
masculinity-femininity cultural index) lack in 
predicting the gender portrayal across cultures (e.g., 
Paek, Nelson, & Vilela, 2011; Matthes, Prieler, & 
Adam, 2016). For example, Matthes et al.’s (2016) 
comparative analysis of TV commercial across 
thirteen countries shows that Hofstede’s 
masculinity-femininity cultural index lack in 
predicting gender stereotype across cultures. Based 
on obtained results of this study, I can say that such 
lack of self-reported masculinity in predicting 
portrayal of gender role, may be due to that self-
reported masculinity values are not a good measure 
to predict gender norms, actual cultural practices, 
and gender in culture. To sum up, findings of this 
study add further adds to the literature that cultural 
practices of masculinity differ significantly with self-
reported masculinity values and cultural-referenced 
masculinity predict manifestation of masculinity in 
the culture. The implication here is that normative 
masculinity predicts the culture. More specifically, 
the advertising managers take into account 
masculinity practices instead of self-reported 
masculinity values in determining culturally 
appropriate advertising. Also, the cross-cultural 
researcher from other domains, such as 
management, marketing, international business, 
international human resource management, should 
consider normative masculinity in their cross-
cultural investigation.  

The second construct the study considered is 
power distance. The study found that the mean of 
cultural-referenced power distance was greater than 
self-reported power distance. These findings confirm 
Schwartz’s (2004) assertions that individuals in 
developed and democratic countries are inclined to 
report low power distance in their self-report and 
this differs from the actual practices in society at 
large. Some advertising studies have shown that 
Hofstede’s power distance cultural index (which are 
based on aggregate self-reports) did not predict the 
reflection of the culture in advertising and consumer 
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attitude towards advertising (e.g., Ji & McNeal, 2001; 
Gelbrich, Gäthke, & Westjohn, 2012). For instance, 
even though China is regarded as a high-power 
distance culture but Chinese children advertising 
lack in using power distance message (Ji & McNeal, 
2001). In the same vein, the self-reported power 
distance lack in explaining the consumer attitude 
toward the absurdity in the advertising (Gelbrich et 
al., 2012). Also, the study responded to a recent call 
by Kirkman et al. (2017) for measuring the predictive 
values of power distance at several levels namely, 
individual and country/society level. The results of 
this study provided evidence that power distance 
practices predict the advertising practices. Also, 
findings add further evidence to the literature that 
cultural practices of power distance ratings differ 
significantly from self-reported power distance 
values, and also cultural-referenced rating of power 
distance predicts the culture. The implication here is 
that cultural practices concerning power distance 
predict the culture. More specifically, advertising 
manager relies upon power distance practices in 
determining culturally appropriate advertising. Also, 
the cross-cultural researcher from other domains 
such as management, marketing, international 
business, international human resource management 
should take into account normative power distance 
in their cross-cultural investigation.  

To sum up, the cultural practices may produce 
a different picture of society than the self-reported 
values. Thus, measuring culture by asking people to 
report the behaviour of other members in society 
would capture the descriptive norms (Cialdini & 
Trost, 1998) and may provide better information 
about the society in general (House et al., 2004). The 
present study did show evidence of predictive values 
of a cultural-referenced approach, which measures 
the norms, in predicting the culture. In contract, the 
self-referenced approach not only differs from a 
culture-referenced approach but also lacks in 
predicting the culture. These findings are in line 
with the normative view of culture argued by several 
cross-cultural researchers (e.g., Oyserman et al., 2002; 
Fischer et al., 2009; Fischer et al., 2019; Wan et al., 
2007; Schwartz, 2014). For instance, the study by 
Wan et al. (2007) shows that a group-referenced 
approach which measures norms or cultural 
practices better in taping the culture. Also, findings 
of this study confirm Kirkman et al.’s (2017) 
assertion “norms represent an alternative to values 
in capturing the role of culture” (p. 20). More recently 
impressive meta-analysis by Fischer et al. (2019) 
shows that the normative approach of culture is 
better in predicting intentions and behaviour across 
culture. More specifically, the above authors have 
proposed to consider the cross-cultural variability of 
norms in predicting culture. Lastly in this study, the 
conceptualization cultural-referenced approach is 
like that cultural practices by GLOBE’s cultural 
practices. Thus, future cross-cultural studies may 
use GLOBE’s cultural practices indices in their cross-
cultural investigation. More specifically, based on 
obtained results, the author can say that cultural 
practices predict in determining the appropriateness 

of the advertising messages across cultures. Also, 
the cultural practice has been proved useful in a 
variety of cross-cultural organizational studies, for 
instance, cultural practices explain entrepreneurial 
behaviours (Autio, Pathak, & Wennberg, 2013). Based 
on these study findings and previous studies, the 
author recommends using cultural practices in the 
future cross-cultural investigation in a variety of 
disciplines such as conflict management, cross-
cultural marketing, and advertising practices, 
international human resources management, cross-
cultural corporate management, to mention a few.  

Like any research, this study has limitations. 
The study was carried out in one country that is 
regarded are low power distance and feminine 
according to cultural index described by Hofstede et 
al. (2010). Thus, the future researcher may consider 
the countries that are regarded as high-power 
distance and masculine according to Hofstede’s 
cultural index to validate the findings of this study. 
Also, it would be great to include a large number of 
countries for more valid and generalizable 
conclusions. Secondly, the study has focused on only 
two cultural constructs, namely masculinity and 
power distance. This represents an important void 
for future researchers to focus on the other cultural 
constructs such as uncertainty avoidance, future 
orientation, time orientation, individualism versus 
collectivism, to mention a few. The study has used 
the respondent perception of the presence of 
masculinity and femininity messages in advertising 
as the manifestation of masculinity and power 
distance in culture. This approach may have some 
limitation as the respondent have to rely on his/her 
memory to rate the occurrence of certain messages 
in popular media. Therefore, the future researcher 
may use aided recall method by using some stimuli 
ads. Also, the future researchers may use some 
other proxies to measure the manifestation of 
cultural constructs in culture, such as the visual and 
verbal manifestation of culture, emotions, 
expressions, motivations, to mention a few. 
Moreover, in this study, the consequences of cultural 
practices have been investigated on advertising. In 
future studies, the scholar may examine the 
consequence of cultural practices on a variety of 
cross-cultural contexts such as corporate 
governance, leadership, change management, 
international management, to mention a few. Finally, 
the findings of this study should be interpreted with 
caution, as the study has used a small sample and 
convenience sampling method. Several scholars have 
argued and demonstrated the effect of several 
demographical variables (e.g., age, gender, 
occupation, social class, to mention a few) did 
influence the culture orientation (for details see 
Kirkman et al., 2006; Taras et al., 2010). However, 
this study lacks in providing information if there is 
any influence of such variables on the findings. This 
limitation also represents an important void for 
future researchers, where they may explore if 
demographical variables influence or change the 
findings of this study. 
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