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the pa per a im s at i d ent i f y i ng the type and the intensity
of the relationship between the national culture dimension and the
intellectual capital dimension. The purpose of the paper is to anal-
yse the correlations of the national culture dimensions, based on the
Geert Hofstede approach, with the three dimensions of the intellec-
tual capital within the eu countries. The research procedures were:
content analysis of the most representative models and methodologies
for evaluating the intellectual capital and the national culture dimen-
sions, and correlation analysis. The main outcome of our research re-
veals the influence of the national culture on the intellectual capital
performance. It also shows that some dimensions of the national cul-
ture, such as Individualism versus Collectivism and Indulgence versus
Restraint, correlate positively with the intellectual capital, while other
dimensions, such as Power Distance and Uncertainty Avoidance cor-
relate with it negatively.
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i ntroduct ion

Literature in the field presents the analyses of the national culture in re-
lation to leadership (Dorfman and Howell 1988, 127–50; Schein 2004,
280, 413) and managers’ values (Ralston et al. 2008, 8–26), to human
resources (Gerhart and Fang 2005, 971–86; Schneider 1988, 231–46),
as well as their motivation, their value, financial systems (Kwok and
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Tadesse 2006, 227–47), etc. However, the national culture-intellectual
capital link has been discussed less in the literature (Lynn 1999, 590–
603; Sánchez-Canizares, Munoz, and López-Guzmán 2007, 409–30).
Still, Lynn (1999, 590–603) evaluates the impact of the national culture
and organisational culture on the ways the companies are managed.
The author presents, by means of six case studies of famous companies
from Canada, the usa and Sweden, the relation between intellectual
capital and national culture. The result shows that both national cul-
ture and organisational culture determine successful implementation
of the intellectual capital management.

The differences among the national cultural capitals (Yeh-Yun Lin
and Edvinsson 2011, 17–30) were the premise of our research. More ex-
actly, we intended to find the connections between the national culture
variables and the intellectual capital variables.

nat ional culture : ep i st emolog ical
configurat ion and d imens ions

For management research, the national culture is the system of values
corresponding to and being supported by the general behaviour in a
country or a large area. It has been brought up for discussion in order
to understand how the organisations can cope with individuals coming
from other countries (Robu 2011, p. 35).

In an international context, the term ‘culture’ has at least two de-
terminants (Cornelius 1999, 204; Moldoveanu and Ioan-Franc 1997,
26):

• organisational culture, related to traditions, beliefs, behaviour rules,
and the managerial style of a company; and

• national culture related to language, conduct codes, attitude about
human rights, ethic standards, and historical influences charac-
terizing the individuals’ behaviour in a region or a country.

In a broad sense, the notion of culture regards the spiritual, material, intel-
lectual, and emotional assembly of a society or a social group (Moldoveanu and
Ioan-Franc 2011, 76), as defined in The Declaration of Cultural Policies
(Mexico 1995); therefore, culture includes ‘not only arts and literature,
but also ways of living, systems of values, traditions and beliefs.’ Each
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man is a bearer of the way of thinking, feelings, and potential man-
ifestations acquired throughout life (Hofstede 1996, 20), reflected in
the culture of a social group. Therefore, culture is the ‘collective pro-
gramming of thinking, which distinguishes the members of a group
from the members of another group’ (Hofstede 1996, 21). Identifying
its applicability also on the organisation level (Pettigrew 1979), orga-
nizational culture is ‘a structural assembly of material and spiritual
results of an organisation, including a system of values and beliefs,
which is cherished and transmitted systematically among its members
and outside that organisation’ (Puiu 2004). The organisational culture
is an efficient factor, which enables the identification of whether an
organisation can perform well or not, but which also determines the
organisation’s response to change (Mărăcine 2009, 149–56).

Since the purpose of our paper is to identify the possible relations
between the national culture dimensions and intellectual capital, the
six dimensions of the national culture according to the Geert Hofstede
theory are presented below:

• Power Distance (pd i) expresses the extent to which the most pow-
erful individuals of a society accept that power is not equally
distributed. Individuals of the societies showing a great power dis-
tance accept the hierarchical order where everyone has his/her
own place, without requesting or needing justifications or ex-
planations. Power and wealth inequalities are preserved and ex-
panded, and the mounting of the social ladder is difficult. In so-
cieties showing a small power distance, people try to equalize power
distribution and ask for justifications concerning power inequal-
ities. Therefore, power and wealth inequalities are diminished
or even removed in the attempt to provide equality and op-
portunities for all (Hofstede 1980, 65–109). A larger power gap
means a strong social conformism, i. e. submission to a higher
status. This submission refers to family relationships (child-
parent, wife-husband, and younger brother-elder brother), or-
ganisational relations (subordinate-manager) or the general so-
cial relations (ordinary citizen-celebrity or personality, poor-
rich, etc.) (Mihuţ and Lungescu 2006, pp. 5–26).
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• Individualism versus Collectivism (i dv). A high level of individualism
expresses the measure in which a society encourages interper-
sonal relationships and individual development, as well as in-
dividuals’ propensity to care only about themselves and their
families. The social framework shows no unity; on the contrary,
very weak interpersonal relationships exist among the society in-
dividuals who are focused on individuality and individual rights.
Diametrically opposed, collectivism implies a preference for the so-
ciety’s unity, consequently very close relationships exist among
individuals. In this case, individuals may expect that relatives or
members of certain groups take care of them and every mem-
ber is responsible for the others. The attitude of a society in
relation to this dimension is revealed by the way people perceive
their own image, i. e. ‘me’ or ‘us’ (Hofstede 1980, 148–75). These
relationships among people, in the form of individualism or col-
lectivism, differ from one society to another by three features
(Mihuţ and Lungescu 2006, 5–26): intensity, i. e. the measure in
which the members of a society depend on each other, extent, i. e.
the number of persons with whom somebody maintains closer
relationships, and foundation (predetermination) relating to the crite-
ria on which interpersonal relationships are based. They may be
based on social status elements, when they are predetermined, or
be fortuitous in accordance with individual preferences. Within
individualist societies, the intensity of human relationships is
weak, small, and based on individual preferences. As for collec-
tivist cultures, the human relationships are strong, expanded –
therefore, multiple – and are predetermined depending on so-
cial class, ethnic group, religion or social group to which an
individual belongs.

• Masculinity versus Femininity (mas). Societies showing a high level
of masculinity focus on achievements, fulfilment of purposes, and
may be characterized by heroism, assertiveness, self-assertion,
and may look for material reward for successes. On the con-
trary, feminity means preference of cooperation, modesty, and
concern about the life of the weak ones. In this case, the society
as a whole is oriented towards consensus, as defined by Hof-
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stede in relation to more arrogant or more modest behaviour
of individuals (Hofstede 1996, 99). Initially, a proud behaviour
revealing one’s own qualities was masculine, while a moderate,
modest behaviour was feminine. A masculine society values the
dominating behaviour and attempts to excel, while feminine so-
cieties hold them to ridicule. Masculinity does not mean plac-
ing woman at a disadvantage, but inequality, irrespective of its
meaning (Mihuţ and Lungescu 2006, 5–26). A high degree of
masculinity shows that a society is strongly differentiated by
gender; man holds a dominant position within social and power
structures, while woman is controlled, dominated. A lower de-
gree of masculinity shows less differentiation and gender dis-
crimination; women and men are treated in the same way in all
aspects.

• Uncertainty avoidance (ua i) expresses the degree in which the
members of a society feel uncomfortable in conditions of un-
certainty and ambiguity. In this case, a major problem is the way
the society deals with the fact that the future cannot be known.
Should the future be controlled or should we let things happen
by themselves? This is the main question on which this dimen-
sion focuses. In the countries where this dimension is strong
rigid codes of belief and behaviour are maintained and non-
orthodox conduct is forbidden. High values of this dimension
show that the society does not tolerate uncertainty and ambi-
guity and is therefore oriented towards rules, laws, and control
measures aimed to reduce uncertainty. Societies showing weak
uncertainty avoidance maintain a more relaxed conduct, since
practices are more valued than principles. Therefore, there is a
high degree of tolerance regarding a variety of opinions, while
changes are easily accepted and risk-taking is more frequent
(Hofstede 1980, 110–47).

• Long-term versus Short-term Orientation (i towvs), added by M.
Bond in 1991 and extended by M. Minkov to a sample of 93
countries, deals with social virtues. Societies with a short-term ori-
entation are more concerned in finding the absolute truth. They
have a rule-based thinking, do not value long-term concepts and
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traditional orientation, have a low propensity for saving for the
future and focus on the quick outcome. They are also charac-
terized by formal observance of traditions, reciprocity in regard
to favours and gifts. In societies with a long-term orientation peo-
ple think that truth depends on context and time. They are
able to adapt traditions to changes, have a strong propensity
for saving and investing, and persevere in obtaining results. Al-
though there is a cult of labour, business is not easy, especially
for new-comers, since they promote values related to long-term
agreements and expect long-term rewards for present efforts.
The people of these cultures are characterized by perseverance,
modesty, and feeling of shame.

• Indulgence versus Restraint (i vr). Indulgence, a recent dimension
based on M. Minkov’s empirical analysis, i. e. a 93-contry survey,
refers to a society where people have fun and enjoy life. Restraint
is specific to societies that hinder the satisfaction of people’s
needs and resort to strict social rules.

i nte l lectual cap i tal : knowledge stage ,
determ inants , and var iab le s

Since the purpose of our research is the analysis of the national culture-
intellectual capital relationship, we have to briefly present the determi-
nants and the variables of intellectual capital, as well as the knowledge
stage in this field.

In a knowledge-based society, organisations change continuously,
and the key-factor of change is intellectual capital, which is also a
strategic value of an organisation (Parpandel 2013, 53–8). The changes
in the power balance of nations are caused by technological innova-
tions and new technologies (Boghean et al. 2009, 151–6), which are im-
portant elements of the structural capital. Reporting and measuring
intellectual capital is controversial and no points of view are unani-
mously accepted in scientific theory and practice, probably due to the
fact that reporting is rather voluntary than mandatory. Following the
analysis of various methods and models of evaluation, reporting and
measurement of the intellectual capital, we believe that the most im-
portant ones are the following: The Intangibles Asset Monitor, which evalu-
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ates the internal and external structure of a company and employees’
skills (Sveby 1997); The Balanced Scorecard, which evaluates the financial
prospects, relationships with customers, business processes, learning
and development (Kaplan and Norton 1996), the approach to intel-
lectual capital by Edvinsson and Malone (1997); The Scandia Business
Navigator, which includes financial aspects, renewal and development,
customers, processes and human resources; The i c Index (Roos et al.
1997); Performance Prism (Neely, Adams, and Kennerley 2003).

Although measurement and evaluation is difficult, the knowledge
stage in this field enabled us to identify the main component variables
of intellectual capital. Following the analysis of the most important
concepts regarding intellectual capital and its variables, Martin-de-
Castro et al. (2011, 649–62) identified the below presented dimensions
and variables. Human capital has three dimensions: Knowledge (formal ed-
ucation, training, staff development and staff experience), Skills (indi-
vidual learning, collaboration for teamwork, dissemination of individ-
ual knowledge and know-how, and leadership) and Behaviour (models,
paradigms, beliefs, feeling of belonging to a group, self-motivation,
labour satisfaction, flexibility, and creativity). Structural Capital has the
following dimensions and variables: Technological Capital (r&d efforts,
technological infrastructure, intellectual and industrial property), Or-
ganisational Capital (organisational culture, values and attitudes, capabili-
ties related to i c t, organisational design). Relational Capital includes the
following: portfolio of customers, customers’ loyalty, market proxim-
ity, sales efficiency, suppliers, and relationships with other actors.

In our opinion, the organisational culture should transform into
a knowledge culture. Moreover, the link between entrepreneurial dy-
namics and r&d policy is demonstrated through complex systems
of indicators (Năstase 2013, 561–99; Yin-Kuan at al 2012). Drucker
(1992, 95–105) considers that organisations should direct their efforts
towards achieving the ‘3 i:’ Innovation (creation of knowledge), In-
formation (knowledge acquiring), and Interactivity with partners for
knowledge. Stimulating the formation of partnerships between uni-
versity and business environment is decisive for meeting the require-
ments of a knowledge-based society (Şerbănică 2011, 431). Therefore,
it is necessary to make profound changes in the whole structure of
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a company, its processes, as well as human resources, which ensure
the company’s transformation into a knowledge-based company. Hu-
man resources are special as regards their potential to grow and de-
velop (Pănoiu, Belu and Marinescu 2008, 103–6). Nevertheless, given
the current economic crisis, the training level diminished resulting in a
negative impact on the human resources (Bălănescu 2010, 527–32) and
the human capital. The impact of intellectual capital on the economy
of any European Union member state is even greater as the problem
of population ageing is topical in almost all developed states (Ioneci
and Mîndreci 2011, 997).

s c i ent i fi c re s earch methodology

The objective of this paper is to analyse the correlations between the
national culture dimensions, in accordance with Geert Hofstede’s ap-
proach, and the three dimensions of the intellectual capital, i. e. struc-
tural, relational, and human capital, for eu member countries.

Our intention is to identify the type of links established among
the variables. Therefore, we tested for the existence of a positive asso-
ciation between previously identified variables. The correlation shows
the strength of the link between the variables; therefore identifying the
variables with the strongest link, as well as those with weaker correla-
tions. In order to test this hypothesis we used the Pearson correlation
coefficient r, where Sx and Sy are standard deviations for series X and
Y .

r =
cov(X, Y )

SxSy
. (1)

To conceptualize the model we formulated the following hypothe-
ses:

h1 There is a negative association between the Power Distance (pd i) and the
three dimensions of intellectual capital, i. e. structural, relational, and human
capital. Therefore, bigger power distance will cause a diminution in intellectual
capital.

h2 There is a positive correlation between Individualism versus Collectivism
(i dv) dimension and the three dimensions of intellectual capital – structural,
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relational, and human capital. Therefore, increasing individualism causes an
increase in intellectual capital.

h3 Masculinity versus Feminity (mas) dimension does not significantly influ-
ence intellectual capital in its three dimensions.

h4 There is a negative correlation between the Uncertainty Avoidance (ua i)
dimension and the structural, relational, and human capital; while uncertainty
and ambiguity increase, the performance of intellectual capital diminishes.

h5 Long-Term versus Short-Term Orientation (i towvs) dimension influ-
ences intellectual capital. Thus, long-term orientation, which implies a strong
propensity for saving and investing, is positively correlated with intellectual
capital performance.

h6 There is a positive link between the Indulgence versus restraint (i vr) di-
mension and intellectual capital, i. e. indulgence, seen as a relaxation of rules
and constraints, favours an increase in performance of the three dimensions of
intellectual capital.

Operationalization of Variables and data Collection
For the purpose of this analysis, we used a model of intellectual capital
evaluation for companies from the eu countries, which was proposed
and tested by us for previous research work (Dindire 2012, 33–9). We
considered the results of the performance evaluation of the compa-
nies from the eu countries in relation to the elements that determine
organisational behaviour oriented toward knowledge-intensive devel-
opment and identification of critical items, which was smaller than the
performance index average for each dimension of intellectual capital:
structural, relational, and human.

The performance index was calculated by means of the following
formula:

Ipi =
Vi − Vi min

Vi max − Vi min
, (2)

where Vi is the value of criterion pi (in our case, score value per item),
Vi min is the minimum value of criterion i (in our case, minimum score-
card value per item), and Vi max is the maximum value of criterion i (in
our case, maximum scorecard value per item).

After the analysis of the most representative models and method-
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ologies for intellectual capital evaluation and content analysis of re-
ports concerning the intensive knowledge development of top ranked
companies by Forbes in 2011 (The World Most Valuable Companies), as well
as relevant reports of international organisations (World Bank, World
Economic Forum), Eurostat and unctad statistics and publications,
Eurobarometers and eu reports on intellectual capital, we proposed
the following dimensions and variables (showing positive correlations,
as demonstrated by our research):

• Structural Capital: v 1 – ethical conduct of the company; v2 –
the company’s investment in r&d; v3 – knowledge-intensive
production process; v4 – confidence in the professional capa-
bility of the leaders; v5 – degree of absorption of new tech-
nologies; v6 – determinants of competitive advantage; v7 –
competence delegation; and v8 – innovation capacity of the
company.

• Relational Capital: v9 – customer proximity; v 10 – sophistica-
tion of marketing instruments; v 1 1 – r&d cooperation be-
tween the academic environment and the entrepreneurial envi-
ronment; v12 – the level of protection of investors.

• Human Capital – v1 3 – employee-employer cooperation; v14 –
brain drain; v1 5 – personnel training level; v16 – the effective-
ness of boards of directors.

We calculated the average score per item for each dimension; fur-
thermore, we calculated – using the above-mentioned formula – the
performance index of structural capital, relational capital, and hu-
man capital. For our research we used data on companies from the
eu countries provided by the World Economic Forum (2012) and the
World Bank (2012). It is worth mentioning that we identified qualita-
tive data on companies from the eu countries only from these inter-
national organisations. We obtained the following data to be further
used for evaluating the intellectual capital of companies from the eu
countries (table 1)

For this research we collected data from the six dimension data ma-
trix, Dimensions Data Matrix (Hofstede and Hofstede 2012). The matrix
contains the scores of the national culture dimensions for 110 coun-
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table 1 Performance indices of the three dimensions of intellectual capital

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Austria 5.31 0.70 5.15 0.57 5.08 0.76
Belgium 5.33 0.71 5.88 0.86 4.85 0.67
Bulgaria 3.29 0.00 4.25 0.22 3.30 0.01
Cyprus 4.01 0.25 4.45 0.30 4.13 0.36
Czech Republic 4.19 0.31 4.78 0.43 4.18 0.38
Denmark 5.86 0.89 5.68 0.78 5.30 0.86
Estonia 4.39 0.38 4.88 0.47 4.30 0.43
Finland 5.93 0.91 5.50 0.71 5.28 0.85
France 5.15 0.65 5.05 0.53 4.23 0.40
Germany 5.74 0.85 5.30 0.63 4.90 0.69
Greece 3.39 0.03 3.70 0.00 3.28 0.00
Hungary 3.66 0.13 4.40 0.28 3.65 0.16
Ireland 5.06 0.61 6.00 0.91 4.58 0.55
Italy 4.18 0.31 4.60 0.36 3.48 0.08
Latvia 3.74 0.16 4.50 0.32 3.95 0.29
Lithuania 3.89 0.21 4.78 0.43 3.90 0.26

Continued on the next page

tries. From this matrix, we selected data on eu countries (table 2).
Since in case of Cyprus, data was provided only on the Indulgence ver-
sus Restraint (i vr) dimension, we eliminated this country from the
correlation matrix.

The model, i. e. the national culture-intellectual capital relation, is
presented in the form of a diagram to facilitate the presentation of the
relations between variables (figure 1).

data analys i s , re search re sult s ,
and interpretat ion

Statistical data were processed by means of exce l, Data Analysis.
Hypotheses were tested by the correlation method. The correlation
displays the strength of the link between variables. Therefore, we calcu-
lated the Pearson correlation coefficient. The interpretation was based
on the results of the Pearson coefficient r = cov(X, Y )/SxSy, where
Sx and Sy are standard deviations for series X and Y . The correlation
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table 1 Continued from the previous page

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Luxembourg 5.25 0.68 4.98 0.51 5.25 0.84
Malta 4.15 0.30 3.93 0.09 4.33 0.44
Netherlands 5.66 0.82 5.30 0.63 5.30 0.86
Poland 3.78 0.17 4.65 0.38 3.88 0.25
Portugal 4.10 0.28 5.00 0.51 3.78 0.21
Romania 3.34 0.02 4.23 0.21 3.40 0.05
Slovak R. 3.65 0.13 4.23 0.21 3.73 0.19
Slovenia 4.01 0.25 4.93 0.49 3.75 0.20
Spain 4.23 0.32 4.60 0.36 3.85 0.24
Sweden 6.18 1.00 5.98 0.90 5.63 1.00
United Kingdom 5.43 0.74 6.23 1.00 5.20 0.82

Vi min 3.29 Vi min 3.70 Vi min 3.28
Vi max 6.18 Vi max 6.23 Vi max 5.63

Ipi 0.44 Ipi 0.48 Ipi 0.44

notes Column headings are as follows: (1) eu member countries, (2) average score
per items of structural capital, (3) Ipi of structural capital, (4) average score per items
of relational capital, (5) Ipi of relational capital, (6) average score per items of human
capital, (7) Ipi of human capital. Adapted from Dindire (2012).

matrix allowed us to test the relation between the six dimensions of
the national culture and the performance of the three dimensions of
intellectual capital as follows:

h1 There is a negative association between the Power Distance (pd i) dimension
and the three dimensions of the intellectual capital (structural, relational, and
human).

Therefore, a bigger power distance causes a diminution in the in-
tellectual capital dimensions. We used the correlation method to test
Hypothesis 1 (h1). The correlation displays the strength of the link
between variables. The negative correlation coefficients point to the
fact that an increase in the Power Distance (pd i) dimension causes
decreases in the performance of the structural, relational, and human
capital. The three correlation coefficients take on values below –0.5,
which means a good to very good negative correlation. The highest
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table 2 Matrix of national culture dimensions

Country pd i idv mas ua i i towvs ivr

Austria 11 55 79 70 60 63

Belgium 65 75 54 94 82 57

Bulgaria 70 30 40 85 69 16

Czech R. 57 58 57 74 70 29

Denmark 18 74 16 23 35 70

Estonia 40 60 30 60 82 16

Finland 33 63 26 59 38 57

France 68 71 43 86 63 48

Germany 35 67 66 65 83 40

Greece 60 35 57 112 45 50

Hungary 46 80 88 82 58 31

Ireland 28 70 68 35 24 65

Italy 50 76 70 75 61 30

Latvia 44 70 9 63 69 13

Lithuania 42 60 19 65 82 16

Luxembourg 40 60 50 70 64 56

Malta 56 59 47 96 47 66

Netherlands 38 80 14 53 67 68

Poland 68 60 64 93 38 29

Portugal 63 27 31 104 28 33

Romania 90 30 42 90 52 20

Slovak R. 104 52 110 51 77 28

Slovenia 71 27 19 88 49 48

Spain 57 51 42 86 48 44

Sweden 31 71 5 29 53 78

United Kingdom 35 89 66 35 51 69

note s Adapted from Hofstede and Hofstede (2012).

negative correlation is found between pd i and the human capital per-
formance index (r = −0.69), followed by the correlation structural
capital performance index (r = −0.66) and between pd i and the re-
lational capital performance (r = −0.56). Therefore, all the three compo-
nents of intellectual capital are negatively associated with the Power Distance (pd i)
dimension. This result allows us to validate Hypothesis 1 (h1).
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table 3 The Pearson coefficients of correlation between Power Distance (pd i)
and performance of the three dimensions of intellectual capital

Dimensions (1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) pd i 1

(2) Ip Structural Capital –0.668 1

(3) Ip Relational Capital –0.569 0.837 1

(4) Ip Human Capital –0.690 0.946 0.790 1

table 4 The matrix of correlation between the Individualism versus Collectivism
(i dv) dimension and the three dimensions of the intellectual capital

Dimensions (1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) i dv 1

(2) Ip Structural Capital 0.585 1

(3) Ip Relational Capital 0.546 0.837 1

(4) Ip Human Capital 0.584 0.946 0.790 1

h2 There is a positive correlation between the Individualism versus Collectivism
(i dv) dimension and the three dimensions of intellectual capital: structural,
relational, and human. Therefore, an increase in individualism causes increases
in the intellectual capital dimensions.

The correlation matrix allowed us to test for positive association
related to Hypothesis 2 (h2). The values obtained are presented in ta-
ble 4. We obtained correlation coefficients that are positive and > 0.5,
which allows us to validate the association implied in the hypothesis.
However, the correlation coefficients are nor very close to +1, which
means a moderate association between dimensions. Therefore, an in-
crease in individualism causes moderate increases in the intellectual
capital performance.

h3 The Masculinity versus Feminity (mas) dimension does not significantly
influence the intellectual capital.

This hypothesis was based on several scientific studies supporting
gender equality and equal opportunities for women and men. For test-
ing Hypothesis 3 (h3) we used the correlation matrix. The correlation
coefficient ranges between –1 and +1. The closer the coefficient is to
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table 5 The matrix of inter-item correlation between the Masculinity versus
Feminity (mas) dimension and the intellectual capital performance
indices

Dimensions (1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) mas 1

(2) Ip Structural Capital –0.225 1

(3) Ip Relational Capital –0.200 0.837 1

(4) Ip Human Capital –0.237 0.946 0.790 1

+1, the higher the positive linear relation intensity. The closer the co-
efficient is to –1, the higher the negative linear relation intensity. In our
case, the values are closer to 0, which justifies the hypothesis valida-
tion, i. e. the Masculinity versus Feminity (mas) dimension does not significantly
influence the intellectual capital.

h4 There is a negative correlation between the Uncertainty Avoidance (ua i)
dimension and the structural, relational, and human capital, i. e. while uncer-
tainty and ambiguity increase, the performance of intellectual capital decreases.

Hypothesis 4 (h4) was also tested by means of the Pearson cor-
relation coefficient. The values obtained are presented in table 6. We
obtained values below –0.5, which shows a good negative correlation
between the analysed dimensions. Considering that the closer r is to
–1, the stronger the link intensity is, we may conclude that the highest
negative association is between ua i and the relational capital perfor-
mance index (r = −0.66), followed by the negative correlation be-
tween ua i and the human capital performance index (r = −0.65),
and the link between ua i and the structural capital performance in-
dex (r = −0.61). The results allow us to validate the hypothesis that
while uncertainty and ambiguity increase, the intellectual capital performance decreases.

h5 The Long-term versus Short-term Orientation (i towvs) dimension in-
fluences intellectual capital. Thus, long-term orientation, when people have
a stronger propensity for saving and investing, is positively correlated with
intellectual capital performance.

The correlation matrix allowed us to test hypothesis 5 (h5). The
values obtained are presented in table 7. The Pearson coefficients ob-
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table 6 The Pearson coefficients of correlation between the Uncertainty
Avoidance (ua i) dimension and the performance of the structural,
relational, and human capital

Dimensions (1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) ua i 1

(2) Ip Structural Capital –0.612 1

(3) Ip Relational Capital –0.660 0.837 1

(4) Ip Human Capital –0.655 0.946 0.790 1

table 7 The matrix of correlation between the Long-term versus Short-term
Orientation (i towvs) dimension and the three dimensions of
intellectual capital

Dimensions (1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) i towvs 1

(2) Ip Structural Capital –0.053 1

(3) Ip Relational Capital –0.132 0.837 1

(4) Ip Human Capital –0.023 0.946 0.790 1

tained are close to 0, which means that there is no correlation between the
Long-term versus Short-term Orientation (i towvs) dimension and the three di-
mensions of intellectual capital. Therefore, there is no association – either
positive or negative – between the analysed variables.

h6 There is a positive link between the Indulgence versus Restraint (i vr) di-
mension and intellectual capital, i. e. indulgence, seen as a relaxation of rules
and constraints, favours an increase in performance of the three dimension of
intellectual capital.

Hypothesis 6 (h6) was tested by means of the correlation coeffi-
cients. Data analysis allows us to identify a good to very good corre-
lation between the Indulgence versus Restraint (i vr) dimension and
intellectual capital. Therefore, we conclude that indulgence, seen as a relax-
ation of rules and constraints, favours increases in performance of the three dimensions
of intellectual capital and validates the hypothesis. We may notice that
all coefficients take on values > 0.5. Moreover, between i vr and the
structural capital performance index there is a very good positive as-
sociation (r = 0.76). Also there is a very good positive correlation
between i vr and the human capital performance index (r = 0.75).
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table 8 Coefficients of correlation between the Indulgence versus Restraint (i vr)
dimension and intellectual capital

Dimensions (1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) i vr 1

(2) Ip Structural Capital 0.761 1

(3) Ip Relational Capital 0.598 0.837 1

(4) Ip Human Capital 0.756 0.946 0.790 1

pd i
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–.69

–.76
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.58

.54

.58

–.61

–.66

–.65

f i gure 1 National culture–intellectual capital inter-relationship (pd i – Power
Distance, i dv – Individualism versus Collectivism, ua i – Uncertainty
Avoidance, i vr – Indulgence versus Restraint)

The smallest value – although implying good positive correlation –
was found between i vr and the relational capital performance index
(r = 0.59). The proposed model is presented in figure 1.

conclus ions and future re search d irect ions

This paper analyses National Culture – Intellectual Capital inter-
relationship. An important result was the demonstration of the na-
tional culture influence on intellectual capital.

The research conclusions, which reveal the development of the re-
lations between variables, are the following:

• All the three components of intellectual capital are negatively as-
sociated with the Power Distance (pd i) dimension of the national
culture. Therefore, a rise in the Power Distance dimension will
cause a diminution in the performance of structural, relational,
and human capital.
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• A rise in the Individualism level will cause a moderate growth in
intellectual capital performance.

• The Masculinity versus Feminity (mas) dimension does not signifi-
cantly influence intellectual capital.

• When uncertainty and ambiguity increase, intellectual capital
performance decreases.

• There is no association, either positive or negative, between the
Long-term versus Short-term orientation (i towvs) dimension and the
three dimensions of intellectual capital.

• Indulgence, considered as a relaxation of rules and constraints,
favours higher performance of the three dimensions of human
capital.

For future research we intend to extend the sample to see if it is ap-
plicable to non-eu countries. Furthermore, we intend to draw a cause-
effect map to be used as a diagnosis and control tool for intellectual
capital performance.
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Năstase, C. E. 2013. ‘Are nevoie dinamica antreprenorială de o politică
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of Culture. Bucureşti: Academiei Române.

Roos, J., G. Roos, L. Edvinsson, and L. Dragonetti. 1997. Intellectual
Capital: Navigating in the New Business Landscape. London: Macmillan.

Sánchez-Canizares, S. M., M. Á. A. Munoz, and T. López-Guzmán.
2007. ‘Organizational Culture and Intellectual Capital: A New
Model.’ Journal of Intellectual Capital 8 (3): 409–30.

Schein, E. H. 2004. Organizational Culture and Leadership. San Francisco,
ca: Jossey-Bass.

Schneider, S. C. 1988. ‘National vs. Corporate Culture: Implications
for Human Resource Management.’ Human Resource Management 27
(2): 231–46.

Sveby, E., 1997. The New Organizational Wealth: Managing and Measurement
Knowledge Based Assets. San Francisco, ca: Berret Koehler.

World Bank. 2012. World Development Report 2012. Washington, dc:
World Bank.

World Economic Forum. 2012. The Global Competitiveness Report 2011–
2012. Geneva: World Economic Forum.

Yin-Kuan, N., L. Voon-Hsien, A. Tun-Lee Foo, and G. Pei-Lee. 2012.
‘The Relationship between Knowledge Management Practices and
Technological Innovation: A Conceptual Framework.’ International
Journal of Management, Knowledge and Learning 1:71–89.

Yeh-Yun Lin, C., and L. Edvinsson. 2011. National Intellectual Capital: A
Comparison of 40 Countries. London: Springer.

i j ems


