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Abstract. For the last twenty years, G. Hofstede’s classification of cultural factors has been one of the basic approaches to 
the development of the majority of modern typologies of national business cultures. The purpose of the research is to compare 
cross-cultural characteristics of modern Ukrainian and Polish business cultures with regard to G. Hofstede’s classification of 
cultural factors. To achieve this goal, we have compared modern Ukrainian and Polish business cultures according to Hofstede’s 
classification of cultural factors. Key cross-cultural differences of Ukrainian and Polish business cultures have been defined, 
which are a higher level of collectivism in Ukrainian culture, masculinity of Polish culture versus femininity of Ukrainian culture and 
medium-term orientation in Ukrainian culture in comparison with short-term orientation of Polish culture. Further research will be 
devoted to the development of practical recommendations regarding cross-cultural interaction with representatives of modern 
Ukrainian and Polish business cultures based on the defined cross-cultural peculiarities of the Ukrainian and Polish management.
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1. Introduction and Brief Literature Review 
The differences in cultures of different countries and peo-

ples have been known for centuries. However, only since the 
mid 20th century the idea of holistic description of a cultu-
ral phenomenon has been further developed in research with 
the aim to create a typology of national business cultures. At 
that time, ethnometry began to develop as a new direction of 
ethno-social research, which analyses mental characteristics 
of different ethnic groups using formal methods.

On the basis of empirical studies, scientists and resear-
chers tried to determine variables («cultural factors»), which 
can identify cultural characteristics of each country and clas-
sify countries according to these parameters. According to 
M. Myers and F. Tan (2002) [1], researchers of various scien-
tific schools have identified over 30 cultural factors, which are 
associated with the behaviour of the representatives of diffe-
rent national cultures and their cross-cultural interaction.

According to A. Gutterman (2016) [2], the most famous mo-
dern classification concerning the typology of national cultures 
is the classification of cultural orientations by F. Kluckhohn and 
F. Strodtbeck (1961). Also, there are Hall’s classification of cul-
tural context (1976), Hofstede’s classification of cultural di-
mensions (1980, 1984, 1991) and Trompenaars’ parametric 
classification (1993).

F. Kluckhohn and F. Strodbeck (1961) [3] suggested one 
of the earliest classifications of national culture and proposed 
a theory of culture based on value orientations, arguing that 
there is a limited number of problems that are common to all 
human groups and for which there is a limited number of so-
lutions. Therefore, in any culture there is a set of dominant 
types of value orientations (cultural orientations). The theory 
initia ted further studies in this direction. However, the shortco-
mings with respect to the cultural orientation classification by 
F. Klakhon and F. Strodbek include the use of research tools, 
which were originally developed in the USA without the adap-
tation of them for use in other societies [4].

E. Hall’s (1963) [5] cultural context classification is based 
on the results of the ethnographic research in several socie-
ties (Germany, France, the USA and Japan). Hall’s theory fo-
cuses on how representatives of culture vary in interperso-
nal communications, personal space and time [5]. However, 
as A. Gutterman (2015) [6] mentioned, this theory is focused 
on psychological characteristics of managers and their em-
ployees in the work place.

Trompenaars’ parametric model is focused both on varia-
tions in values and personal relationships across societies. The 
first five cultural factors focus on relationships among people 
(close to Hofstede’s classification), while the last two focus on 
time management and society’s relationship with nature (close 
to R. D. Lewis’s (2006) model) [7]. But the results of the eva-
luation of the first five cultural factors are significantly diffe rent 
from Hofstede’s classification, especially in the «indivi dualism/
collectivism» cultural factor [8]. Therefore, the results of the 
classification for this parametric model are controversial.

G. Hofstede [4], the founder of etnometry, showed the ori-
gins of cultural factors in basic social institutions (religion and 
family) and their implications for such secondary institutions 
as (economics, politics and business organisations) and ar-
gued that these cultural dimensions define the ways of structu-
ring and managing organisations. According to the first results 
(1980, 1984), G. Hofstede [4] identified four major dimensions 
for measuring the interaction of national cultures: «po wer dis-
tance»; «individualism versus collectivism»; «masculi nity ver-
sus femininity»; «uncertainty avoidance». As M. Tayeb (1994) 
mentioned [9], Hofstede’s work has been criticised as being 
bia sed toward American ownership and types of jobs. As a 
result of extra studies which were conducted in China, Japan 
and Southeast Asia, G. Hofstede [4] added an eastern dimen-
sion - the factor of Confucian dynamism («long-term orien-
tation»), which explains the fundamental difference between 
Western and Eastern mentality. Recently, he proposed the last 
cultural dimension, which is «indulgence versus restraint» con-
cerning human needs and wants related to the joy of living [4].

According to G. Hofstede’s classification of cultural di-
mensions [10], each country (culture) gets points for each of 

the cultural factors (from 0 to 100); 0 is the lowest value of the 
index and 100 is the highest value of the index (although in 
theory values can exceed these limits). Parameters of each 
culture are relative, not absolute, that is, in any culture, there 
is a manifestation of two opposite values, but their ratio will be 
different. The scoring system allowed G. Hofstede [10] to give 
each factor a quantitative assessment of the national culture. 
Thus, the six-dimension classification (6-D model) by G. Hof-
stede is used nowadays [11].

As A. Gutterman (2015) [6] mentioned, each of these 
models has been used to investigate how cultural differen-
ces might impact national styles of management (leadership 
styles, human resource policies). However, as M. Myers [1] 
noted, Hofstede’s approach, which is the basis for develo-
ping the majority of the models of national cultures typology, 
is most popular in many different fields of management.

2. Purpose
The purpose of this study is to determine and compare 

cross-cultural characteristics of modern Ukrainian and Polish 
business cultures according to G. Hofstede’s classification of 
cultural dimensions. To achieve this goal, a set of tasks has 
been performed: modern Ukrainian and Polish business cul-
tures have been analysed according to the 6-D model; the pe-
culiarities of modern Ukrainian and Polish business cultures 
have been defined and systematised in the context of the sys-
tems of management in Ukrainian and Polish companies.

3. Results
The cultural dimension «power distance» (PDI) is concep-

tually linked to the idea of «concentration of power» (centra-
lisation) and indicates to which extent society approves the 
uneven distribution of power in institutions and organisations. 
The value of «power distance» reflects the extent of uneven 
power distribution in social structures (the family, the organi-
sation or society) and tolerance to inequality.

According to the Cultural dimensions by Geert Hofstede 
[11], Ukraine (PDI = 92) and Poland (PDI = 68) both have large 
«power distance», but Ukrainian business culture has a higher 
level of internal inequality and more hierarchical pyramid 
structures. At the same time, as A. Jackowicz and S. Pettitt 
(1993) mentioned [13], Polish managers also have a tenden-
cy to adopt an autocratic management style and to resist eve-
rything that could dilute managerial authority. G.  Hofstede 
(2005) [12] suggested that corruption is common and in-
come distribution is even in large «power distance» societies. 
These are the key issues in the political system of Ukraine to a 
greater extent than in Poland.

Ukrainian and Polish enterprises have a high level of po-
wer distance and common characteristics which are defined 
by [4; 14-16] and classified in Table 1.

The indicator of decentralisation level of power and its in-
fluence on the country’s economic system shows the Doing 
Business Index [17]. In 2017, the size of this Index was 80 for 
Ukraine and 24 for Poland (out of 189), which proves a higher 
level of power centralisation in Ukraine comparing to Poland. 

Another indicator of power distance level is the Corruption 
Perceptions Index [8]. In 2016, this Index was 131 for Ukraine 
and 29 for Poland (out of 176). It explains the reason why the 
power distance index in Ukraine is 25% higher than in Poland.

The cultural dimension «individualism versus collectivism» 
(IDV), also known as «social orientation», is offered to define 
how the people of this country act as individuals or as mem-
bers of a particular group.

According to the Cultural dimensions by Geert Hofstede 
[11], Ukraine is a country with collective culture (IDV = 25), 
where there is a system of values, in which an individual is 
primarily part of a group, and only then he is a personality; all 
employees are focused on achieving collective goals and col-
lective success; all staff suffers from the drawbacks and fai-
lures of an individual; promotion doesn’t depend on the per-
sonality of an employee [19]. On the contrary, Poland is a 
country with individual culture (IDV = 60) [4], where there is a 
system of values, in which the personality dominates; people 
have a right to criticise colleagues and management; promo-
tion depends only on qualities and achievements of the indi-
vidual, as described by V. V. Korzhenko (2009) [19].
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At present, the national styles of Ukrainian 
and Polish management are at the opposite di-
rections of this cultural dimension. The impact of 
«individualism versus collectivism» on the ma-
nagement systems in these countries is defined 
by [4; 14-16; 19] and systematised in Table 2.

Yet, over the past years the scientists 
[19-21] have noted some changes in the IDV in-
dex in Ukraine from collectivism to individualism. 
The reason for such changes is a number of fac-
tors: dualism of the Ukrainian mentality, the com-
bination of collectivism features (the influence of 
the Soviet past) and individualism (the manifes-
tation of the Zaporzhian Cossacks’ morale) in 
Ukrainian culture, as stated by T. Blyznyuk and 
T. Lepeyko (2016) [21]. There are two types of 
mentality in Ukraine [21]: the Eastern Ukrainian 
mentality and the Western Ukrainian mentality. 
The mentality of West Ukrainian regions is closer 
to the Polish cultural values (individualism). The men-
tality of the Eastern, Southern and some Central re-
gions of Ukraine explicitly combines the post-Russian 
and post-Soviet cultural values (collectivism).

This is the reason why over the next 10-20 years, 
along with the generation change in Ukraine, the cul-
ture of individualism, which will be close to Polish cul-
ture, will be formed. At the same time, Poland shows 
the medium level of individualism, as in Polish culture 
there are features of collectivism. As J. N. Yanouzas and 
S. Boukis (1993) [22] mentioned, Poles are more inclined 
to form a group with strong trust relations and work to-
gether in «beating the enemy». According to L. Kolman, 
N. G. Noorderhaven, G. Hofstede and E. Dienes (2003) 
[16], Poland is much more collectivistic than Western 
European countries.

The cultural dimension «masculinity versus femini-
nity» (MAS), also known as «focus on achieving goals», 
reveals a method for motivating people to perform certain 
work to achieve the goals. This factor is related to the division 
of emotional roles between men and women within so ciety 
and the balance struck between ego and social values by so-
ciety, as described by A. Gutterman (2015) [6].

According to the Cultural dimensions by Geert Hofstede 
[11], Polish culture (MAS  =  64) is characterised by medium 
masculinity and active target behaviour where there is do-
minance of traditional male values such as success, money, 
wealth, ambition, career, competition. There is a clear division 
of gender roles. Femininity and passive target behaviour are 
inherent in Ukrainian culture (MAS = 27) [11] where there is 
harmony and inclination to compromise, and the quality of life 
and care for others dominate. Femininity dominance in Ukrai-
nian culture has deep historical roots, as it is connec ted to the 
Ukrainian archetype of the «Great Mother», which is part of the 
Ukrainian mentality [21].

Peculiarities of the impact «masculinity versus femininity» 
on the Ukrainian and Polish management systems are 
defined by [4; 14-16; 19] and systematised in Table 3.

The indicators of this cultural dimension are op-
portunities for females to realise themselves as profes-
sionals and to get equal salary. According to the Glo-
bal Gender Gap Report by the WEF (2014) [23], the 
subindex of economic participation and opportunity of 
Ukraine is 31, whereas it is 61 for Poland (out of 142). 
According to the Wage equality survey, the Ukrainian 
rank is 46 and the Polish rank is 120. 

The cultural dimension «uncertainty avoidance» 
(UAI) is associated with «structuring activities» (forma-
lisation, specialisation and standardisation) and indi-
cates a lack of tolerance of society towards uncertain-
ty and ambiguity. 

According to the Cultural dimensions by Geert Hofs-
tede [11], Ukrainian business culture (UAI = 95) and Polish 
business culture (UAI = 93) both have a high level of un-
certainty avoidance. In such societies, a failure (breach) 
of numerous laws and regulations generally is not only 

condemned morally but also has support from the majority of 
citizens; everything which is not allowed in society is banned 
and illegal, however violations of the laws are widespread and 
legal nihilism is typical. This index has a significant impact on 
the management systems of Ukrainian and Polish companies. 
The peculiarities of this impact are systematised in Table 4.

A high level of uncertainty impacts the management style 
of those Ukrainian enterprises which transformed from govern-
ment ownership or still remain governmental. They are predo-
minantly large agrarian holdings (Astarta Agroindustrial Hol ding, 
Mironovsky Hliboproduct, etc.), and enterprises of machine and 
mining industries (State Enterprise «Electrotyazhmash», State 
Enterprise «Yuzhmash», etc.). Their organisational structures 
are burdened by a significant number of levels.

The examples of a high level of uncertainty in the manage-
ment of Polish companies are the tendency to the centralisa-
tion and many levels in organisational structure in large com-
panies such as ZA PUŁAWY and Polski Holding Obronny.

Tab. 1: Management system of Ukrainian and Polish companies: 
large power distance impact

Source: Systematised by the authors based on [4; 14-16]

Tab. 2: Management system: «individualism versus collectivism» impact

Source: Systematised by the authors based on [4; 14-16; 19]

Tab. 3: Management system: «masculinity versus femininity» impact

Source: Systematised by the authors based on [4; 14-16; 19]
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Tab. 5: Management system: «long term orientation versus 
short term orientation» impact

Source: Systematised by the authors based on [4; 14-16; 19]
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The cultural dimension «long term orientation versus short 
term orientation» (LTO) determines the necessity of long-term 
(or short-term) plans for the future in terms of work, life and 
other aspects of social life.

According to the Cultural dimensions by G. Hofstede [11], 
Ukrainian business culture (LTO = 55) has medium-term orien-
tation. This is manifested in the desire of members of society 
to save and accumulate, as well as in their willingness to sac-
rifice current consumption in order to achieve long-term re-

Tab. 4: Management systems of Ukrainian and Polish companies: 
impact of high level of uncertainty avoidance

Source: Systematised by the authors based on [4; 15-16; 19]

sults. At the same time, Polish business culture (LTO = 38) is 
relatively closer to the short-term pole. It testifies to the pur-
suit of fast results and a high inclination to consumption, not 
accumulation.

The features of the impact of «long-term orientation ver-
sus short-term orientation» on the management systems in 
Ukraine and Poland are systematised in Table 5.

The macroeconomic indicators, which are confirmed by 
the correlation of this cultural dimension, form the structure 

of gross savings of each country [17]. Even at a level 
of income which is 5 times lower than that of the Poles, 
Ukrainians accumulate savings 4.8 times more often 
than the Poles.

The cultural dimension «indulgence versus restraint» 
(IND) shows the solution level of the problems of socia-
lisation of children and the attitude to control impulses 
and desires as a result of education and socialisation. It 
has appeared in the methodical approach recently.

According to the Cultural dimensions by Geert Hof-
stede [11], Ukraine (IND = 18) and Poland (IND = 29) 
have restrained cultures, which means a relatively 
strong control over desires and impulses within the cul-
ture. This culture is characterised by inhibition of needs 
and its regulation by means of strict social norms. There 
is a tendency to pessimism and cynicism in such socie-
ties. Unlike indulgent cultures, restrained cultures do not 
pay special attention to leisure time and control the sat-
isfaction of wants. People with this orientation think that 
social norms control their actions and consider the sat-
isfaction of their wants to be a wrongdoing [11].

4. Conclusions
As the result of the analysis and comparison of the 

dimensions of Ukrainian and Polish business cultures on 
the basis of G. Hofstede’s classification cultural factors, 
the following results have been obtained. Ukrainian and 
Polish business cultures are similar with respect to three 
cultural dimensions: 1) rather large power distance is 
common both for Poland and Ukraine, but in Ukraine this 
index is higher, and Poland has a medium level of po wer 
distance; 2) within the framework of cultural dimension 
«le vel of uncertainty» Ukrainian and Polish business cul-
tures are very close, as they demonstrate very high level 
of uncertainty; 3) Ukrainian and Polish business cultures 
are restrained. The research shows cross-cultural diffe-
rences in Ukrainian and Polish business cultures: Ukrai-
nian collectivism versus Polish indivi dualism; masculi nity 
of Polish business culture versus femini nity of Ukrai nian 
culture; medium-term orientation of Ukrai nian culture 
versus short-term orientation of Polish culture.
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