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AN ANALYSIS OF HOFSTEDE’S CULTURAL DIMENSIONS
IN COMMUNICATION JOURNALS

Building off previous research exploring how communication journals and researchers have used
Hall’s constructs, the current study uses Natural Language Processing (NLP) to examine how communi-
cation journals have framed Hofstede’s cultural dimensions. The significance of this study is underscored
by the imperative for an empirical examination of the accumulated “archaeology of knowledge” within
the discipline, particularly amidst the contemporary crisis of reproducibility in scientific research.

The analysis revealed that 438 articles referenced Hofstede 4,779 times. The Journal of Intercultural
Communication Research published the most articles, highlighting its significance in intercultural and
cross-cultural communication scholarship. Articles focused primarily on the concept of individualism vs.
collectivism, with five other frames emerging: 1) the impact of cultural values in international interac-
tions, 2) cross-country comparisons, 3) the interplay between uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and
power distance, 4) the influence of culture on organizations, and 5) understanding high-power distance
cultures. There were also longitudinal trends and spikes in the frames over time.

Methodologically, the study utilized BERTopic modeling for thematic extraction and the NLTK li-
brary for the rigorous preprocessing of texts from 25 core communication journals spanning 1993 to
2024. Drawing upon Entman’s framing theory, the research elucidates how editors and authors operate
as “gatekeepers” of disciplinary discourse. The longitudinal trends and cyclical spikes identified in spe-
cific frames demonstrate the evolution of cross-cultural theory in response to global shifts. These findings
expand the methodological repertoire for meta-synthetic research in the social sciences and provide a
robust foundation for future scholarly inquiry into the trajectory of communication theory.

Keywords: Natural Language Processing, BERT analysis, Hofstede, cross-cultural communication,
journal publishing.
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KoMMyHHKaums )KypHaAAApPbIHAAFbI XOdhCTeAeHIH,
M3AEHHU BALLEMAEPIH TaAAdY

fbIAbIMM  MakaAaAa KOMMYHMKaLM$I CaAacbiHblH 3. XOAA CblHAbI FaAbIMAAPAbBIH  AAAbIHFbI
3epTTeyAepiHe cyrieHe oTbipbin, . XodcTeAeHiH MBAEHM OALIEMAEPIHIH KaAah bpernMAeAeTiHIH
3epaeAey yuiH Taburn Tiaai eHaey (NLP) aaictepin koaaaHaabl. ByA 3epTTeyaiH MaHbI3AbIAbIFbI
MoH afACbIHAQ XXMHAKTAAFAH «BiAIM apXEOAOrMSChbiHA» SMIMMPUKAABIK, TAAAQY >KacayblHaH, FbIAbIMM
HOTMXKEAEPAIH ©3eKTiAIriHeH, Taapady HaTUXKeciHAe XodcTeae 4 779 peT aTtan eTiAeTiH 438 Makana
aHbIKTaAAbl. MakararapAbiH eH ken caHbl Journal of Intercultural Communication Research >xypHaabiHa
THeCiAi, BYA OHbIH KPOCC-MOAEHU 3epTTEeYAepAEri Heri3ri peAiH aikpiHAANMAbL. Makaaaaap HerisiHeH
«UHAMBUAYAAMU3MIE KAPChl Y KbIMLLIBIAABIK» TY>KbIpbIMAAMaCbiHa GaFblTTaAFaHbIMEH, TaFbl 6€C HaKTbl
dperm BOAIHIM WbIKTbi: 1) MBAEHM KYHABIABIKTAPAbIH, XaAbIKAPAAbIK, ©3apa iC-KMMbIAFA acepi, 2)
eAAep apacbiHAAFbI CaAbICTbIPYAAp, 3) 6EAriCI3AIKTEH Kally, MAaCKYAMHAIK XKoHe OUAIK apaKallbIKTbIfbl
apacblHAafbl ©3apa OaAaHbIC, 4) MOAEHMETTIH yibiIMAApPFa acepi >XaHe 5) GMAIK apakallbIKTbIFbl
>KOFapbl MOAEHUNETTEPAI TYCIiHY.

OAICHaMaAbIK, TYPFbIAQH 3epTTeyAe TakbIpbINTapAbl aHblkTay ywiH BERTopic MoAeAbageyi >koHe
1993-2024 >bIAAAD apaAbIFbIHAAFbI KOMMYHMKaLMs 6GoMblHIIA 25 OpTaAbIK, >KYPHAA MOTIHAEpPIH
MYKMST aAAblH aAa eHaey ywiH NLTK kitanxaHacbl nanaAasaHblApbl. P. DHTMaHHbIH hpernmuHr
TEOPUSICbIHA CYMEHe OTbIPbiN, OYA >KYMbIC PEAAKTOPAAP MEH aBTOPAAPAbIH  AUCLUMAMHAPADIK,
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AEpAEri aHblKTaAFaH AOHTUTIOATIK TPEHATEP MEH LIMKAAIK eciMAep >kahaHAbIK e3repictepre >kayan
peTiHAE KPOCC-MOAEHM TEOPUSIHBIH, IBOAIOLMSCbIH KepceTeAi. ByA HOTMXKeAep BAeYMETTIK FbIAbIMAAP-
AQFbl META-CMHTETMKAADIK, 3€PTTEYAEPAIH dAICHAMaAbIK, pernepTyapbiH KEHEMTeAl >KoHe KOMMYHMKaLMS
TEOPUSICbIHbIH AAMYy TPAEKTOPUSICbI CAAACbIHAAFbI FBIABIMM I3AEHICTEP YLLiH KaXkeT 60AaAbI.

Tyiin cesaep: Taburn Tiaai eHaey, BERT Taapaybl, Xodcreae, KpOCC-MOAEHM KOMMYHMKALMS,
>KypHaA 6acna ici.
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AHaAuU3 KYAbTYpPHbIX u3mepenuit Xocpcreae
B )KypHaAax no KOMMYHMUKaLUSIM

Onupasch Ha MPeAbIAYLIME MCCAEAOBAHMS TOTO, KAK >KYPHAAbI U yUYeHble B 00AACTU KOMMYHUKALLWIA
MCMOAb30BaAM KOHCTPYKTbl D. XOAAQ, AaHHAs paboTa NPUMEHSIET METOAbI 06PabOTKM €CTECTBEHHOMO
a3bika (NLP) AAg M3yueHus Toro, kak B NPOMUABbHbBIX M3AQHMSIX (DPeiMUPYIOTCS KyAbTYpPHble n3mepe-
Hus . Xodcreae. 3HaUMMOCTb 3TOrO UCCAEAOBaHMS 06YCAOBAEHA HEOBXOAMMOCTBIO SMMUPUYECKO-
ro aHaAM3a HaKOMAEHHOWM «apPXEOAOTMM 3HAHUS» B PAMKaX AMCLMMAMHbBI, YTO OCOBEHHO aKTyaAbHO Ha
hoHe COBPEMEHHOr0 Kpu3mnca BOCNPOM3BOAMMOCTH HayUHbIX Pe3YyAbTaTOB.

AHaAM3 BbigBUA 438 cTaTeit, B KOTOPbIX XodcTeae ynommHaetca 4 779 pas. Hanboabluee koAnve-
cTBO nyGAMKaumii npuwAoch Ha Journal of Intercultural Communication Research, uto noauepkmsaer
€ro KAYEBYIO POAb B KPOCC-KYAbTYPHbIX MCCAEAOBaHMAX. B TO BpemMs Kak CTaTbuM COCPEAOTOYEHbI
NPenMyLLECTBEHHO Ha KOHLEMNUUN «MHAMBUAYAAU3M MPOTMB KOAAEKTMBM3MA», BbIAEAMAMCDH ellle NSTb
yeTknx hpenmoB: 1) BAUSHME KYAbTYPHbIX LLEHHOCTEN Ha MEXKAYHAPOAHOE B3aUMOAENCTBUE, 2) MeX-
CTpaHOBblE CPaBHeHUs, 3) B3aMMOCBSI3b MeXAY M3beraHnem HeornpeAeAeHHOCTU, MAaCKYAMHHOCTbIO U
AMCTaHLIMEN BAACTH, 4) BAMSIHME KYAbTYPbI Ha OpraHmM3aumun 1 5) MOHMMaHWe KYAbTYpP C BbICOKON AMC-
TaHUMEN BAACTMU.

MeToAOAOMMYECKM B MCCAEAOBAHMM MCMOAB30BAAOCh MoAeApoBaHue BERTopic Aag n3BAeveHms
TemaTmkn 1 6nbamnoteka NLTK AAS TLiaTeAbHOM MPeABapUTEAbHOM 06PabOTKM TEKCTOB M3 25-TH LIEH-
TPAAbHbIX )XYPHAAOB MO KOMMYHMKaLMSM 3a neproa ¢ 1993 no 2024 roa. Onupasch Ha Teopuio peri-
MuHra P. DHTMaHa, paboTa nposiCHSeT, Kak peAAKTOPbl U aBTOPbI BbICTYMAIOT B POAU «I€ATKUMNEPOB»
(NPMBPATHUKOB) AMCLIMMAMHAPHOIO AMCKypca. BbIIBAEHHbIE AOHIUTIOAHBIE TPEHABI M LUMKAMYECKME
BCIAECKM B OMpeAeAeHHbIX (dperiMax AEMOHCTPUPYIOT IBOAIOLMIO KPOCC-KYAbTYPHOIM TEOpMK B OTBET
Ha rA0GaAbHblE M3MEHEHUS. DTU PE3yAbTaThl PACILIMPSIOT METOAOAOTMUYECKMIA penepTyap AAS MeTa-
CUHTETMYECKMX MCCAEAOBAHMIA B COLUMAABHbBIX HayKax M CO3AQI0T HAAEXKHYIO OCHOBY AAS AAAbHENLLEro
Hay4HOro nomcka B 06AaCTM TPAEKTOPUM PA3BUTUSI TEOPUM KOMMYHMKALMIA.

KaroueBble caoBa: 06paboTka eCcTecTBEHHOro a3bika, aHaAn3 BERT, Xodcreae, Kpocc-KyAbTypHasi
KOMMYHMKaUMsl, M3AAaTEAbCKOE AEAO B >KypHaAaXx.

Introduction

The importance of journal publications and jour-
nals as forums for academic discourse is increas-
ingly emphasized as integral for the advancement
of academia (McGrail et al., 2006; Romaine, 2012).
Studies indicate that academic success, as well as
theoretical and methodological understanding, are
significantly influenced by the publishing of and
reading of academic journal articles (Rose, 2019).
Romaine (2012) views academic journals as em-
bodiments of society, with journal editors, review-
ers, and authors playing a crucial role in fostering
societal and disciplinary understanding. Journals
and editors serve as gatekeepers, assessing the merit
of manuscripts for publication and ultimately decid-

ing who receives an opportunity to add to that un-
derstanding (Warren & Sato, 2024).

In recent years, communication scholars have
been concerned about the emerging crisis surround-
ing the reproducibility and credibility of scientific
research (Freiling et al., 2024; Long, 2021; Vermeu-
len & Hartmann, 2015). Considering the continuous
increase in scientific publications (Bornmann et al.,
2021) evidence-synthesis methods (such as meta
and computational analysis) are becoming increas-
ingly relevant in communication (van Atteveldt et
al., 2022). In this context, the empirical examination
of published research has become a responsibility
for communication researchers (Rains et al., 2018).
Considering academic discourse is as Foucault
(1969) called it, an “archacology of knowledge”
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with “rules of formation” (p. 38), the current study
explores this discourse within communication. Spe-
cifically, this study examines how the disciplinary
understanding of one theoretical construct has been
framed (Entman, 2007) in communication jour-
nals, Geert Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (1980,
1991, 2001). These dimensions have been chosen
for analysis as researchers have asserted the dimen-
sions have had the most profound effect on shap-
ing communication, particularly the sub-disciplines
of intercultural and cross-cultural communication
(Croucher et al., 2015; Croucher & Kelly, 2019;
Merkin et al., 2014). Specifically, a meta-analysis of
Hofstede’s dimensions in published communication
research found significant relationships between
each dimension and various communication pat-
terns (Merkin et al., 2014). Using Natural Language
Processing (NLP) and BERTopic for the extraction
of topics, the current study builds on this work and
examines the extent to which these dimensions are
cited and how they are framed in published commu-
nication journal articles.

Hofstede’s Cultural Dimensions

Cultural dimensions, developed by Geert Hof-
stede, are a framework for cross-cultural compari-
son. It examines how a society’s culture influences
the values of its members and how these values
are linked to behavior. Hofstede simplified cross-
national cultural diversity into country-specific
scores across key dimensions (Beugelsdijk & Wel-
zel, 2018). According to Hofstede (1980, 1994,
2001, 2011), there are six cultural dimensions:
power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individu-
alism vs. collectivism, masculinity vs. femininity,
long-term vs. short-term orientation, and indul-
gence vs. restraint.

Power distance refers to the degree to which
members with less power in organisations and insti-
tutions accept and anticipate unequal distribution of
power. Uncertainty avoidance refers to the degree to
which a society tolerates ambiguity and uncertainty.
In cultures that avoid uncertainty, people tend to be
more emotional and anxious, while in cultures that
accept uncertainty, people are more open to differ-
ing opinions and prefer fewer rules. Individualism
vs. collectivism refers to the extent to which people
in society integrate into groups. Individualistic so-
cieties prioritize personal independence with loose
family ties, while collectivist societies emphasize
strong and cohesive in-groups. Masculinity vs.
femininity refers to the division of values between
genders, with masculinity emphasizing competitive-

ness, assertiveness, and achievement, while femi-
ninity highlights cooperation, modesty, caring for
the weak, and quality of life. Long-term vs. short
term orientation links the past with present and fu-
ture actions, where short term emphasizes past- and
present-focused values like tradition and consump-
tion, while long term prioritizes future-focused
values like perseverance and thrift. Indulgence vs.
restraint refers to the extent of freedom that soci-
etal norms allow individuals to satisfy their desires.
Indulgence reflects a society that permits free grati-
fication of desires and enjoyment, while restraint
regulates gratification and adheres to social norms
(Hofstede, 1980, 2001, 2011).

Extensive research in communication has
linked these six dimensions to various communi-
cation constructs. In a meta-analysis, Merkin et al.
(2014) found that research shows individualism is
positively correlated with direct communication and
self-promotion; high power distance is positively
correlated with face-saving; masculinity is posi-
tively correlated with direct communication; and
uncertainty avoidance is positively correlated with
face-saving. Additional research, for example, has
shown that individualistic and collectivistic cultures
differ in levels of argumentativeness (Croucher et
al., 2013; Hsu, 2007), conflict styles (Cai & Fink,
2002), and willingness to communicate (Croucher,
2013). High power distance cultures have been
shown to promote less organizational dissent (Zeng
et al., 2020). High uncertainty avoidance cultures
tend to exhibit more behavioral changes when faced
with ambiguous situations (Vishwanath, 2003). In
an exploration of orientation, Merkin (2004) found
long-term oriented individuals were more likely to
use cooperative and harmonious facework strate-
gies.

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions are widely rec-
ognized in fields like psychology, sociology, and
management (Beugelsdijk et al., 2017; Sendergaard,
1994; Steenkamp, 2001). The dimensions are re-
garded as a dominant framework for explaining be-
havioural differences between countries (William-
son, 2002) and the most popular cultural theory in
the social sciences (Sunny et al., 2019; Taras et al.,
2011). Notably, Hofstede’s model laid the ground-
work for developing social scientific theory in cross-
cultural studies (Sekaran, 1983). It is widely praised
for its simplicity and ease of use, as well as the abili-
ty to compare cultures through quantitatively, which
are fundamental reasons for its popularity in aca-
demia (Dimitrov, 2014; Hoppe, 2004). As Kirkman
et al. (2006) stated, Hofstede’s work has become
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mainstream, largely because he developed a parsi-
monious national culture framework with multiple
dimensions, along with providing country indexes
for these dimensions.

Despite its significance and popularity, Hof-
stede’s framework has faced criticism. First, Hof-
stede’s data collection and sampling methods
have been criticized for lacking representativeness
(Baskerville, 2003; McSweeney, 2002). Javidan et
al. (2006) noted Hofstede’s data may be U.S.-cen-
tric, and centred on a specific company. The sec-
ond criticism focuses on the labelling of the dimen-
sions and the face validity of their content (Minkov,
2017). Specifically, the individualism vs. collectiv-
ism dimension has been questioned for failing to ac-
curately reflect the content of the underlying items
(Brewer & Venaik, 2011). Third, the research could
have been culturally biased, as the team, consisting
of Europeans and U.S.-Americans, may have unin-
tentionally shaped the interpretation of the responses
through a Western perspective (Dartey-Baah, 2013).
In addition, critics question whether these dimen-
sions apply to culture, stressing that different sam-
ples could result in various dimensions and order of
nations (Erez & Earley, 1993). Overall, no matter
where researchers stand on the dimensions from a
theoretical or methodological point of view, they
have had a profound impact on the communication
discipline (Croucher et al., 2015). Building off pre-
vious research, which has argued Hofstede’s dimen-
sions have influenced the communication discipline
(Croucher & Kelly, 2019; Merkin et al., 2014), we
pose two research questions to further understand
the extent to which these dimensions have influ-
enced the discipline. Specifically, this study builds
off framing theory (Entman, 2007) to understand
how journal articles have framed Hofstede’s dimen-
sions. Framing is defined as “the process of culling
a few elements of perceived reality and assembling
a narrative that highlights connections among them
to promote a particular interpretation” (p. 164). Me-
dia, such as journals, play a significant role in shap-
ing perception. Gamson and Modigliani (1989) for
example described framing as emphasizing some
parts of reality while ignoring other aspects of real-
ity. Thus, to understand how journals publications
frame Hofstede’s dimensions and thus influence the
academic discourse, we pose the following:

RQI1: What is the frequency of communication
journals referencing Hofstede between

1993 and 20247

RQ2: What frames have emerged linked with
Hofstede in communication journals?

Methodology

Data Collection and Pre-Processing

The main data collection method was manual
downloading. The keyword “Hofstede” was used
to search for relevant articles in 25 communica-
tion journals identified as central to the discipline.
Twenty-three of these journals were selected from
journals used in Griffin et al.’s (2018) analysis of
scholarly productivity, while two intercultural/
cross-cultural communication journals were added
for a total of 25 journals. These journals were previ-
ously explored in Xu and Croucher (2025): “Argu-
mentation and Advocacy, Communication Educa-
tion, Communication Monographs, Communication
Quarterly, Communication Reports, Communica-
tion Research, Communication Research Reports,
Communication Studies, Communication Theory,
Critical Studies in Mass Communication, Howard
Journal of Communication, Journal of Applied
Communication Research, Journal of Broadcasting
& Electronic Media, Journal of Communication,
Journal of Communication and Religion, Journal
of Intercultural Communication Research, Journal
of International and Intercultural Communication,
Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly,
Qualitative Research Reports in Communication,
Quarterly Journal of Speech, Southern Communi-
cation Journal, Text and Performance Quarterly,
Western Journal of Communication, and Women's
Studies in Communication” (p. 6) . The search peri-
od was 1993-2024, to include the past 20 years. The
final data set contains 438 articles related to Hofst-
ede. The dataset was uploaded to Google Drive for
convenient access via Google Colab, an online Py-
thon notebook platform. The data were collected as
PDF files from the websites.

The basic extraction of PDF content was accom-
plished through using PyMuPDF. Each journal used
a different search and data retrieval system; there-
fore, the metadata of the articles and the main text
were cleaned and extracted before being passed to
more advanced models. Text preprocessing is re-
quired to make the text meaningful for NLP. The
following were cleaned for uniformity: reference
and inline citation, DOI and URLs, boilerplate and
ISSN, line breaks and excessive space, and stopword
removal (van Atteveldt et al., 2022). For stopword
removal, the NLTK stopword library was used.

Data Extraction
A critical part of this research is to extract the
related parts of the target articles. Table 1 shows the
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attributions related to the metadata of the articles.
Most metadata can be extracted on the first page of
the file. However, due to the different development

Table 1
Data Structure of the Main Data

status of information technology in the early 1990s,
some journals don’t calculate viewership for each
article.

Title Authors

Keyword Journal name

Title of the paper Author names

Search keyword Published journal

Published time Article views*

Main content Raw text

Datetime format Viewership of the article

Main cleaned text The original text from PDFs

* Some journals do not contain this information.
Note: Compiled by the author.

The title, main content, and raw text of each ar-
ticle are the main analyzed text for this study. The
journal name and keywords are used for visualiza-
tions along with NLP. All the above information is
used to analyze how frequently Hofstede is men-
tioned in communication journals over time. The
next extraction is locating the relevant keywords for

Table 2
Data structure for BERTopic Model

Hofstede. Regex is used to find the keyword pat-
terns. Table 2 shows the data structure used in the
BERTopic analysis. The context will be extracted
along with the keywords. This data structure counts
the frequency mentions and is used in the topic mod-
elling. The “matched content” helps identify how
Hofstede is framed in the academic discourse.

Title Journal name

Published time

Keyword Matched content

Title of the paper Published journal

Datetime format

Relevant context with

Search keyword the target keyword

Note: Compiled by the author.

Topic Extraction Model: BERTopic

BERTopic involves using different NLP li-
braries to perform a topic modelling task. It cate-
gorizes group text into topics that can be explained
while retaining keywords. Based on previous
works, the matched content becomes the main
analysis target of the model. First, the matched
content is converted into embeddings using the
sentence transformer model. This model captures
the semantic meaning between sentences. Al-
though BERTopic performs the embedding func-
tions, the precalculated embeddings increase the
efficiency and accuracy of the embeddings. The
second step is to stabilize the output of the model
by fixing a random state. The reason behind this is

that BERTopic uses UMAP to reduce the dimen-
sions of the data. The third step is that the number
of topics that get extracted is predefined by the
programmer. This is done by tuning the cluster
size within the HDBSCAN model. The higher the
number, the fewer the topics created.

The vectorizer model optimizes the representa-
tion of the results. First, it removes stopwords. Then
it focuses on certain words like nouns or adjectives.
There are other ways to improve the representation
of the topics. In this case, POS is used because of
its simplicity and strength in academic-type content.
Appendix 1 includes the embedding process for the
raw data and the parameter setting for the BERTop-
ic model.
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Appendix 1
Graph 1: Embedding Process of Raw Data Paper

[13] #Calculate the embedding prior to the bertopic

embedding_model = SentenceTransformer("all-MinilM-L6&-v2")
embeddings = embedding_model.encode(hall_df['token_strings'].tolist(), show_progress_bar=True)

5

modules.json: 100% [N 349/349 [00:00<00:00, 19.9kB/s]

config_sentence_transformers.json: 100%_ 116/116 [00:00<00:00, 7.41kB/s]
reapme.md: 100% [ 10.7k/10.7k [00:00<00:00, 534kB/s]
sentence_bert_config.json: 100% [N 52.0/53.0 [00:00<00:00, 2.85kB/s]
configjson: 100% [ 612/612 [00:00<00:00, 33.6kB/s]
model.safetensors: 100% [N 90.9M/90.9M [00:00<00:00, 141MB/s]
tokenizer_configjson: 100% [N 350/350 [00:00<00:00, 20.9kB/s]
vocab.txt: 100% [N 2324232 [00:00<00:00, 7.47MB/s]
tokenizerjson: 100% [N 466k/466k [00:00<00:00, 13.5MB/s]
special_tokens_map.json: 100%_ 112/112 [00:00<00:00, 4.83kB/s]
1_Pooling/configjson: 100% [[NENEEGEGEGEEE 190/190 [00:00<00:00, 11.6kB/s]
Batches: 100% [N 14/14 [00:09<00:00, 1.33it/s]

Graph 2: Parameter Setting for BERTopic Model

[71] #Adjust the parameter within the model to increase efficiency

from umap import UMAP

umap_model = UMAP({n_neighbors=15, n_components=5, min_dist=0.8, metric='cosine', random_state=42)

from hdbscan import HDBSCAN

hdbscan_model = HDBSCAN(min_cluster_size=22, min_samples=5, metric='euclidean', cluster_selection_method:

from sklearn.feature_extraction.text import CountVectorizer

vectorizer_model = CountVectorizer(stop_words="english", min_df=1, ngram_range=(1, 4))

from bertopic.representation import PartOfSpeech

pos_model = PartOfSpeech("en_core_web_sm")

Results and discussion

Frequency of Referencing Hofstede

From 1993 to 2024, the 25 journals under
analysis included a varied number of references to
Hofstede. The journal with the most references to
Hofstede was the Journal of Intercultural Communi-
cation Research (n = 109), followed by the Journal
of International and Intercultural Communication
(n = 37), Communication Quarterly (n = 29), and
Communication Research (n = 29). Table 3 shows
each journal’s total number of references to Hofst-
ede between 1993 and 2024. In total, there were 438
articles and 4779 mentions of Hofstede.

Between 1993 and 2024, there was a surge
in the number of articles mentioning Hofstede in

2007. Before 2007, the average number of articles
mentioning Hofstede per year was around 2.5. Af-
ter 2007, the number increased to 22.3 per year.
Figure 1 shows the trend in article mentions from
1993 to 2024. Specifically, in 2007, 29 articles
mentioned Hofstede. The top journal contributors
were the Journal of Intercultural Communica-
tion Research (n = 11), Communication Quarterly
(n = 6), and Communication Education (n=4). In
2009, the article number was 67, with 17 journals
citing articles related to Hofstede. The top jour-
nal contributors were Communication Quarterly
(n = 10 articles), Communication Research Re-
ports (n = 8), and Communication Studies (n =7).
Since pre-2007, references to Hofstede have gone
up nearly 10 times.
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Table 3
Total Number of Journal Articles Containing Hofstede by Journal

Hofstede Hofstede
Journal Journal
References References
Argumentation and Advocacy 5 Communication Education 19
Communication Monographs 20 Communication Quarterly 29
Communication Reports 8 Communication Research 29
Communication Research Reports 27 Communication Studies 24
Communication Theory 7 Critical Studies in Media Communication 0
Howard Journal of Communication 23 Human Communication Research 23
Journal of Applied Communication Research 7 Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media
Journal of Communication 20 Journal of Communication and Religion
I ] I
Journal of Intercultural Communication Research 109 Journal O.f n.ternatlonal and Interculiural 37
Communication
Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly 14 Qualitative Research Reports in Communication 2
Quarterly Journal of Speech 1 Southern Communication Journal 15
Text and Performance Quarterly 2 Western Journal of Communication 13
Women s Studies in Communication 0
Note: Compiled by the author.
Figure 1
Distribution of Articles referencing Hofstede from 1993 to 2024
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Framing of Hofstede

BERTopic extracted six frames from 438 arti-
cles and 4779 mentions. These frames are: 1) col-
lectivism vs. individualism, 2) the impact of cultural
values in international interactions, 3) cross-country
comparisons, 4) the interplay between uncertainty
avoidance, masculinity, and power distance, 5) the
influence of culture on organizations, and 6) under-
standing high-power distance cultures.

The first frame (Topic 0) that emerged via BER-
Topic analysis was individualism vs. collectivism.
Key words in this frame include: individualism,
collectivism, Hofstede, and cultures. Figure 2 is a
wordcloud of the individualism and collectivism
frame.

Figure 2
Wordcloud of Individualism vs. Collectivism Frame

Wordcloud for Topic O

cultures cultural
coll ngix%§m

culture 1

individualism

collectivist collectivistic
hofstede

Note: Compiled by the author.

. 8roup

The second frame (Topic 1) was the impact of
cultural values in international interactions. Key
words in this frame include: consequences, interna-
tional, Hofstede, values, and culture. Figure 3 is a
wordcloud of the impact cultural values in interna-
tional interactions frame.

The third frame (Topic 2) was cross-country
comparisons. Keywords in this frame include: Hof-
stede, cultural dimension, and countries. Figure 4 is
a wordcloud of the cross-country frame.

The fourth frame (Topic 3) was the interplay
between uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and
power distance. Keywords include: uncertainty
avoidance, Hofstede, distance, and masculinity.
Figure 5 is a wordcloud of the interplay between
uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and power dis-
tance frame.

Figure 3
Wordcloud of Impact Cultural Values in International
Interactions

Wordcloud for Topic 1

1ntDrS:a)IosnaF ?qmrences

institutions

behav1orsc ul t U re
consequences

differences international

Note: Compiled by the author.

Figure 4
Wordcloud of Cross-country Comparisons

Wordcloud for Topic 2

cultiral,

national - ©

dimensions:
hofstede

scores

Note: Compiled by the author.

Figure 5
Wordcloud of Interplay between Uncertainty Avoidance,
Masculinity, and Power Distance

Wordcloud for Topic 3
]

avoldance

dimensions

masculinity masculine

uncertalnty

culture power gistance

Note: Compiled by the author.
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The fifth frame (Topic 4) was the influence of
culture on organizations. Keywords include: mind,
software, culture, Hofstede, and organizations. Fig-
ure 6 is a wordcloud of the influence of culture on
organizations frame.

Figure 6
Wordcloud of Influence of Culture on Organizations

Wordcloud for Topic 4

hofstede”

cultural communlcatlon
ure

gultures
SO twaremlnd

organizations

minkov

Note: Compiled by the author.

The sixth and final frame (Topic 5) was under-
standing high-power distance cultures. Keywords
include: high power, distance, and Hofstede. Figure
7 is a wordcloud of the understanding high-power
distance cultures.

Figure 7
Wordcloud of Understanding High-power Cultures
Wordcloud for Topic 5

hofsteder
cultural
culture

F)h h cultures

di€tance

Note: Compiled by the author.

There are trends in these frames over time. The
cross-country comparison frame has consistently
been mentioned since 1993. There is a spike in col-

12

lectivism vs. individualism and the impact of cul-
tural values in international interactions frames in
2009. The influence of culture on organizations and
the understanding of high-power cultures frames
appear frequently only after 2007. These trends are
visually represented in Figure 8.

The NLP and BERTopic analysis results re-
vealed insights into how Hofstede was framed
in communication journals from 1993 to 2024.
Throughout the dataset, a total of 438 articles ref-
erenced Hofstede 4,779 times. The Journal of In-
tercultural Communication Research published by
far the most articles referencing Hofstede (n = 109
or 31%), highlighting its significance in intercultural
and cross-cultural communication scholarship. This
analysis indicated that Hofstede’s framework pri-
marily examines individualism vs. collectivism, es-
pecially in international and cross-cultural settings.
This dimension serves as a crucial element in com-
prehending cultural differences in communication
research. Furthermore, additional frames were iden-
tified in the journals’ analysis of Hofstede: the im-
pact of cultural values on international interactions,
cross-country comparisons, the interplay between
uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, and power dis-
tance, the influence of culture on organizations, and
understanding high-power distance cultures.

Hofstede’s dimensions remain a dominant
theoretical perspective for intercultural and cross-
cultural communication. The concentration of cita-
tions in certain journals appears to show potential
disciplinary boundaries, where Hofstede’s work
is mainly confined to intercultural, cross-cultural,
and international communication rather than wide-
ly incorporated into broader communication stud-
ies. Looking to the frequency of citations, 33.33%
of the articles came from two journals, the Journal
of Intercultural Communication Research and the
Journal of International and Intercultural Commu-
nication. Both of these journals in their Aims and
Scope emphasize “culture,” “intercultural,” and
“cross-cultural.” None of the other journals 1nclud-
ed have all of these three terms. Hofstede’s cul-
tural dimensions focus on how a society’s culture
influences the values of its members and how these
values are linked to behavior. Outside of the com-
munication discipline, the dimensions are regular-
ly used in marketing (Soares, 2007), psychology
(Taras et al., 2010), business (Taras et al., 2012),
disaster research (Noll et al., 2020), in accounting
(Khlif, 2016), etc. However, in the journals central
to the communication discipline, the dimensions
appear to be relegated to the intercultural/cross-
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cultural communication oriented journals. We
propose this is because the dimensions are largely
taught in the discipline as a framework for inter-

Figure 8
Topics/Frames over time

Topics over Time

704

Frequency

60+
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40
——— 5_power_distance_hofstede_high

304 f
204 ‘ \
o 7/\

-~

cultural and cross-cultural comparison. Thus, for
many in the field, these dimensions are part of the
intercultural and cross-cultural discipline.

Global Topic Representation
0_hofstede_individualism_collectivism_co...
——— 1_consequences_culture_values_hofstede
~—— 2_hofstede_cultural_dimensions_countries
3_hofstede_uncertainty_avoidance_masculi...
—— 4_hofstede_mind_software_cultures

T T T T
1995 2000 2005 2010

Note: Compiled by the author.

As a foundational framework for analyzing so-
cial scientific phenomena, Hofstede’s increase in ci-
tations since 2007 suggests the cultural dimensions
have gained increased recognition in these commu-
nication journals. The BERTopic analysis indicated
collectivism vs. individualism emerged as the most
significant frame, underscoring its relevance for
communication researchers in distinguishing com-
munication cultural patterns and values. The emer-
gence of topics such as “the influence of culture
on organizations” and “understanding high-power
distance cultures” after 2007 signifies a shift in re-
search focus, possibly influenced by the growing
globalization of workplaces, organizational stud-
ies, and communication studies as a discipline. The
rise in the discourse regarding “collectivism vs. in-
dividualism” and the “impact of cultural values in
international interactions” in 2009 corresponds with
broader conversations on internationalization in
academic and professional domains (Fukushima et
al., 2009; Lam et al., 2009; Liddicoat, 2009; Meeu-
wesen et al., 2009; Ryan & Viete, 2009; Signorini et
al., 2009; Tapanes et al., 2009; Vodosek, 2009; Xie
et al., 2009).

While there has been criticism of Hofstede’s
dimensions (Baskerville, 2003; Brewer & Venaik,
2011; Croucher et al., 2015; Dartey-Baah, 2013;
Erez & Earley, 1993; Javidan et al., 2006; McSwee-
ney, 2002; Minkov, 2017), these criticisms did not

T T
2015 2020

emerge as a frame within these communication jour-
nals. While there are critiques of Hofstede’s dimen-
sions, such critiques are not part of the discourse in
the journals deemed central to the discipline (Griffin
et al., 2018) and the two primary intercultural/cross-
cultural communication journals.

From a methodological point of view, the results
of this study demonstrate the value of integrating
computational tools, such as NLP with BERTopic
to understand academic discourse. By capturing fre-
quencies over time, as well as framing patterns, this
approach bridges computational methods with com-
munication theory. This methodological approach
offers deeper insight into the intricacies of how
these dimensions have been framed by communica-
tion researchers within communication journals.

This study is not without limitations. First, the
temporal span of data (1993-2024) highlights trends
but does not fully encompass all articles since the
publication of Hofstede’s dimensions. Future re-
search could conduct an analysis from 1981, the
year after the publication of Hofstede’s Culture’s
consequences. International differences in work-
related values. Second, this analysis only covers
25 communication journals. While this analysis
does provide an understanding of how the field
frames these dimensions from these journals, there
are many other journals that comprise “communi-
cation.” Depending on the Terms and Conditions/
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Use, and the website design of each journal, re-
searchers could use data web scraping software
like Octoparse, Sprinklr, etc. to pull articles from
a larger journal data set. Third, this study focused
solely on Hofstede’s dimensions and how these are
framed in communication journals. Along with Hof-
stede’s dimensions, Hall’s (1966, 1976) theories of
context, time and proxemics (Chau & Gudykunst,
1987; Usunier & Roulin, 2010; Wiirtz, 2005) and
Schwartz’s cultural value types (Gudykunst et al.,
1996; Zhang et al., 2005) have also been applied in
intercultural and cross-cultural communication. Fu-
ture research could compare and contrast how the
discipline has framed the work of Hofstede, Hall,
and Schwartz.

Conclusion

This study utilized BERTopic analysis to exam-
ine how Hofstede’s cultural dimensions have been
framed in communication journals from 1993 to
2024. The results highlight the impact of Hofstede’s
framework on communication research, especially
in the fields of intercultural and cross-cultural com-
munication. The frequency of Hofstede’s citations
surged after 2007, especially in journals like the
Journal of Intercultural Communication Research

and the Journal of International and Intercultural
Communication, which reflects a growing appli-
cation of his dimensions in these communication
journals. The concentration of citations in specific
journals suggests Hofstede’s work is confined to
certain disciplinary boundaries, limiting its broader
application in communication research. With BER-
Topic extraction analysis, the study offers insights
into how academic discourse has framed culture
over time. Additionally, it contributes to the ongo-
ing discourse on the evolution of communication
theories and the role of journals in shaping academic
and societal understanding. As scholars continue to
engage with cross-cultural research, the discourse
surrounding Hofstede’s work will likely evolve,
reflecting broader shifts in communication and cul-
tural studies.
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