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Table 18     Country Participant Quadrant Distribution Data 

Countries Distribution 

Quadrant 1  Quadrant 2  Quadrant 3  Quadrant 4  

 Argentina 59.80% 36.37% 2.48% 1.35% 

 Australia 83.52% 15.67% 0.44% 0.37% 

 Brazil 68.93% 28.92% 0.96% 1.18% 

 Chile 59.56% 38.37% 1.26% 0.80% 

 China 75.43% 22.46% 1.40% 0.70% 

 Colombia 61.55% 35.90% 1.34% 1.20% 

 Ecuador 73.06% 25.25% 1.43% 0.25% 

 Egypt 79.58% 15.36% 3.81% 1.25% 

 Estonia 64.88% 32.80% 1.16% 1.16% 

 Germany 72.98% 25.29% 1.17% 0.56% 

 Ghana 81.64% 16.11% 2.00% 0.26% 

 Hong Kong 73.04% 25.74% 0.92% 0.31% 

 India 55.35% 31.34% 8.85% 4.46% 

 Iraq 82.64% 10.64% 5.36% 1.36% 

 Japan 80.76% 18.25% 0.81% 0.17% 

 Jordan 68.98% 28.94% 1.56% 0.52% 

 Kuwait 70.32% 27.07% 1.48% 1.13% 

 Lebanon 61.67% 31.27% 3.63% 3.43% 

 Libya 80.57% 18.47% 0.86% 0.11% 

 Malaysia 75.08% 23.92% 0.69% 0.31% 

 Mexico 71.41% 25.80% 2.02% 0.78% 

 Morocco 74.31% 16.96% 6.95% 1.78% 

 Netherlands 65.76% 33.54% 0.35% 0.35% 

 New Zealand 86.55% 13.02% 0.43% 0.00% 

 Nigeria 66.86% 32.46% 0.40% 0.28% 

 Pakistan 54.97% 40.84% 3.34% 0.86% 

 Peru 69.55% 25.16% 3.44% 1.86% 

 Philippines 62.01% 33.56% 3.77% 0.67% 

 Poland 52.29% 46.50% 0.48% 0.72% 

 Romania 73.89% 22.43% 2.33% 1.35% 

 Russia 53.58% 41.16% 2.63% 2.63% 

 Singapore 69.93% 28.80% 0.61% 0.66% 

 Slovenia 75.03% 24.43% 0.55% 0.00% 

 South Africa 48.96% 46.06% 2.27% 2.71% 

 South Korea 86.79% 8.27% 4.43% 0.51% 

 Spain 76.13% 23.87% 0.00% 0.00% 

 Sweden 77.09% 22.26% 0.46% 0.19% 
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Many differences are seen on a country-by-country basis. First of note is the fact that South 

Korea and the USA represent the largest difference in Hofstede IDV (individualism vs. 

collectivism) scores, however when examining the work life balance (WLB) for these countries, 

their polarities are not the biggest discrepancy in the group, and their quadrant breakdown 

profiles are almost identical. One reason for this could be attributed to the traditionally large 

number of SOEs found in South Korea, which may contribute to the collectivist culture, but still 

generate highly work and life-oriented individuals.  

 

Most countries observed had a majority of respondents who fell in Quadrants 1 and 2 (Go-

Getters and Homebodies). While this was also true for India, an interesting observation is that 

this was the country with the highest percentage of respondents in Quadrant 3 (Workaholics) at 

8.85%. While India’s IDV (individualism vs. collectivism) score (0.48) was slightly individualism 

leaning compared to the average (0.37), it was interesting to observe that this country had the 

highest respondents in Quadrant 3 compared to other highly individualistic countries such as 

the United States (0.91) and Australia (0.90). One theory that could explain this is the recent 

technology wave that has swept through India, with massive human resource management 

 Taiwan 84.05% 14.23% 1.44% 0.27% 

 Thailand 58.73% 36.64% 1.88% 2.74% 

 Trinidad and Tobago 83.77% 13.83% 1.63% 0.76% 

 Turkey 61.65% 37.62% 0.53% 0.20% 

 Ukraine 55.20% 41.07% 1.60% 2.13% 

 United States 84.76% 14.14% 0.72% 0.38% 

 Uruguay 55.36% 42.29% 1.36% 0.99% 
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outsourcing efforts by large corporations as a cost saving tactic (Karthikeyan, S., Bhagat, M., & 

Kannan, N. G. 2013). 

 

For the most part, of these five countries, all of the polarity distributions seemed to represent 

some slight variation of a bell curve looking distribution. This graphical data would help to 

support the theory that the polarity calculation led to data shrinkage, which impacted the 

results. Since the highest conglomeration of polarity scores were generally concentrated at or 

around zero, this lends the thought that polarity may not be the best measurement for this 

particular data. 

 

The individual work and life distributions are good visualizations to portray where the majority 

of respondents fell within each individual category. When comparing the two, both life and 

work have vastly different distribution shapes. Observing the life graphs, the majority of 

respondents generally fell toward the lower end of the spectrum, placing great importance on 

the life aspect. Only on rare occasion were respondents observed scoring above a score of 2.5. 

Of the five countries specifically cited, The USA, South Korea, and South Africa follow similar 

patterns, with decreasing respondents as scores grow. Poland and India observed increasing 

participants until a score close to 2.0 was reached, followed by a drop-off. This is interesting to 

note since South Africa had a much different quadrant breakdown from that of The USA and 

South Korea. From a visual perspective, only The USA displayed a work distribution that seemed 

to emphasize lower scores, while the remaining countries displayed distributions with a bell 

curve like shape, and a majority of respondents falling in the 1.9-2.5 range. 


