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Abstract 
This paper sets out three antidotes against confirmatory bias in case-study research. 
We take a step back, as it were, from the generalizable-or-not debate and consider a 
prior issue: the local accuracy of the findings. The antidotes are method free and 
“substance free” (Schum, 2001), that is to say, they transcend the differences in types 
of research methods and evidentiary data. The properties of these antidotes/tests are 
described and located in both accounting and a wider literature. The characteristics of 
each antidote are further considered, and the adverse consequences of the failure to 
apply them are illustrated through analysis of a number of case-studies by leading 
accounting and management writers. The unpacking of these cases also shows how 
engagement with case-study situations through the three processes opens up the 
possibility of richer and more valid research using this methodology. 
 
Keywords: 
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Background 

Case-studies play significant research and pedagogic roles not only in the accounting 
and management disciplines but also in the wider social sciences and the natural 
sciences (David, 2005). However, the ability of case-studies to generate valid 
knowledge is often questioned. The central criticism is that case-studies cannot spawn 
explanations or theory which is sufficiently general, which has ‘external validity’. 
More specifically it is sometimes argued that as case-studies cannot “provide a system 
of generalizations that can be used to make correct predictions” (Friedman, 1953) 
their findings are of little or no value (cf. Mink, 1968).  
 
Defining the relationship between case-specific knowledge and generalizations is a 
challenge not only for accounting but also for the discipline of management as a 
whole as well as for history, law, medicine, forensic psychology, and for many other 
disciplines. The inability of case-studies to provide, or rely on, generalizable 
statements (meaning roughly universal laws) is said to be an inevitable consequence 
of their microscopic nature. In effect there is what Bertrand Russell (1913) and others 
(following Hume) called the ‘problem of induction’ – an unbridgeable inferential gap 
between the singular and the general.  From the case: Fred beats his wife - one cannot 
validly conclude that all husbands beat their wives. ‘Anecdotal’ is the widely used 
shorthand to dismiss, or epistemologically downgrade as inferior, case-study and 
other local research 
 
But this critique of case-studies has been widely rejected as an inappropriate, 
unnecessary, or unattainable requirement (see Feyerabend, 1975; Kennedy, 1976; 
Geertz, 1983; Morgan, 1983; Hamel, 1992; Murphy, 2003, for example). Notions of 
‘contingency’; or ‘reflexivity’; are often employed to dismiss 
generalizability/predictability as a necessary quality of social research. Lincoln & 
Guba (1985) state that: “the only generalization is: there is no generalization”. As 
Mink observes: “few obiter dicta have worn quite as badly as Santayana’s remark that 
those who do not know history are doomed to repeat it” (1968:667). Organizational 
life is not always a form of déjà vu. Case-studies are said to be valuable ways of 
“unfreezing” prior thinking; testing the usefulness of prescriptions - including fads; or 
more broadly revealing a situated richness which might contribute to theoretical 
developments or arbitrate between contending models (Eisenhardt, 1989, 1991; Dyer 
& Wilkins, 1991; Yin, 1984, for instance). From a perspective that relevant covering-
laws are ‘known’, a case-study is an “individualized universal” (Hildenbrand, 1987: 
161 in Flick, 1998: 72) and thus usable for diagnostic/prescriptive purposes. This 
frequently is done – legitimately or not - by many medical doctors, management 
consultants, and academics. As Chris Argyris states: “I would write the case so that it 
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is an illustration of a generalizable pattern” (in Contardo & Wensley, 2004). Even 
amongst those who argue that predictability is the ultimate criterion, case-studies are 
sometimes seen as a means of generating testable hypotheses (Helper, 2000; 
Manning, 1991).  
 
In this paper we take a step back, as it were, from the generalizable-or-not debate and 
consider a prior issue: the local accuracy of the findings. That is not to say that a case-
study can be a total description. But whatever potential is claimed for a case-study a 
necessary condition for its achievement is that the ‘findings’ are the product of 
processes which guard against confirmatory bias - the disproportionate imposition on 
the case-study situation of the researchers’ prior beliefs.  
 
Many studies suggest that people are prone to confirmatory bias (or positive test 
strategy) – they seek only supportive evidence for their supposition/hypothesis 
(Sloman, 2005; Sloman & Lagnado, 2004; Klayman & Ha, 1987; Wason, 1960, for 
instance). As Kathleen Eisenhardt (1989: 540) observes in her widely cited paper on 
case-study research: “people ... leap to conclusions based on limited data (Kahnemen 
& Tversky, 1973), they are over influenced by the vividness (Nisbett & Ross, 1980) 
or by elite respondents (Miles & Huberman, 1984) ... or they sometimes inadvertently 
drop discomforting evidence (Nisbett & Ross, 1980)” and, we would add, a tendency 
to confuse the unfamiliar with the improbable. Academics as ‘people’ are not immune 
from these biases. More widely, there is clear evidence of inadequate consideration of 
the validity of empirical research. Boyd et al.’s content analysis of strategic 
management articles in leading journals in the period 1998-2000 found that few 
studies discuss reliability or validity issues. What processes are likely to ensure that 
findings of a case-study validly depict some empirical facts about the situation(s) 
studied rather than empirical data from the case-study situation merely being used 
perhaps to legitimate the researchers’ suppositions - what they somehow already 
‘knew’? What safeguards are feasible against an overly confirmatory bias, what Uwe 
Flick calls “selective plausibilization” (1998: 222)? We suggest three processes which 
we term antidotes – in the sense that they can counteract if not necessarily cure. We 
do not claim that these antidotes are sufficient for validity – indeed we specify some 
limitations in the paper - but we argue that as tests of validity they are necessary. 
 
The slogan “anything [methodologically] goes” is often attributed to Paul Feyerabend 
(in Morgan, 1983 for instance)1.  A host of literature self-described as ‘post-
modernist’2 or ‘social constructivist’ or ‘interpretative’ takes the same position 
although such a theoretical orientation does not necessarily imply such a view 
(Ricoeur, 1984). But if we accept what is almost self-evident: the social world is 
socially constructed and the unavoidability of interpretation (Hacking, 1999) is 
“anything goes” an inevitable conclusion? Are the evidence or justification 
requirements for academic case-studies indistinguishable from yarns told by anybody 
in a bar? Is the only difference – apart from the fact that the latter are sometimes more 
entertaining - that academics’ ‘yarns’ are peppered with citations of, and quotations 
from, fellow academics? There is a danger of ‘throwing the baby out with the bath 
water’, in rejecting the idea of generalizabilty (or more specifically predictability) as 
the essential requirement, a criterion-less anarchy is substituted. In this paper we seek 
to reassert the need for demonstrated validity in case-study research in a way which 
avoids the extremes of on the one hand Friedmanesque-type positivism3 and on the 
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other epistemological anarchy. Out of the ‘frying-pan’ does not have to be ‘into the 
fire’.  
 
For causal claims4 in case-studies, what are reliable belief-forming processes? We 
argue that the three antidotes we specify should routinely be employed in case-study 
research if confirmatory bias is to be minimized but ex post they also work as tests for 
such bias. Rather than attempting yet another synthesis of the philosophy of science or 
research methods literatures, we instead demonstrate this claim through an analysis of 
three published case-studies each of which covers an aspect of accounting and general 
management. Employing the antidotes to evaluate these case-studies demonstrates 
that their ‘findings’ rather than being based on the empirics of the case situation are 
predominantly spun out of suppositions the researchers brought to the situation.  None 
of the processes employed by the case-study authors could have presented any 
challenges to their suppositions.  The case-studies are as Ernst Gellner said about 
early anthropological cases: "unwittingly quite a priori ... the principle employed has 
ensured in advance that of any inquiry that nothing may count as ... inconsistent or 
categorically absurd though it may be" (1979: 36). Of course, prejudices are 
unavoidable (Gademer, 1975), but that does not exonerate researchers from the 
requirement, indeed the responsibility, of considering them, testing them, and revising 
or rejecting them if incompatible with evidence derived from the case-study situation 
or elsewhere.  We primarily analyse the case-studies to demonstrate confirmatory bias 
and the capability of our three antidotes to identify and diminish it. And positively, to 
show how engagement with the field along our three dimensions opens up the 
possibility of richer and more valid case-studies.  
 
Three Antidotes  
Case-study research is not a method - as a host of different methods can be employed 
in such research. It is a type of evidence (Yin, 1993) or approach (Hamel et al. 1993). 
But we reject the idea that epistemologically ‘anything goes’; that there is nothing 
more to the justification of beliefs than local and parochial convention (Rorty, 1989); 
that in making empirical claims one can ignore as Ulrich Beck states “methodological 
safeguards” (1992: 9). Instead we argue that pluralism with respect to criteria of 
justification is not plausible. Scepticism is not the only alternative to rejection of 
knowledge of absolute truth (Roth, 2004). Ian Hacking succinctly critiques the 
confused denial of knowledge of reality in the name of social constructivism, post-
modernism, or whatever, as follows: the rent we have to pay, he observes, requires 
human practices, it is a social construct, in order to exist but “it is all too objective ... 
[y]ou know full well (there is nothing subjective about it) that $850 is due on the first 
of the month” (1999: 22). 
 
 Ultimately, “anything goes” and views of a similar type, boil down to ‘believe me’ 
because I’m a: distinguished accounting academic; the editor of a leading journal; a 
management guru; a President or Prime Minister; or whatever. Faith – in the sense of 
unquestioningly accepting the unsupported utterances of someone in authority - may 
have a place in churches, chapels, mosques, synagogues, and so forth, but not in 
justifying empirical claims in the academy. 
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Antidote 1 - Elaborate the alleged linkage(s) between cause(s) and effect(s) 
As the distinctiveness of the case-study is, or should be, its grounding in a specific 
situation(s) it is not unreasonable to expect to see a description of the alleged causal 
hydraulics – a depiction not merely of what is said to be the cause(s) and the 
outcomes, but how in the context of the case-study situation the former is deemed to 
create the latter. Yet that type of detail is often missing from case-studies. A ‘cause’ is 
described (well or badly) as is the outcome(s) but the causal process, the linkages 
between cause and outcome is frequently not unfolded for us. It is merely claimed in 
the form ‘Because of A then B’ or ‘Because of A then not B’. And yet, with equal 
plausibility it could be asserted that ‘Because of X then [or not] B’ or because of ‘Y 
then [or not] B’. In other words, coincidence in the same case-study situation of two 
conditions is treated as evidence that one caused the other. With large numbers it may 
be sufficient to suppose a causal relationship on the basis of correlation, recurrence, 
regular association, event regularity, or whatever one wishes to call such constancy, 
but the singularity of a case-study demands more proof. 
 
Yet, instead of empirically grounded depictions of causality all too often we get 
quotations from, or utterances about, grand meta-theoreticians. Instead of enriching 
descriptions of causal processes, theory substitutes for situated elaborations.  But 
quoting Derrida, for example, is no substitute for data nor is citing Foucault a 
replacement for facts. That is not of course to say that engagement with theory and the 
employment of background generalizations cannot be valuable – indeed they are vital  
(Schum, 2001) - but if causal claims are made about a specific case the causal process 
needs to be credibly demonstrated not assumed on the basis of what might or might 
not be implied in some ‘grand’ philosophical or sociological or financial theory, or by 
‘common sense’, or the latest fad.  
 
An attendant danger is also a lack of richness not only in the depiction of the causal 
relations but also of the supposed force(s). It is remarkable how many accounting and  
management qualitative case-studies – even many with elaborate engagements with 
one or more grand theoreticians – attribute causality to just a single condition. Instead 
of portrayals of multiplicity, complexity, interactions, and contingency - we get 
reductionism that is scarcely distinguishable from single-chain causal determinism or 
what Quine calls “observation categorials” (Quine & Gibson, 2004): viz. “whenever 
this, that”.  
 
Requiring researchers to justify their causal claims with data from the situation helps 
to counter (albeit that it does not always prevent) a confirmatory perspective in which 
a presupposed causality is merely confirmed, not tested. We argue for the additional 
use of two further analytical processes (described below). As we shall see, none of the 
case-studies considered in this paper satisfactorily elaborated the claimed relationship 
between supposed cause and effect.  The additional two validation process are also 
effectively absent from them. The further antidotes which we argue are necessary for 
rigorous and rich case-studies are as follows.  
 
Antidote 2 – Undertake a reasonable search for contrary data.  
Are there broadly similar circumstances in which the provisional belief about 
causality does not, or does, hold?  We specify ‘reasonable’ as there are usually acute 
time and other limits on case-study research – driven in part by the complexity of the 
data. But the search for contrary data should include a review of prior pertinent 
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published work and other readily accessible sources (Easterby-Smith, et al., 1991).  
As we shall see in the discussion of the case-studies below, the causality claimed in 
all of them is contradicted by easily found evidence. We do not have to buy-in fully to 
Popper’s theory of falsification to be able to accept that contrary data are a powerful 
test of a causal claim. Such data may not necessarily be regarded as decisive 
“refutations” (1979) but they are a major challenge. Recognition of contrary data does 
not necessarily require total abandonment (Quine, 1953), but it does demand a 
response and a modification or contingent justification of the initial explanation. 
Lazear (1996), for instance, found that a move to piece rates increased profits at an 
auto-glass installer. But Freeman & Kleiner (1998) found that a change away from 
piece rates increased profits at a shoe manufacturer. Diverse findings might be correct 
but only if some crucial circumstance differs. If initial findings from case-study 
research appear different from that in already published or otherwise available 
findings – the apparent contradiction needs to be addressed. Prior accounting studies 
in broadly similar circumstances might, of course, have similar results to that 
provisionally found. These too should be reported.  
 
Neglect of the basic safeguard of looking for and considering contrary data is also 
evident in wider management literature. Referring to a particular well-know and 
‘successful’ corporation which utilizes a specific modus operandi is particularly 
common in pedagogic literature. Implied or explicitly stated is that at least part of the 
corporation’s success is due to its employment of the eulogised technique, process, or 
whatever. Of course in some instances there may indeed be a causal link but of itself a 
single instance neither proves the efficacy of the technique in the named corporation 
nor its wider value. Positive examples of almost anything can be found: ‘Corporations 
with opera-loving chief executives are successful’. Evidence: the chief executive of 
Corporation X [usually a household name] is an opera-lover’. Grant (2002: 44) quotes 
James Meenan, former chief financial officer at AT&T who argued that:  “the effect 
of adopting EVA [economic value added] on AT&T’s businesses is staggering”. 
Grant does not mention the high levels of abandonment of EVA by corporations 
which had adopting it - including AT&T; nor its employment in many failing 
companies; nor its absence in many successful companies.  
 
Additional illustrations of such partiality are as follows. Besanger et al. (2001:45) 
state that “… long term observations do point to a strong correlation between 
adopting VBM-based [such as EVA] incentives and long-term stock returns”. They 
cite Hogan and Lewis (2000) as evidence of this. Hogan and Lewis did find such a 
correlation but they also found equal growth by non-adopters. Soskice (1999:125) 
seeking to demonstrate the applicability of the ‘varieties of capitalisms’ country 
clusterings depicts Ireland as a liberal market economy where “labor has been 
progressively excluded”. In some sections of the economy – especially in many 
foreign direct investment subsidiaries this is true but not in other sectors to the extent 
that “labor” through a powerful trade union movement has a key role in national 
tripartite policy-making fora. What is present as a uniform national characteristic is a 
feature only of a sector. Commenting on the national business systems/varieties of 
capitalism literature in general, Crouch & Farrell (2004:33) criticise its blindness to 
“deviant data that does not fit their overall characterizations of a given national or 
super-national system or treating it as untheorized, empirical ‘noise’ which needs to 
be disregarded in the interests of an elegant and sharply profiled account” (see also 

 8 



 
 

Cronin, 2000 for a similar view). An openness to contrary data is an antidote to 
partiality and premature confirmation of causality.  
 
Antidote 3 – Consider significant rival explanations.  
If we accept – even in a weak form – that ‘a way of seeing is a way of not seeing’; 
that knowledge is conceptually framed – then a failure to consider rival 
theories/models/frameworks, inevitably channels the researcher towards confirmatory 
bias - what William Blake called “single vision”. If combined with a failure to look 
for contrary data (above) the inevitable result is data gathering to confirm not validate. 
Other potentially accurate or better causal explanations are ignored.  Popper 
encouraged  “bold conjectures”  – it does not matter, he argued, how potential 
explanations are created as long as they are subjected to attempted refutation (1979). 
The physicist George Darwin used to say “that every once in a while one should do a 
completely crazy experiment” (in Hacking, 1983: 154). But the constraints - time for 
example – on researching a management case study restrict the possibility of 
explanatory chutzpah and in such contexts the wild imaginary is possibly of 
questionable value. A case study situation is not an artificial laboratory. However, in 
most – perhaps all – case-study situations more than one explanation will be readily 
evident to those willing to think beyond a pre-commitment to one explanatory theory. 
 
A classic example of an engagement with rival explanations (or “conceptual models”) 
- and interrogation of each using empirical data - is Allison’s (1971) study of the 
“Cuban missile crisis”. Allison sought to explain why ultimately the U.S. Kennedy 
Administration chose to blockade rather than bomb Cuba to prevent the installation of 
Soviet missiles there. He considered four possible explanation-types. In the light of 
information later released – both in the USA and in the former Soviet Union – Allison 
(with Zelikow) in the second edition added another “conceptual model” and 
additional explanations – all explanations were re-interrogated.  McSweeney & 
Duncan’s (1998) case-study of the origins of the Financial Management Initiative in 
the UK’s Civil Service, acknowledges the influence of Allison’s work and similarly 
undertakes processes set out above. Four models and seven alternative already 
published explanations are identified and empirically interrogated. We are not 
suggesting that such elaboration is necessary within a published case-study. But in 
order to make valid claims, researchers need to have considered strong alternative 
explanations. The discussion below of the three case-studies vividly illustrates the 
adverse consequences of a failure to do so. 
 
Eisenhardt et al. 
A seminal debate on case-study research is that between Eisenhardt (1989,1991) and 
Dyer & Wilkins (1991).  It is impossible in a short space to adequately summarise 
these rich papers and list all of the points on which they differ and indeed agree. Here 
we briefly indicate how our antidotes overlap and diverge with the participants in 
relation to confirmatory bias.   
 
In short, Dyer & Wilkins emphasise memorable and rich single cases whilst 
Eisenhardt advocates rigor in which comparability through multiple cases and 
researchers is central. In our view, as discussed above, the production of “memorable” 
stories is desirable, but validity is essential. A memorable and/or rich story is not 
necessarily any more valid than a thin story. Comparability is central to our second 
and third antidotes, but we depart from Eisenhardt in a number of ways. The great 
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majority of accounting and other management case-studies are investigations of single 
situations, but Eisenhardt essentially dismisses such ‘stand-alones’ and advocates a 
minimum of  “4 cases ... unless the case has several mini-cases within it” (1989: 545). 
Clearly multiple cases create the possibility for greater comparability, but case 
multiplicity is neither necessary nor necessarily effective for valid case research. As 
we demonstrate in our discussion below of the three case-studies comparable 
data/theories/explanations can frequently be drawn from sources other than – or 
additional to - parallel case-studies. Two of the case-studies we examine (Ballas & 
Tsoukas, 2004; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005) compare a number of situations and yet 
there is no less compliance bias in them than in the single situation case-study. Bias in 
is bias out regardless of numbers of cases. For that reason we advocate more explicit 
and rigorous safeguards against confirmatory bias than in Eisenhardt (1989, 1991). 
Within those papers are statements consistent with our antidotes (1989: 542, 544, for 
instance) but in relation to validity they are dominated by a focus on multiplicity of 
cases and multiple researchers as the solution. But a valid (that is one which has been 
subjected to whatever comparability is possible) single case-study is of immensely 
greater value than confirmatory multiplicity. The latter is something Eisenhardt 
clearly rejects but there is danger that this is overlooked by readers because of her 
emphasis on “comparative, multi-case-logic” (1991:199)(Dyer & Wilkins, 1991: 614) 
with which we differ (above). A classic example of invalid multiplicity from within 
the management literature is Peters & Waterman’s In Search of Excellence which 
claims to have identified the key, common, and internationally transferable techniques 
of “America’s most successful companies”. In fact these were merely the authors’ 
representations of companies with which they as McKinsey consultants had been 
involved. No comparisons were made with ‘other’ successful companies which did 
not use the lauded techniques/processes or with ‘unsuccessful’ companies that did so.  
As is well know, in the period between completion of the book and its publication a 
large number of the identified ‘successful’ companies were in difficulties (Carroll, 
1983; Guest, 1992). In respect to multiple researchers, two of the three cases we 
examine had more than one researcher.  As with multiple cases, multiple researchers 
as advocated by Eisenhardt, may have the potential to diminish confirmatory bias, but 
again there is no guarantee. Case-study teams are often dominated by the views of the 
senior researcher as, for example, in the Warwick studies of strategic change and 
competitiveness whose espoused procedures she lauds on numerous occasions in her 
1989 paper.  
 
The Illustrative Case-Studies 
We demonstrate below the ability of these three antidotes to confirmatory bias to 
reveal case-study inadequacies and to point to richer and more valid explanations by 
applying them to three case-studies written by major management writers. One case is 
at the level of an individual manufacturing corporation; the second is based in a 
national service sector with some cross-national comparisons; and the third is a cross-
national comparison not of a sector but of an aspect of all organizations. The activities 
considered in each case-study are part of accounting and general management. A brief 
description of the three case-studies is first outlined. The analytical power of the 
antidotes is then illustrated by applying them to each of the case-studies. 
  
Case-Study 1 - Boys will be Boys (Knights & David Collinson, 1987): This case-
study seeks to describe and evaluate two “strategies of management control and their 
impact ... in a heavy motor vehicle manufacturer ... two distinct strategies of control 
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are identified, each having a different kind of disciplinary intent and effect. First, the 
psychological discipline of a “human relations” strategy is examined ... Secondly, the 
paper examines the contrasting financial discipline of a major redundancy 
programme” (pp. 457-8). It argues that labor in the company was “resistant to 
psychological discipline, yet accommodative to financial discipline” (p. 469).  The 
psychological discipline, it is argued “reinforced [d] worker suspicion and distrust” 
whilst the latter went unchallenged”. The cause for labor’s “passive acquiescence” (p. 
474) to financial discipline, is they state: “the subjective positioning of male shopfloor 
workers as economic breadwinners with a tough, masculine, practical and 
independent sense of reality.” For labor to challenge the apparent “concreteness” (p. 
472) of the accounts would have been a challenge to their own sense of masculinity 
(cf. Wray-Bliss, 2002). 
 
Case-Study 2 - Measure for Measure (Ballas & Tsoukas, 2004): In the previous 
case-study the causal forces are deemed to be entirely within the corporation (Ryan, 
2005). In this accounting case-study the ambit of influence is extended to the wider 
society and cross case-study comparisons are made - as urged in Eisnhardt (1989).  
National “socio-political” contexts are conceived of as homogeneous and determinate 
(cf. Crouch & Farrell, 2004). As a result accounting systems are deemed to be 
“isomorphic” (p. 664) with their national contexts. Such systems are said to have 
major management consequences including significant influence on the economic and 
effective use of resources. The ‘resulting’ accounting system in the Greek National 
Health System (ESY) is compared with that in ‘modern’ societies. The latter system 
“advanced accounting”, also described as “double-entry book-keeping” or “accrual 
accounting” is attributed with extraordinary powers. These include: creating an 
“effective system of internal control” (p. 675); “taming of chance” (p. 676); “bringing 
the future into the present” (p.676); creating a “stable and visible organization” (p. 
680); creating “a numerical reality that is disassociated from particular sectional 
interests” (p. 663).  That is contrasted with the system ‘observed’ in ESY: “single-
entry book-keeping”. That system is uncompromisingly criticised. It is said not to be 
“proper” (p. 683); nor “sophisticated” (p. 686); nor “robust” (p. 686). Instead it is 
“underdeveloped” (p. 665) and is repeatedly described as atrophied (pp. 665 for 
example). A lengthy list of both its supposed technical limitations and momentously 
adverse consequences is provided (p. 671). The latter are said to include: “significant 
problems in the financial management of hospitals” and political appointments to the 
boards and chairmanships [sic] of hospitals. The case-study goes on try to explain 
why this woeful condition continues (p. 664). Their answer is that the “Greek socio-
political context” (p. 686) is not modern  - it is highly politicised,5 its bureaucracy “ 
has been invested with meanings drawn from ... pre-modern sources ” (p. 682). This, 
they say, encourages an “overtly political evaluation criteria of organizational and 
individual performance” which effectively prevents implementation of 
developed/proper/sophisticated accounting. 
 
Case-Study 3 -The Fighting and Loving Countries (Hofstede, 1991, 2001; 
Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005): The third case-study seeks to describe, compare and 
explain a major feature of management-labor relations – the degree of aggressiveness 
- in two clusters of countries (America, Britain and Ireland) and (the Netherlands, 
Sweden and Denmark). The case-study was written by Geert Hofstede the most cited 
non-U.S. writer in the Social Science Citation Index. According to Triandis his 
research “has become the standard against which new work on [national] cultural 
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differences is validated” (2004:89)(see Soin & Scheytt, 2006, also).  Hofstede claims 
to have identified distinct, enduring and determinate national cultures (cf.  
McSweeney, 2002 a,b).  The “consequences” of national culture includes, he states  
"structure and functioning of institutions: family patterns, role differentiation, social 
stratification, socialization emphases, education systems; religion, political systems, 
legislation, architecture, theory development" (2001: 12; 1980:27). For this paper we 
have selected one of his case-studies6 which is located within organizations, rather 
than society more widely, and which, if accurate, has major implications for human 
resource management strategies, cross-national management processes, and 
location/re-location decisions. Hofstede states that: 
 
The masculinity-femininity dimension [of a national culture][ 7] affects ways of 
handling industrial conflicts. In the United States as well as in other masculine 
cultures (such as Britain and the Ireland), there is a feeling that conflicts should be 
resolved by a good fight: "let the best man win." The industrial relations scene in 
these countries is marked by such fights. If possible, management tries to avoid 
having to deal with labor unions at all, and labor union behaviour justifies their 
aversion. In feminine cultures like the Netherlands, Sweden and Denmark, there is a 
preference for resolving conflicts through compromise and negotiations (Hofstede & 
Hofstede (2005:143) (See also Hofstede, 2001: 316; 1991: 92). 
 
Having described the main casual claims in each of the three case-studies, the paper 
next considers the case-studies in the light of the three antidotes (above). 
  
Antidote 1: Elaborate the alleged linkage(s) between cause(s) and effect(s) 
Knights & Collinson: This case-study outlines an attempt to control the strategic labor 
resource through disciplinary means. A causal link between the employees’ 
masculinity and their resistance to ‘psychological discipline’ and their acquiesence to 
“financial discipline” (a redundancy plan justified by financial data and analysis) is 
asserted”. For reasons of space, we focus on the latter time period in the case-study – 
acquiesence.  
 
There is not a single quotation from an employee regarding ‘financial discipline’ in 
the case-study. That is not to say that quotations are adequate evidence – as Bühler-
Neiderberger (1985) critically states: “the credibility passed on by this is not 
sufficient” (in Flick, 1998: 221)(see Hacking, 1975 also). But as the views and actions 
of employees are central to the claims in the case-study, quotations from them would 
(i) demonstrate that the researchers actually engaged with the case-study situation, 
and (ii) have the potential at least (Alvesson, 2003) to convey rich details about the 
context and more specifically about the alleged cause-effects linkages.  But the 
‘evidence’ in Knights & Collinson for the asserted causal link between masculinity 
and labor’s response to financial discipline is entirely conceptual. Multiple quotations 
from the works of Michel Foucault regarding discipline are included, but no empirical 
evidence linking ‘cause’ (masculinity + financial discipline) with the outcome 
(acquiescence) is provided. There is not a shred of evidence in the case-study that any 
employee even read the financial data used to support the redundancy plan. A closer 
reading of the case-study reveals that the authors did not obtain the views of any 
workers about “financial discipline” either directly or indirectly. They did not do so in 
real time nor in retrospect e.g. by examining minutes of meetings.  Ironically there is 
much comment in the paper about “masculine discourse”, yet in relation to financial 
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discipline not a word of the workers’ discourse was analysed. Somehow the authors 
‘knew’ what the workers were thinking and what was driving them. Their claims are 
not built on a platform of data, but of speculation. 
 
Ballas & Tsoukas: As in Knights & Collinson, the causal links are asserted not 
elaborated on. No direct or indirect evidence is provided. The authors did not observe 
any of the claimed defects or adverse consequences they attribute to single-entry 
accounting in ESY. Nor do they report the views of any actors within ESY about its 
accounting. Whilst some critics outside of ESY are approvingly reported, no voice is 
given to any participants (managerial or other), within ESY nor to any external 
supporters. 
 
No evidence of technical defects are provided from within ESY and neither is 
evidence cited from elsewhere. No supporting documentation is cited. The technical 
defects and adverse organizational consequences of single-entry accounting are, the 
authors state, “well known”. Not so. Whilst some literature – mainly textbooks – 
might contain criticisms of single-entry booking – the wholly bleak and hugely 
exaggerated picture Ballas & Tsoukas paint would be unrecognisable to anyone with 
direct knowledge of such accounting.  So, again as in the first-case study above, the 
causal relationship(s) is merely supposed and asserted - no empirical evidence from 
the site of the case-study is provided. We are just expected to believe. 
 
Hofstede: Hofstede asserts that countries can be divided along a masculinity-
femininity continuum and that industrial relation in the more masculine countries will 
be characterised by aggression8 while those in more feminine countries will be 
conciliatory. His causal claim is not based on the specifics of the situation which he 
purports to describe but instead, as in the cases of Knights & Collinson and Ballas & 
Tsoukas, he relies on the imposition of (contestable) suppositions. First, he supposes 
that the population of each country shares a common, enduring, identifiable action-
generating set of values. Secondly, that his measurements of the national cultures of 
the United States, and the other countries, in his case-study are correct (cf. 
McSweeney, 2002). Thirdly, that individuals in each country lack agency. Fourthly, 
that industrial relations in every management-labor location in the United States, 
Britain and Ireland (and other ‘masculine’ countries) is dominated by masculinity 
which leads to aggressive relations, whilst in the Netherlands, Sweden and Denmark 
(and other ‘feminine’ countries) conciliation reigns. Each of these suppositions is 
strongly contested – for example Philip Bock, formerly President of the Society for 
Psychological Anthropology has emphatically stated: “the uniformity assumption is 
false” (1999: 111) but what matters here is that regardless of the quality of the 
suppositions, the causal claim relies on them. No causal linkage between national 
‘gender’ and national industrial relations is elaborated – it is just asserted. 
 
Antidote 2: Undertake a reasonable search for contrary data. 
 Knights & Collinson: Readily available contrary data would have radically 
challenged Knight’s & Collinson’s casual claim that “masculinity” leads to 
acquiescence in the face of “financial discipline”. If the masculinity of manual 
workers contributed “significantly” (p. 457) to non-resistance then acquiescence by 
male workers to redundancy plans justified by financial data would also be observed 
elsewhere. And yet at the time the case-study research was undertaken and written-up 
it was possible to identify multiple examples of resistance to financially legitimated 
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redundancy plans by male workers (Transport & General Worker Union, 1985, for 
instance). That information was available in the scholarly and practitioner literature 
and in popular journalism. Contemporary instances are somewhat fewer, but they still 
occur. The corollary of the male gendered causal claim is that female manual workers 
would in the main, or almost always, resist redundancy plans. But the evidence of 
resistance/non-resistance shows no-gender pattern.   
 
Of course it is possible that the masculinity of the workers in the factory studied by 
Knights & Collinson had some influence but: (i) the researchers produce no 
supportive empirical evidence of this; (ii) they fail to address the widescale record of 
resistance by male workers in other manufacturing locations to redundancy plans 
which very strongly suggests that working class masculinity was not the reason for 
non-resistance. A plausible case for masculine influence would therefore require the 
researchers to have demonstrated the unique characteristics of their case-study 
situation which made masculinity a major causal force. They fail to do so relying 
instead on suppositions derived from, or at least legitimated by, quotations from the 
writings of Michel Foucault. 
 
Ballas & Tsoukas: Ballas & Tsoukas also fail to consider readily available data which 
contradicts their suppositions. Had they done so their confident claims about the 
causal link between (i) socio-political environments and accounting systems; and (ii) 
accounting system type and organizational performance would not have been 
sustainable.  
 
If the force retaining single-entry accounting in ESY were Greece’s politicised 
environment then a range of confirmatory or contradictory characteristics of 
accounting would be observed elsewhere. We consider just three such instances. First, 
if Ballas & Tsoukas’ depiction of causal flow were correct, then other public sector 
and private sector organizations in Greece would also have single-entry book-
keeping. Secondly, societies similar to Greece - in terms of the supposed politicisation 
of their “socio-economic” environments - would have single entry book-keeping with 
all the woes it is supposed to bring. Thirdly, in “modern” societies public sector 
organizations would have long implemented double entry book-keeping and the 
glorious benefits which Ballas & Tsoukas say flows from such accounting would be 
evident.  
 
Ballas & Tsoukas make a few almost incoherent comments on the first; they ignore 
the second; they assert the third. On the basis of what evidence? None, it is merely 
asserted despite a scholarly literature, which paints a much more, mixed, complex, 
and far less rosy picture (Hopwood & Miller, 1994). Some countries have – consistent 
with Ballas & Tsoukas’ environmental determinism - sought to replace single entry 
accounting with double entry accounting in their public sector organizations.  But so 
too has the Greek government. There is evidence that implanting such accounting 
does not necessarily mean its implementation (McSweeney, 1994). Periodic 
governmental reports urging greater use of double-entry accounting is further 
evidence that the constraints on use exist not merely in Greece (see JCPAA, 2002, for 
instance). In other countries – many others – policy for public sector organizations is 
to use double entry book-keeping only for some very specific events and as a 
complement to single-entry or cash-accounting and in others there have been policy 
reversals (Rubin & Kelly, 2006). In the USA, for example, “the national government 
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has rejected accrual accounting”; in Japan despite major reforms of its public sector 
such accounting is not part of those changes; in Australia “Cabinet ministers and 
parliamentarians were ... flummoxed by the new (double-entry) information and have 
recommended that cash-based information be reinstated”; in Sweden “implementing 
the new [double-entry bookkeeping] system has proved problematic, as it has in the 
U. K.; and so on (Rubin & Kelly, 2006: 571, 575). On the other hand, in South Africa, 
which in recent years has moved even more towards party political patronage, that is 
towards the socio-political environment which Ballas & Tsoukas say characterizes 
Greece, there has been a huge investment in accrual based-accounting systems in 
public sector organizations (Rubin & Kelly, 2006). Again, the direction of change is 
in the opposite to that asserted by Ballas & Tsoukas.  An exploration of these 
developments – rather than relying on a deterministic notion of a socio-economic 
environment - might fruitfully consider the impact of dictates from the World Bank 
and the influence of international accountancy consultancy firms in South Africa. 
 
Woeful effects are attributed by Ballas & Tsoukas to single-entry accounting, whilst 
wonderful benefits are said to flow from double-entry bookeeping (described above). 
The possibility that in some circumstances the former might be beneficial and the 
latter detrimental is not admitted. Of course, double-entry book-keeping does in some 
circumstances bring benefits, but in others it does not, and it may have adverse 
effects.  There is a considerable literature – including field studies - which has 
provided examples of, and reasons, for the negative, at times hugely negative, effects 
of the imposition and use of double-entry book-keeping (see Carlin & Guthrie, 2000, 
for example). Counter-evidence to their claim that “sophisticated” accounting always 
creates the benefits they assert is not only available in the scholarly literature – it can 
be gleaned from the news media. It was “sophisticated” not “underdeveloped” 
accounting (Ballas & Tsoukas, 2004: 686, 665) which enabled the frauds and Enron, 
WorldCom, Parmalat and so forth. But that literature – both academic and popular - is 
ignored by Ballas & Tsoukas.   
 
In their hyperbole about double-entry bookkeeping they claim that it would eliminate 
the woes they say single-entry accounting creates in Greece.  Let us consider just 
three of those supposed defects in ESY, which double-entry would supposedly 
eliminate: “significant problems in the financial management of hospitals”; “a rush to 
buy equipment towards the end of the fiscal year” (p. 668); and  “political patronage” 
in the appointment of the governing boards of hospitals (p. 669). Contrast the 
situation in Greece with that of the UK for example – the country in which successive 
governments since the 1980s have been a leading, if not the leading, advocate of 
accrual based accounting in the public sector. Tales of “significant problems in the 
financial management of [UK] hospitals” appear almost daily in UK national 
newspapers; accounts of near year-end rushes to buy equipment are well-known; and 
the notion that appointments to controlling positions in hospitals and elsewhere in the 
U.K.’s national health system are purely technical and uninfluenced by governing 
party political patronage is naive to say the least (Audit Commission, 2006). 
 
Hofstede: Data which contradicts the claims in Hofstede’s case-study are also readily 
available – even from within Hofstede’s own research.  In his ‘Masculinity Index’ 
(1980, 2001, 2005) Japan is deemed to be the most masculine country; Germany is 
also rated almost as masculine. And yet throughout the post-2nd -World War period 
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the industrial relations in both of those countries have been the exemplars of co-
operation not conflict. What of the six countries named in the case-study? 
 
Working days not worked due to labour disputes per thousand employees are widely 
regarded as the best comparative indicator of levels of conflict in industrial relations. 
If the Hofstede masculinity-femininity ranking is (as he states) indicative (indeed 
predictive) of the extent of aggressiveness or not in management-labor relations 
comparatively more days would be lost through such disputes in 'masculine countries' 
compared with 'feminine countries'. Table 1 below shows data of days lost due to 
labour disputes per 1,000 employees over a ten year period in all industries and 
services for six ‘masculine’ countries and six ‘feminine countries. Three of the 
‘masculine’ and three of the ‘feminine’ are the six countries named in Hofstede’s 
validatory story viz. ‘masculine’ USA, Ireland, and Britain are compared with 
‘feminine’ Netherlands, Sweden, and Denmark. Table 1 also includes data from six 
additional countries. These are three countries deemed to be very masculine by 
Hofstede viz. Japan, Austria, and Germany. Japan and Austria are, he states, the 
second and fourth most masculine countries. Three very ‘feminine’ countries are viz. 
Finland, Portugal, and Spain. The six countries in Hofstede’s story are shown in bold 
in the table. The alleged gender of each country is indicated by prefixing M- or F- for 
‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’ to a country’s name. 
 
The countries are listed in the descending order of the comparative annual average 
level of such disputes; thus, Spain had the highest level, then Denmark, and so on. 
The column immediately after the countries’ name indicates the position predicted by 
Hofstede’s ranking of these countries on his “masculinity index” (Hofstede & 
Hofstede, 2005:120-121). Thus for example, of the twelve countries Japan is said to 
be the most ‘masculine’ and therefore is predicted to have the highest comparative 
level of disputes. Table 2 includes the same data but only for the six countries named 
by Hofstede in his case-study. 
 

(Insert Tables 1 & 2 here) 
 
 
It is clear that the Hofstede causal claim is not valid. This can be discerned in three 
ways from Table 1.  
 
First, there is no correlation between a country’s ‘gender’ and the proportion of labor 
disputes.  If there was a causal relationship the top six would be ‘masculine’ countries 
and the bottom six would be ‘feminine’. There is not even a weak correlation. Instead 
of the top six being all ‘masculine’, four of the top six are ‘feminine’ including the top 
three. Recall that those top three countries are amongst the word’s top four most 
‘feminine’ countries according to Hofstede. The three countries with the lowest levels 
of disputes are ‘masculine’, again the exact opposite of what Hofstede predicts.  In 
between there is no gender-based ordering. Correlation does not necessarily mean that 
there is causality, but without correlation there can be no causality. There is no 
correlation. The same lack of correlation can be seen in Table 2 which only includes 
the countries named in Hofstede’s case-study story. 
 
Secondly, the rankings within the two five year periods differ. Looking at Hofstede’s 
six named countries (Table 2), for example, in between 1993 and 1997 the highest 
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proportion of disputes was in a ‘masculine’ country (Ireland) and the second highest 
in a ‘feminine’ country (Sweden). Between 1998 and 2002 the top ranking was 
reversed with the highest proportion of disputes in a feminine country (Denmark) and 
the second highest in a ‘masculine’ country (Ireland).  
 
Thirdly, the level of disputes varies within countries and in a direction unrelated to 
‘gender’. For instance, between the two five year periods there was a 91% drop in 
disputes in ‘feminine’ Sweden and yet a 510% increase in the same period in 
‘feminine’ Denmark.  In ‘masculine’ Ireland and Great Britain there was a drop in the 
proportion of disputes, but a rise in ‘masculine’ USA.   
 
What primarily matters is not that the causal claim in Hofstede’s case-study is clearly 
wrong9 – there is no guarantee of accuracy in research – the primary criticism is the 
process employed in constructing the case-study. The causal claim was not based on 
comparative data about disputes in the six named countries and powerful and easily 
acquired counter data was inappropriately ignored. Again we see that cherished but 
flawed suppositions used in the construction of a case-study could have been, should 
have been, but were not exposed to contrary-data.10 
 
 
Antidote 3: Alternative Explanations 
Knights & Collinson: A number of alternative explanations for the workforce’s 
actions to that advanced by Knights and Collinson readily suggest themselves. These 
include: (a) the workforce believed that the company was in financial difficulties and 
had developed this understanding even before they were presented with the financial 
details – employees can often discern trends from so-called ‘informal information 
systems’ (for example, they would have been aware that volume of production had 
continued to decline; they would have been aware of the growing attractiveness of 
rival products (vans) from, for example, purchases by tradespersons and others in 
their neighbourhoods; (b) more secure alternative employment might have been 
available locally;  (c) the redundancy package might have been attractive – even more 
so if combined with ‘b’ above; (d) the manner in which the financial information was 
presented – rather than the content – might have portrayed an uncaring management. 
 
Some, or all, of these possible explanations, and that solely considered by Knights & 
Collinson, should have been interrogated by them with empirical data. Significant as a 
source of data and the development /analysis of alternative explanations should have 
been the views of workers whose values are said to be the central reasons for non-
resistance – but their views were ignored 
 
Ballas & Tsoukas: Having effectively provided no empirical evidence for their 
explanation for the retention of single entry book-keeping in ESY, Ballas & Tsoukas 
do not consider any possible alternative explanations. To illustrate the value of 
exploring alternative explanations we suggest just two (out of many) possibilities 
which would have warranted consideration. 
 
First – maybe double-entry book keeping is not the cure-all they suppose and maybe 
single-entry booking is not the great villain they also suppose.  Had Ballas & Tsoukas 
looked for readily available counter-evidence (above) their absolute eulogy on one 
accounting system and demonisation of another could not be sustained. A crucial link 

 17 



 
 

in their causal representation would have crumbled. A view alternative to theirs is that 
accounting in ESY is far less problematic than they claim so that the failure to change 
it seems less significant and more explicable. Awareness of the extensive problems 
which the imposition of double-entry book-keeping has caused public sectors in many 
countries they might usefully (given their commitment to macro-analysis) have 
directed their attention to why certain actors in Greece have, like them, bought-into an 
unreal and highly romanticised notion of the benefits of double-entry book-keeping.   
 
Secondly - maybe everyone opposed to change is not a self-serving villain or 
someone dogmatically opposed to change as Ballas & Tsoukas imply. The aims of 
ESY have included a desire to eliminate or reduce health inequalities due either to 
class or location (urban or rural) within Greece. The responsibilities should, it is said, 
be discharged through a ‘unified’, ‘egalitarian’ and democratic ‘ system (p. 666).  
Despite large levels of investment, delivery, according to Ballas & Tsoukas (p. 667) 
has become increasingly problematic. ESY is “grossly mismanaged”. That may be so. 
But is it not possible that the motives of those who have opposed double-entry book-
keeping for ESY are not all or always based on the protection of vested interests or 
fear of change. Might not the opposition to change from some be based on fear that 
the ‘egalitarian’ and other values (above) would be diminished further by such a 
change? Amongst the complaints Ballas & Tsoukas make against ESY is that it has 
“meant a flattening of ... hierarchy [and] the considerable shortening of pay 
differentials” (p. 680). In the view of some, these characteristics are virtues - not 
vices. In terms of explaining opposition to introduction of double-entry book-keeping 
might not some opposition be based on a fear that those features would be diluted?  
Interviewing those beyond a few members of the critical elite would have been 
helpful (Miles & Hunerman, 1984). It is desirable to hear the views of the accused 
before condemning them.  
 
Hofstede: In the two case-studies above some at least of the specified outcomes are 
largely indisputable – non-resistance to the redundancy plan and the pervasiveness of 
single-entry book-keeping in the Greek national health system. What is problematic is 
the causal claims made and more particularly the deficient processes used to construct 
the case-studies. But in Hofstede’s case-study even the output is misdescribed – 
industrial relations in ‘masculine’ countries are not more aggressive than in 
‘feminine’ countries. A review of cross-temporal data from just one of the countries 
named in the case-study would have been enough to demonstrate at least the 
inadequacy of national ‘gender’ as the independent variable. Why? Because of 
considerable variations over time which are not explicable by a constant (Hofstede’s 
masculinity/femininity ranking). From Table 3 below comparing ‘masculine’ Ireland 
with ‘feminine’ Spain over a thirty year period we can see huge variation within each 
country. 

(Insert Table 3 here) 
 
Between 1971-1975 and 1976-1980 industrial disputes increased more than eleven-
fold in Spain. An obvious starting point in an attempt to explain the changes in Spain 
would be the death of Spanish dictator Franco in 1975. But as the peak in Spain 
(1976-1980) coincides with that in Ireland the possibility of some transnational 
influences are also clearly worthy of consideration. The possibility of national 
political and transnational influences are direct challenges to Hofstede’s 
psychological essentialism. As the data in Tables 1, 2, and 3 (above) show, there is no 
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relationship between Hofstede’s gendered categorization of countries and industrial 
relations behaviour. Focusing solely on intra-national influences: even a preliminary 
analysis of industrial relations in 'masculine' Ireland, which (Table 3) has experienced 
huge fluctuations in levels of industrial disputes, would need to consider (amongst 
other possible influences): the common educational background of many of the 
manual employees and middle managers; the dominant position of one trade union; 
the series of national pay agreements and partnership deals between government, 
employers and trade unions; employee appointment of one third of the main board of 
state-owned corporations; the effects of changes in fiscal policy on take-home pay; 
the rivalries between craft unions wholly based in Ireland and those with continuing 
affiliations to largely UK based trade unions; and so forth.  Hofstede’s failure to 
consider alternative – indeed much more plausible – explanations meant that the 
empirically unsustainable suppositions he employed to construct his case-study 
remained unexamined. 
 
Conclusions 
This paper addresses the influence of confirmatory bias in case study research. As 
humans we are all prone to such bias. The singularity of case-study settings makes the 
need to guard against it all the more necessary. Against the claim that 
methodologically “anything goes” - which often self-importantly basks under the 
glow of shallow notions of post-modernism, social constructivism, or interpretivism 
and distances itself from a sometimes naive and narrow representation of positivism11 
- we argue that pluralism with respect to criteria of justification is not plausible. ‘I 
believe, so you should believe’ may be adequate for “madmen in authority who hear 
voices in the air ... distilling their frenzy from some academic scribbler of a few years 
back” (Keynes, 1973 [1936]) but claims to empirical knowledge should be validly 
derived.  
 
We set out three antidotes against confirmatory bias. These antidotes are method free 
and “substance free” (Schum, 2001), that is to say, they transcend the differences in 
types of research methods and evidentiary data. We demonstrated their ex post 
analytical value and their ex ante validation enhancing capability through their 
application to three accounting and management case-studies. Although no doubt 
these case-studies were created with great energy and scholarship, the modus 
operandi employed ensured that beneath a superstructure of theory they are little more 
than assertions built primarily from the authors’ suppositions not from the case-study 
situations.  
 
In many academic quarters there has been an over-reaction to the extremes of a 
narrow version of positivism which has periodically gained and regained influence 
within the academy. But as Thomas Reid reminds us: “how common the folly is, of 
going from one faulty extreme to another” (1983[1785]). It’s time to reject what even 
Feyerabend called “lazy anarchy” (1987: 284) and reaffirm validity requirements. The 
application of our antidotes do not guarantee the elimination of confirmatory bias but 
they are significant constraints. 
 
We conclude by identifying a general limitation on case-study research which no 
research process, including our antidotes, can eliminate. There are certain facts about 
the present which may only be known in the future. Descartes in a condescending 
remark asked what good is the work of historians if after their arduous archival work 
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they arrive at a cognition concerning, say, what happened in the last year of the 
Roman Republic, if these facts were available as a matter of course to Cicero's servant 
girl – a lay case-study researcher, as it were (Danto, 1985). Now, equivalent 
knowledge for formal case-study researchers, the contemporaneously knowable, may 
be most readily and indeed uniquely only be accessible by such witnesses/researchers, 
but there is also knowledge about the present which is available uniquely only in 
retrospect.  
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TABLES 
 
 
 
Table 1:   
 
Working days not worked due to labor disputes, per 1,000 employees in all 
industries and services, annual averages 1993-2002 
 
 
                       M-F Rank    1993-1997   1998-2002  1993-2002    % Change  1993-1997     
                                                                                                             to 1998-2002 
 
1. F-Spain                 7        283            221        248              -22 
2. F-Denmark         10        49  299    177            +510 
3. F-Finland               9       174    54    110               -69 
4. M-Ireland              3         82              73      77               -11 
5. M-USA                  6       42    47      45              +12 
6. F-Sweden           12          54      5      29               -91 
7.  M-Britain          4-5             25    23      24                 -8 
8. F-Portugal             8       23    20      22               -13 
9. F-Netherlands    11         27    12      19               -56 
10. M-Germany      4-5           8      3        5               -63 
11-12. M-Austria        2         2      1        1               -50 
11-12. M-Japan         1               1      2        1               -50 
 
Source: Based on ILO and OECD data.  
 

 21 



 
 

 
 
 
 
Table 2:  
 
Hofstede & Hofstede’s (2005) Six Named Countries 
 
Working days not worked due to labor disputes, per 1,000 employees in all 
industries and services, 1993-2002 
 
                                       1993-97         1998-2002       1993-2002 
1. F-Denmark (4)           49  299  177 
2. M-Ireland (1)  82    73    77 
3. M-USA (3)   42    47    45 
4. F-Sweden (6)  54      5    29 
5. M-Britain (2)  25    23    24 
6. F-Netherlands (5)  27    12    19 
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Table 3: 
 
Working Days Lost in Industrial Disputes per 1000 employees (annual averages) 
 
 
                                  1961-65    1966-70    1971-75    1976-80   1981-85    1986-90 
 

'Masculine' Ireland        337.5         625.6        292.7        716.1        360.6        183.7 
'Feminine'  Spain             14.1           37.1          95.6     1,089.8        400.9        433.6 
 
Source:  ILO, Yearbook of Labour Statistics  
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1 He denied that the slogan was his  (1987: 284). 
2 The ‘post-modern’ rejection of the possibility of making valid statements is often made in the name 

of a periodizing sense of  - ‘post-modern’; or ‘post-modernist’; or ‘post-modernism’; or ‘post-
modernity’ - literally as post  (i.e. after – succeeding and negating) the modern. The claim is that as we 
now live in a post-modern, not a modern, epoch the notion of validity ironically is no longer valid. But 
even Jean-François Lyotard, a ‘high-priest’ of postmodernism, emphatically rejected such 
periodization: “Post-modern is not to be taken in a periodizing sense” (Lyotard & Thébaud, 1985: 16n) 
and “The postmodern … is undoubtedly a part of the modern … postmodernism … is not modernism at 
its end” (1986:79).  As Heller & Fehér (1988:1) state: “postmodernity is not a historical period” (see 
also Parker, 1992; Alvesson, 1995; McSweeney, 2006). 
3   ‘Positivism’ (or ‘neopositivism’ or ‘postivistic’) is a term used in great variety of senses in social 
science and philosophy (Hollis, 1994; Hacking, 1983). At its broadest it embraces any view which 
regards human affairs as belonging to an order open to objective enquiry. Under that wide umbrella 
even Weber (who gave a vital role to actors’ subjective meanings) counts as a positivist.  Within 
management, however, the main criticism of case-study research - made in the name of ‘positivism’ - 
has largely comes from a specific and narrower version of positivism which has mainly been imported 
from a major faction in the Economics discipline. On the other hand, the term is also used pejoratively 
against every type of quantitative research (see Denzin & Lincoln, 1998 for instance). But qualitative 
research can be positivistic – even in its restricted Friedmanesque sense, and quantitative research is 
not necessarily positivistic.  
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4 Causal claims are the foundation of case-studies regardless of whether they are descriptive, 
evaluative, or predictive. Many descriptions in case-studies involve implicit predictive content. For 
example, the claim that X corporation achieved Y earnings because of Z cannot be assessed except in 
terms of what the corporation could/might have earned, counterfactually, had it pursued a different 
policy (Sen, 2004). 
5 The Greek socio-political environment or rather environments may indeed be highly politicised 
(Sotiropoulos, 1995) but that is not the problematic claim in the case-study. The assertion is that it is 
that environment which sustains a particular type of accounting notwithstanding a host of very adverse 
consequences. 
6 The case-study was included in Hofstede  (1991: 92 and 2001: 316). Reference to the United States 
was added in Hofstede & Hofstede (2005). 
7 “Masculinity’ versus ‘Femininity’: “[A]assertiveness and competitiveness versus modesty and 
caring” (Hofstede & Peterson, 2000: 401)(1991: 82/3; 1998a) 
8 Note the comparison with Knights & Collinson (1987) above which argues that “masculinity” leads to 
unwillingness to resist – the opposite claim to Hofstede. 
9 McSweeney (in Fitzgerald, McSweeney & Smith, forthcoming) also tests the claim that countries 
deemed to be more masculine are more aggressive against homicide data. There is no correlation. 
10 The aim of this paper is not to critique the case-study writers’ suppositions but to demonstrate their 
inadequately questioned employment. But in passing we note that the characterisations of national 
contexts as homogeneous and determinate in both the Ballas & Tsoukas and Hofstede case-studies has 
increasingly been criticised whilst the national cultural literature is stuck down a theoretical cul-de-sac 
(McSweeney, 2002 a, b).  In recent neo-institutionalist literature there is a growing acknowledgement 
that there is within nations “a higher level of diversity than has previously been supposed” (Morgan, 
2005: 3). 
11 See endnote 3, above. 


	Conclusions

