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A B ST R A C T

Is O rganizational C ulture E xplicitly  L inked to  Perceived C orporate P erform ance? A 
M ultid im ensional A nalysis o f  C orporate C ulture and Perceived C orporate  Perform ance

in the U nited States and Taiw an

by
K uo-K uang H uang

T his d issertation  extends D en ison ’s (1995) culture and effectiveness m odel to  Taiw an 

w ith a sm aller sam ple o f  U.S. com panies. D enison and M ishra (1995) reported  that 

corporate cu lture is positively  related  to  execu tives’ perceptions o f  corporate perform ance. 

T heir conclusions w ere only based on U.S. sam ples. S in ce l9 9 5 , several researchers have 

supported  the m odel. A  few  studies included other countries as w ell as the U .S. H ow ever, 

com panies in T aiw an, the th irteenth  largest trading country, have not been studied. 

T herefore, along w ith  som e Fortune 500 com panies in the U .S., th is study surveyed 

T aiw an’s C om m on W ealth 500 com panies and m edium -sized com panies as w ell. T he 

sam ple included 356 com panies from  74 industries in the U.S. and Taiw an. The results 

show  that corporate culture is positively  related  to corporate perform ance. T here are 

sim ilarities and differences betw een T aiw anese and U.S. com panies. M ission  w as found 

to  be related  to  all the perform ance indicators assessed in th is study. A lso, the partic ipants 

from  both countries assessed m ission as the m ost effective culture trait to  corporate 

perform ance. In addition, there are d ifferen t relationships betw een organizational culture 

and perform ance in the tw o countries. Som e generalizabilities o f  the re la tionship  w ere 

supported  by th is study.
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C H A PT E R  I

IN T R O D U C TIO N

T his study exam ines the relationship  betw een corporate culture and organizational 

perform ance o f  com panies in Taiw an and the U .S. This chapter introduces the study w ith  the 

fo llow ing sections: (1) research m otivation, (2) definition o f  term s, (3) previous problem s, (4) 

approaches to  studying corporate culture, (5) objectives o f  the study, (6) theoretical fram ew ork, 

(7) research questions, (8) im portance o f  the study, (9) scope and lim itations, (10) design o f  the 

study, and (11) sum m ary.

Research M otivation

O rganizational, or corporate, culture has been a popular issue in m anagem ent literature since 

the early 1980s (D eal & K ennedy, 1982). T he influence o f  organizational cu lture on how  

individuals v iew  their organizations has been studied. H ow ever, further research in th is area is 

needed (R itchie, 2000). A num ber o f  authors note that w hen conducting organizational 

effectiveness studies, the area o f  interest is to  d iscover w hether variables pred ic t effectiveness or 

w hether variables indicate effectiveness (Lew in & M inton, 1986; Cam eron, 1986).

M ost research on corporate culture does not consider organizational effectiveness as an 

outcom e and relatively little em pirical w ork  relates culture to  corporate effectiveness. Their 

re lationship  needs to be exam ined from  at least tw o perspectives: the instrum entality  o f  

organizational culture in generating, im proving, or m aintaining organizational effectiveness (e.g., 

Law ler, Hall &  O ldham , 1974) and the determ ination o f  the m ost effective m eans o f  m anaging 

organizational culture.

1
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In the past few  years, culture and effectiveness research has been ex tended  to  cross-border 

studies (H ofstede et al., 1988). M ore and m ore organizations are crossing national borders and 

thus, d ifferences in nationality  are increasingly becom ing a source o f  po tential conflic t and 

contrad ictions in organizations (H ofstede, 1996). H ofstede’s (1983) article, “C an A m erican  

T heory  be A pplied  O verseas?” indicated that m any academ icians and practitioners apply 

A m erican theories developed w ith  U .S. sam ples outside the U .S. cannot be done w ithou t 

considering  necessary  adjustm ent. H ow ever, nationality  differences can produce d iffe ren t results 

on applying specified  theories developed in specific areas (H ofstede, 1996). Thus, m ore 

em pirical tests on any developed theory  could  provide m ore generalities to  facilitate their 

applications.

M anagem ent scholars have developed diverse defin itions o f  organizational culture. There 

are 136 defin itions o f  corporate culture. Thus, to  facilitate culture research, a specific defin ition  

and m odel is necessary. D en ison ’s (1995) organizational culture and effectiveness m odel 

exam ines the re la tionsh ip  betw een corporate culture and perceived corporate perform ance. W ith 

U.S. com panies, D enison found that corporate culture has a positive effect on corporate 

effectiveness and that can be linked to  specific effectiveness criteria in the U .S. D en ison  and 

specific aspects o f  culture can be linked to various effectiveness criteria. D enison  and his 

co lleagues expanded his research to  o ther nations after 1995. H ow ever, studies in o ther 

countries, especially  in A sia are still lim ited (D enison et al., 2000).

O ne question w as raised: “ D oes D en ison ’s m odel and the re lationship  betw een the  four 

cu lture factors and corporate effectiveness apply to com panies in T aiw an?” N o  study to  date 

addresses this question. Thus, th is study includes sam ples from  A m erican and T aiw anese 

com panies to em pirically  exam ine the ex ten t to  w hich the results apply to  T aiw anese com panies.
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This study can benefit practicing  m anagers’ and academ ic researchers’ understanding  o f  culture 

results to  com pany’s effectiveness in tw o countries. A cadem ic researchers can learn m ore 

em pirical facts about the re lationship  betw een culture and effectiveness by bringing m ore 

countries in th is kind o f  study.

D efin ition  o f  T erm s

T his study adopts S chein ’s (1989) defin ition  o f  corporate culture, “The pattern  o f  basic 

assum ptions that the group has invented, d iscovered or developed in learning to  cope w ith  its 

problem s o f  external adaptation and internal integration that has w orked w ell enough to  be 

considered  valid, and therefore to  be taught to  new  m em bers as the correct w ay to  perceive, think, 

and feel in relation to those prob lem s.” (P .9). C orporate culture usually refers to  how  peop le  feel 

about their organization, the operational system , and the degree o f  their com m itm ent to  their 

organization. I f  corporate culture is the “soft” s tu ff in m odern organizations, then  the operations 

system  can be regarded as the “hard” stuff. M anagers need to understand how  the “soft” and 

“hard” s tu ff  are related  to  each other. M any m anagers are unaw are o f  how  the soft stuff, such as 

corporate culture, im pacts the hard stuff, such as strategic and authorization  system s. 

O rganizational culture has been acclaim ed as the norm ative glue that ties organizational 

m em bers together (T ichy, 1982). C ulture also functions as a d istinctive characteristic  that 

d istinguishes one com pany from  another (Forehand & von G ilm er, 1964).

P revious P roblem s

The questionnaire approach is used w idely  to study corporate culture (e.g., H ofstede, 1980), 

based on partic ipan ts’ v iew poin ts about their com panies; how ever, researchers alw ays in terpret 

survey results w ith  their po in ts o f  view . W hen survey m ethodology cannot help researchers tell
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the d istinction  from  respondents, the approach w as no t appropriate to m easure corporate culture 

(O uchi & W ilkins, 1988, p. 236). In addition, m ost o f  the ex isting  studies on the linkage o f  

corporate culture and corporate perform ance do not em ploy form al or consisten t m easurem ent o f  

either perform ance or culture (G ordon & D iT om aso, 1992). The basic problem  in in terpreting 

survey results is bridging the gap betw een the re se a rc h e rs  and the responden ts’ m inds.

A pproaches to  the S tudy o f  C ulture

T his study operates w ith in  the functionalist paradigm  and utilizes the objective v iew poin t 

and a quantitative m ethodology to  exam ine the relationship  betw een organizational culture and 

organizational effectiveness. Survey data is used to collect behavioral data  to  m easure corporate 

culture. Individual survey data is aggregated to  the organization level and linked to  perform ance 

m easures. C orporate culture characterizes organizations and not individuals (H ofstede 1998); 

thus, corporate culture should be analyzed at the level o f  organizational units and not at the 

individual level. Initially, several researchers used qualitative approaches to  study corporate 

culture. S ince 1990, several researchers, for instance, H ofstede (1990) and D enison  (1995) 

developed quantitative approaches to  m easuring corporate culture. Som e researchers also  m ix 

both  the qualita tive and quantitative approaches to  learn m ore about organizational culture.

C orporate cu lture is a construct; therefore, a variety  o f  defin itions and ideologies w ith  w hich 

m easure corporate culture. Schein (1990) suggests the best w ay to  analyze culture is to  link  it to  

a fo u n d er’s defin itions and on its historical events. The result is a view  o f  corporate cu lture at the 

given tim e. Schein w rites that: “By reconstructing the history o f  critical incidents in the group 

and how  m em ber s dealt w ith  them , one can get a good indication o f  the im portant cultural 

e lem ents in that g roup .” (Schein, 1990: 115).
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In addition, a com pany’s beliefs and basic assum ptions are m ore d ifficu lt to  identify  than 

their practices and artifacts. A ccording to  Schein (1985), assum ptions form  w hen a so lution 

initiated from  the founder w orks w ell to  solve problem s. Then, the assum ption w ill becom e an 

an tidote and is applied  w hen sim ilar situations occur. A ssum ptions becom e part o f  the 

organizational m em ory and follow ed by o rgan ization’s m em bers. Thus, assum ption  becom es a 

w ell-defined, deeply  held b e lie f and is d ifficult to  change. Therefore, the study w ill try to 

m easure corporate cu lture through organizational practices and values.

O bjectives o f  the Study

T his study exam ines the linkages betw een corporate culture and corporate perform ance 

(D enison &  M ishra, 1995) in a sam ple o f  sm all and large com panies in the U .S. and T aiw an. 

Sm all com panies are those o f  part-tim e business students at universities in south F lorida and the 

northern  section o f  Taiw an. W hen D enison developed his organizational culture and 

effectiveness m odel and theory  in 1995, th irty-four industries w ere involved in h is study. This 

study updates his research and provides m ore p ro o f on the application o f  h is m odel by brin ing 

m ore industries and m ore countries seven years later. This study provides m ore updated 

inform ation on the linkage betw een corporate culture and corporate perform ance during  1995 to 

2003.

T heoretical F ram ew ork

T he theoretical fram ew ork for this study com es from  D en ison ’s (1995) m odel o f  

organizational culture. It focuses on the aspects o f  organizational culture tha t are linked to 

business perform ance. D enison, like Schein (1988), acknow ledges that cu lture is related  to
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deeply  held beliefs and values; he em phasizes organizational perform ance because the m ore 

abstract nature o f  beliefs and values. He divided corporate culture into four d im ensions based on 

external and internal factors. The four com ponents include flexibility, m ission, adaptab ility  and 

involvem ent.

R esearch Q uestions

T he objectives o f  th is curren t study lead to the overall research question. Is corporate culture 

positively  related to organization  perform ance in the U.S. and Taiw an? Tw o additional questions 

are linked to the hypotheses in C hapter III.

1. A re the four organizational culture traits  related  to  m easures o f  com pany effectiveness?

2. D oes the cu lture - effectiveness re lationship  apply equally  to  firm s in T aiw an and the U .S.?

Im portance o f  the Study 

C orporate culture is a key com ponent in the successful perform ance o f  a firm  (C orbett & 

R astrick , 2000). A large body o f  research concentrated  on com paring strong vs. w eak  cultures 

(D eal & K ennedy, 1982). It suggests that culture can have varying degrees o f  influence on an 

organ ization’s m em bers (R itchie, 2000). T his study adds to  the existing body o f  know ledge on 

corporate culture and corporate perform ance by testing  the D en ison ’s (1995) m odel in both  the 

U.S. and Taiw an. It w ill be helpful for A m erican-based m ulti-national com panies to  gain a 

greater understanding o f  possib le influence o f  culture traits on a com pany’s perform ance w hen 

they plan to  expand their business units to  T aiw an and other countries. In sum m ary, the study is 

expected  to contribu te in these ways.
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C H A PT E R  I

IN T R O D U C T IO N

T his study exam ines the relationship  betw een corporate culture and organizational 

perform ance o f  com panies in Taiw an and the U.S. This chapter introduces the study w ith  the 

fo llow ing sections: (1) research m otivation, (2) defin ition  o f  term s, (3) prev ious problem s, (4) 

approaches to  studying corporate culture, (5) ob jectives o f  the study, (6) theoretical fram ew ork, 

(7) research questions, (8) im portance o f  the study, (9) scope and lim itations, (10) design o f  the 

study, and (11) sum m ary.

R esearch M otivation

O rganizational, or corporate, culture has been a popu lar issue in m anagem ent literature since 

the early  1980s (D eal &  K ennedy, 1982). The influence o f  organizational cu lture on how  

indiv iduals v iew  their organizations has been studied. H ow ever, further research in th is area is 

needed (R itchie, 2000). A  num ber o f  authors note that w hen conducting organizational 

effectiveness studies, the area o f  interest is to  d iscover w hether variables p red ic t effectiveness or 

w hether variab les indicate effectiveness (Lew in & M inton, 1986; Cam eron, 1986).

M ost research on corporate culture does not consider organizational effectiveness as an 

outcom e and relatively  little em pirical w ork  relates culture to  corporate effectiveness. T heir 

re la tionsh ip  needs to  be exam ined from  at least tw o perspectives: the instrum entality  o f  

o rganizational culture in generating, im proving, or m aintain ing organizational effectiveness (e.g., 

Law ler, Hall &  O ldham , 1974) and the determ ination o f  the m ost effective m eans o f  m anaging 

organizational culture.
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1. T he study is a cross-border study. Thus, it can provide m ore support on applying the theory  

and m odel internationally .

2. T he study w ill try to  sam ple Fortune 500 com panies. The results could be valuab le in term s 

o f  understanding  the role o f  corporate culture on corporate perform ance in these highly 

reputab le com panies.

3. T his com parison research approach could provide m ore valuable inform ation through the 

difference o f  the culture-perform ance linkage.

Scope and L im itations

M any approaches identify the d im ensions o f  corporate culture. This study takes D en iso n ’s 

(1995) four d im ensions -  m ission, flexibility, adaptability , and involvem ent- to  describe 

corporate culture. T he data on perform ance is obtained from  the perceptions o f  

m anagers/executive w orking  for each com pany. Thus, perform ance indicators are lim ited to 

perceptual data.

D esign o f  the Study

T his study ex tends D en iso n ’s (1995) corporate culture and effectiveness study. It uses 

D en iso n ’s O rganizational C ulture M odel and questionnaire to  exam ine the cu lture-perform ance 

relationship. T his study sam ples d ifferent sized com panies. The large com panies cam e m ainly  

from  Fortune 500 com panies, w hich are am ong the largest com panies in the U SA . T aiw an 

coun terpart to  the Fortune 500 is called C om m on-W ealth 500/1000 that lists the largest 

com panies in Taiw an.
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Sum m ary

In th is section, som e critical points, including research m otives, study approaches, research 

questions, scope and lim itation, fram ew ork and study design w ere introduced. S tarting from  the 

au th o r’s em pirical experiences in a m erged com pany, and later being attracted by som e excellen t 

corporate culture researchers’ w ork, the idea for this d issertation w as born. The d istribu tion  o f  

the study w ill extend the culture and perform ance study to  m ore countries. P rev ious research on 

corporate culture and perform ance w as gathered w hen researchers interpreted the resu lts gained 

from  com pleted  questionnaires. R esearchers w ere subject to  interpret the results from  their ow n 

v iew poin ts instead o f  the partic ipan ts’. This study w ill a ttem pt not to be trapped  into the sam e 

draw back.

T w o research questions w ere described in th is section. T he m ain ideas o f  the tw o questions 

w ere gleaned from  H ofstede’s (1988) doubt on the application o f  theories developed based on 

sam ples in the U.S. T his study expands D en iso n ’s m odel to non-U .S. com panies. I f  no t to ta lly  fit 

like in U .S., th is phrase needs to  be clarified. A lthough their m ay be d ifferences betw een  the U .S. 

and T aiw an organizations, th is the study hopes to  find the differences so that m anagers and 

academ ic researchers can better understand how  to transform  corporate culture into an effective 

tool to benefit organizations.
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C H A PT E R  II

R EV IEW  OF T H E LIT E R A T U R E

T he purpose o f  th is study is to  exam ine the linkage betw een corporate culture and corporate 

perform ance in com panies in the U.S. and Taiw an. T his review  o f  the literature on organizational 

culture first describes early attem pts to  define the construct and to understand its re la tionship  to  

organizational perform ance. T hen, the review  focuses specifically  on D en ison ’s developm ent o f  

an organizational culture m odel and his scales and perform ance m easures. In addition, this 

chapter identifies the m ajor stream s o f  research, som e controversial v iew points, and the research 

designs used to  exam ine the corporate culture and effectiveness. This chapter consists six 

sections: (1) In troduction, (2) D efinition o f  term s, (3) C ulture and C lim ate, (4) C orporate  C ulture 

and E ffectiveness L iterature R eview s, (5) D en iso n ’s O rganizational M odel and applications, (6) 

C onclusion.

Introduction

C ulture is an abstract concept, not a physical thing; a concept is created in p eo p le ’s m inds, and is 

also a concept tha t can be defined and refined (O tt, 1989). C orporate cultures d iffer w ith in  the 

sam e organization. K roeber and K luckhohn (1952) found 164 d ifferent defin itions o f  culture 

from  their search o f  literature. S ince the culture is a concept, d ifferent defin itions o f  cu ltu re m ay 

resu lt in d ifferen t perceptions o f  corporate culture in p eo p le’s m inds. Schein (1985) classified  

organizational culture into three levels from  v isib le to  invisible. They are: (1) basic assum ption, 

(2) values and artifacts and (3) creations. C ulture has long been assum ed to  have an im portant 

influence on an ind iv idual’s reactions to organizational life (H arris & M ossholder, 1996). By the 

1990’s, the concept o f  organizational culture becam e a ‘household w o rd ’ in organization theory  

and practice, due largely to  the em erging dom inance o f  non-W estern econom ies, notably  Japan

9
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(A ltm an &  B aruch, 1998). R esearch on corporate culture encom passes a w ide varie ty  o f  d ifferent 

approaches and m ethods, including case study (D eshpande &  Farley, 1999), culture change 

(G reen, 1998; T ushm an & O ’Reilly, 1996), com m ents (H itt & Ireland, 1998), environm ent 

(B oeker &  G oodstein, 1991), E thics (Brigley, 1995); general concept (B uskirk  &  M cG raph,

1999; D enison &  M ishra, 1995; H ofstede, 1998; Pettigrew , 1979; R ousseau & C ooke, 1988; 

Schein, 1985, 1988, 1993, 1996; Schulz 2001; S ilverw eg & A llen, 1976; W iener, 1988), and 

perform ance (A tkinson et al., 1997;Calori &  Sarnin, 1991; R ousseau, 1990; Schulz &  H auck, 

2001; Shipchandler & M oore, 2000; Shoham , 1999; W ilkins & O uchi, 1983; Z eller, 1998). 

C ulture and effectiveness research  is still young: it has proliferated  for the last 20 years (O uchi & 

W ilkins, 1983). H ow ever, em pirical studies on the topic are still needed (D enison &  M ishra, 

1995).

For the past 50 years, researchers in sociology, anthropology, and social psychology have 

found that culture plays a critical function in a social organization. C laim s that cu lture is a key to 

profitability  have proliferated  in the scholarly  as w ell the popular literature on organizations. 

Sociologists and social psychologists, like W eber (1930), M ead (1934), and R adcliffe-B row n 

(1952) v iew ed cu lture as a tool for integrating functions o f  society. They perceive culture as 

helping organizations adapt to  society.

D efin ition  o f  Term s

T his section defines corporate culture and corporate perform ance. C orporate C ulture is a 

characteristic o f  the organization , not o f  individuals; how ever, the m easure o f  organizational 

culture is em anates from  individuals. A lthough B lake and M outon (1964:169) identified 

“organizational cu ltu re” as the aspect o f  organization  necessary  m anaging  a com pany, the 

current popularity  o f  corporate culture started in the 19 8 0 ’s (e.g., Deal &  K ennedy, 1982). M any
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defin itions em erged from  previous corporate culture research (Schein 1985/1992; K luckhohn, 

1951). M ost researchers define culture as that w hich is shared, although they  d iffer considerably  

concern ing  w hat it is that is shared (Siehl, 1988). Still, there is no consensus on the  defin ition  o f  

corporate cu lture and cu lture (H ofstede et al., 1990). K roeber and K luckhohn (1952) identified 

164 m eanings o f  the w ord , “cu lture .” O rganization culture has been defined as shared m eanings 

(Louis, 1985), central values (B arney, 1986; B rom s & G ahm berg, 1983), assum ptions (D yer, 

1985; Schein, 1985), and beliefs (D avis, 1984; Lorsch, 1987). H ow ever, som e research ers’ 

efforts to  define corporate culture are w orth m ention here. K luckhohn (1951) defines cu lture as 

“a system  o f  exp licit and im plicit design for living” (p .87).

Schein 's (1985) defin ition  o f  organizational culture, accepted by m any researchers (C alori & 

Sarnin, 1991), is "A pattern  o f  basic assum ptions-invented, discovered or developed  by a given 

group as it learns to  cope w ith its problem s o f  external adaptation and internal in tegration- that 

has w orked w ell enough to  be considered valid  and, therefore, to  be taught to  new  m em bers as 

the correct w ay to  perceive, th ink  and feel in relation to  those problem s"(p. 9). C orporate culture 

is a set o f  shared values/assum ptions believed by all the organizational m em bers to  be valid  for 

solving problem s. A lso, culture m ust be shared and learned (Titiev, 1959). Schein (1990) also 

describes corporate culture as the values and behaviors that create success and are taught to  

new com ers. H ofstede (1991: 262) defined culture as “the collective program m ing o f  the m ind 

w hich d istinguishes the m em bers o f  one organization from  another. This study uses S chein’s 

(1985) culture defin ition  to  define corporate culture. H ofstede et al. (1990) exam ined  20 

com panies in D enm ark  and the N etherlands, and identified six characteristics o f  corporate 

culture. T hey are: (1) holistic, (2) h istorically  determ ined, (3) related to anthropological concepts, 

(4) socially  constructed , (5) soft, and (6) d ifficult to  change. They indicated tha t the six factors 

should be useful in identifying the m ain concepts o f  corporate culture in a variety  o f  situations.
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B ased on the above defin itions developed over the past 20 years, it is c lear th a t corporate 

culture em bodies, and is a significant determ inant of, beliefs, values, attitudes, and behav io r in 

organizations (B uono et al., 1985). Identifying the basic values and underlying assum ptions in an 

organization can thus be regarded as corporate culture study (Schein, 1988). B ased  on the 

separately  developed culture defin ition , the past research studied culture through relatively  

observable  phenom ena, such as a form al structures and responsibilities, inform al behavioral 

patterns, and sym bolic artifacts, such as rituals. O ther studies focus on the values, m eanings, and 

in terpretations th a t underlie the m ore easily  observable phenom ena. Still o thers seek fundam ental, 

p re-conscious assum ptions (Schein, 1985), hidden sym bolic m eanings, or o ther aspects o f  deep 

interpretations.

C orporate culture is a key ingredient in a successful com pany (C am eron &  Q uinn, 1999).

M ost organizational scholars recognize that organizational culture has a d istinct effect on the

long-term  effectiveness and perform ance o f  organizations (C am eron & Q uinn, 1999). C am eron

and Q uinn (1994) repeat that successful com panies can be d istinguished from  o ther com panies

on the basis o f  having a d istinctive and identifiable com pany culture. T hey state, “T he m ajor

d istinguish ing  feature in these com panies, their m ost im portant com petitive advantage, the m ost

pow erful factor they  all h ighlight as a key ingredient in their success, is their o rganization

cu ltu re” (p. 4). C am eron and Q uinn (1994) em phasize tha t every successful com pany develops

its ow n unique corporate culture. They continue:

Sim ply stated, successful com panies have developed som ething special tha t supersedes 
corporate strategy, m arket presence, or technological advantages. A lthough strategy, m arket 
presence, or techno logy  is clearly  im portant, highly  successful firm s have cap ita lized  on the 
pow er tha t resides in developing  and m anaging a unique corporate culture, (p. 4).

Som e researchers stress the im portance o f  strong vs. w eak as another w ay to  understand  the 

construct o f  culture (D enison, 1982; Saffold, 1993). S trong culture can be seen w hen m em bers o f
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an organization w idely  share norm s and p ractices based on a consensus, and w hen they  use these 

as a basis for shooting  trouble situations. T hrough survey data, strong culture can be recognized 

from  the d ifference o f  variance score at the organization level. A n organization w ith  strong 

culture w ill be the one w hose variance score is lower. A low  variance score im plies high 

consistency, com m on practices throughout the organization, and a w idely shared conception  o f  

the w ay th ings are done w ithin a particu lar organization. T his im plies that ideals, and the degree 

to w hich they are com m only  understood, should have a d irect im pact on organizational 

perform ance. In sum m ary, there still is no consensus on the m eaning o f  corporate culture, and 

the m ethodologies used to  study it. C orporate culture can still be identified and d iagnosed w ith  a 

num ber o f  d ifferen t dim ensions.

C orporate Perform ance

T he defin ition  and operational ability  o f  perform ance has been less p rob lem atic  (S iehl, 1988). 

R esearchers in both arenas generally m easure perform ance w ith  financial ratios. For exam ple, 

the four standard ratios frequently  m ost utilized  in research include return on assets, return on 

equity, return on sales, and earnings per share (Siehl, 1988). Past research dem onstrates that 

there are m any w ays to assess perform ance ranging from  qualitative factors, like em ployee 

satisfaction, to quantitative variables, like shareholder w ealth  (C am eron, 1986). F inancial indices 

are used ex tensively  to  m easure organizational perform ance (D enison 1982, 1995). H ow ever, 

there is also an inherent paradox  o f  the perform ance m easurem ent. It involves “w hose 

perform ance” (B lau &  M eyer, 1971) as d ifferent stakeholders have d ifferent defin itions o f  

perform ance or effectiveness, and hold d ifferent and incom parable standards (C am eron & 

W hetten, 1983).
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H ansen and W ernerfelt (1989) studied the determ inants o f  firm  perform ance by com paring  

econom ic factors and organizational factors. T hey tested three perform ance m odels, w hich  w ere: 

(1) econom ic m odel, (2) organizational m odel and (3) m yriad m odel. They used accounting  rates 

o f  return as the m easurem ent o f  perform ance. They found that organizational factors can explain 

a firm ’s profit tw ice as m uch as econom ic factors. O ther researchers used o ther m easures.

H ansen and W ernerfelt (1989) used profitability /return-on-asset, m arket share, and em ployee 

satisfaction; K lein (1992) used sales grow th; Sagie (1994) used em ployee satisfaction; H uselid  

(1995) used m arket share and em ployee satisfaction, and K lein  (1995) used quality. Law ler, 

M orhrm an, and Ledford (1995) used return-on-assets; Petty and B eadles, e t al. (1995) used 

overall organizational perform ance; and D enison and M ishra (1995) used quality. T he approach 

o f  using one item to m easure the d ifferent factors associated w ith  perform ance could  be 

questioned  in term s o f  valid ity  and/or reliability.

O ther organizational characteristics have been found to be related to  perform ance. A firm ’s 

size w as found to im pact perform ance negatively (Porter, 1987; Rum elt, 1982). A dditionally , the 

perform ance and quality  o f  m anagers are critical to changing em ployees’ behav ior and the 

perform ance o f  the organization (H ansen &  W ernerfelt, 1989). R esearch also suggests that 

m anagers can change the behavior o f  their em ployees and thus enhance the perform ance o f  the 

organization by altering the form al and inform al organizational structure, rew ard system s, etc.

In sum m ary, both  financial and non-financial factors have been found to  im pact a firm ’s 

perform ance. W hile both can represent a com pany’s perform ance, it is im portan t to  identify  

w hose perform ance is being m easured in order to assure accuracy.
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C ulture and C lim ate

H istorically , research on clim ate appeared earlier than that on corporate culture. The term , 

“corporate cu ltu re” em erged in one periodical in the U SA  in the early 1980s. C ulture and clim ate 

are related constructs (G lick, 1985; Jam es & Jones, 1974; Lundberg, 1982; Schein, 1985, 1990). 

M uch o f  the organizational research to date on “culture study” should be regarded as clim ate 

research  because it is d ifficult and tim e consum ing to  dig out the real corporate cu lture (S iehl, 

1988). Q uinn (1988), in a sim ilar vein, believes that m ost o f  the previous corporate culture 

research should be considered clim ate study. B oth organizational clim ate and organizational 

culture focus on behavioral characteristics com m on to an entire system  (D enison, 1982); thus, 

although the current culture research studies focus on clim ate factors, they can still be considered 

cu lture studies. T aylor and B ow ers (1972) argued that organizational clim ate is a “concrete 

phenom enon reflecting a social psychological reality, shared by people in the organization , and 

having its im pact on organizational behavior” (p. 62).

D enison (1995) provided one o f  the best d iscussions on the distinction betw een clim ate and 

culture. He exam ined previous research on culture and clim ate, and noted sim ilarities betw een 

the tw o w hile also  em phasizing that one m ust d istinguish  betw een the tw o. He view ed 

organizational clim ate as a system -level attribute (D enison, 1982). He argued that the  difference 

betw een culture and clim ate derives from  the perspective one takes rather than  from  the 

phenom enon itself. H e found that there w ere m any sim ilarities betw een the tw o. C ulture and 

clim ate share a com m on ground in term s o f  describ ing and explaining ex isting  re la tionships 

am ong groups o f  people w ho share the sam e experiences and value system  w ithin  an 

organization.
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A lthough there are sim ilarities, the tw o concepts are d ifferent and derive from  differen t 

sources. C ulture researchers derive their m ethods from  anthropology, and clim ate researchers 

derive th e ir m ethods from  psychology. Table 1 com pares culture and clim ate.

T able 1
C om parison o f  C ulture and C lim ate
Focus C ulture C lim ate
E pistem ology C ontextualist N  om othetic /com parative
Poin t o f  V iew N a tiv es’(via researcher) R esearcher’s (v ia  n a tiv e ’s)
M ethodology Q ualitative Q uantitative
C oncern V alues and A ssum ptions C onsensus o f  Perceptions
T heoretical F oundations Social C onstruction/C ritical Theory B - f ( P X E )
D iscipline A nthropology/Sociology Psychology
Source: Payne, 1997.

C ulture research is generally  m ore accurate and deeper than clim ate research. C lim ate 

research is m ore generalized and less accurate than  culture research. H ow ever, clim ate research  

can still provide useful descrip tions o f  an o rgan ization’s situation and can also p rovide 

com parisons am ong organizations (Payne, 1997). Thus, it is reasonable to  regard the study o f  

clim ate as a legitim ate w ay to  study culture.

T here are d ifferen t defin itions from  prev ious researchers (D enison 1992; Schein, 1988). For 

exam ple, Schein (1988) defines clim ate as, “ a culture artifact resulting from  espoused values 

and shared tacit assum ption .”

C lim ate research  related to  perform ance. M any researches have found organizational clim ate 

to  be directly  linked to  organizational perform ance (D enison, 1982; Likert, 1961; S im m ons & 

M ares, 1983). A ccord ing  to D enison (1982), clim ate m easure w as m ore appropriate at the 

organizational level than  departm ent level or group levels. D enison developed his “ D enison  

O rganizational C ulture Q uestionnaire” in 1995 based on clim ate factors. He found a re la tionship  

betw een clim ate factors and corporate perform ance.
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C orporate  C ulture and Perform ance R eview

Previous corporate culture research focused on socialization (C hatm an, 1991; V an &  Schein, 

1979) and change (K otter & H eskett, 1992; Schein 1985; W ilkins & O uchi, 1983). H ow ever, 

little attention w as given to  the linkage o f  corporate culture and effectiveness (D enison  & M ishra 

1995). H ence, additional em pirical research is necessary.

E xisting research on the link betw een culture and financial perform ance is frequently  

contradictory  (C alori & Sarnin, 1991; Sihel & M artin, 1988). M uch em pirical research 

dem onstrates that organizational culture has a pow erfu l effect on enhancing organizational 

perform ance (C am eron &  E ttington, 1988; D enison, 1990; Trice &  Beyer, 1993). T he earliest 

studies on culture and perform ance w ere the H aw thorne studies (A shkanasy and H olm es, 1995). 

R esearch indicates tha t strong culture can im prove firm  perform ance (Sorensen, 2002). Sorensen 

analyzes how  significantly  culture influences firm  perform ance by facilitating  w ith in  com panies 

internal learning behavior under stable and volatile  environm ents. He concludes tha t strong 

cu lture can produce superior firm  perform ance w hen the external environm ent is stable.

H ow ever, strong culture w ill have no effect on the firm  perform ance i f  external environm ents are 

volatile . A ccording to  Jaques (1951), if  the culture is not congruent with organizational structure 

and environm ent, culture will be a barrier to productivity .

In the 1970s, the em ergence o f  successful Japanese firm s focused researchers’ atten tion  on 

the influence o f  corporate culture on perform ance. M any researchers argued that a strong 

em phasis on the aspects o f  hum an relations, skills, style, and subordinate goals w ould  resu lt in 

higher perform ance (Siehl, 1988). S ilverzw eig and A llen  (1976) used case m ethodology to  study 

the cultural change process. They picked eight com panies that suffered financial losses and tried  

to d iscover how the cultural com ponent influenced those losses. They found that the perform ance
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o f  six o f  the eight firm s im proved after changes in their culture. In using p revious perform ance 

as a source o f  data, S ilverzw eig and A llen  and contributed to  a better understand ing  o f  the 

re lationship  o f  cu lture to perform ance. O uchi and Johnson (1978) presented an in-depth  portra it 

o f  the culture o f  tw o com panies. They dem onstrated  w ith a stratified, random  sam ple o f  careful 

in terview s and observations that a particu lar theoretically  derived set o f  hum anistic  values w as 

shared in one com pany and not in the other.

In 1982, Peters and W aterm an, in their book titled  In Search o f  E xcellence, studied  the 

d ifferences betw een high and low perform ance com panies. They found that com panies w ith  

adaptive and hum anistic  cultures achieved superior high perform ance. O n the o ther hand, 

com panies w ith pure technical and rational approaches w ere less likely to  achieve high 

perform ance.

Deal and K ennedy (1982) argued that shared values could enhance organizational 

perform ance. T hey found that em ployees w ho are m ore open to  and accepting o f  change 

exhib ited  greater adaptability . O uchi and W ilkins (1983) com pared the im pact o f  the corporate 

culture and clan culture to  organizational perform ance. In their study, the concep t o f  cu lture w as 

from  a paradigm atic view , w as called a clan. They argue that each com pany develops its d istinct 

culture, and th a t local cu lture significantly  affects perform ance efficiencies under som e 

conditions. C arroll (1983) criticized som e o f  the categories in Peters and W aterm an’s study.

D enison (1984) studied a sam ple o f  34 firm s, collecting a num ber o f  financial perform ance 

m easures, including return on investm ent, return on sales, and perform ance against com petito rs 

for a five-year period. The com panies in the sam ple w ere “self-selected .“ The clien t 

o rganizations vo lunteered  to  get involved in the social research initiated by the U niversity  o f  

M ich igan ’s Institu te  at som e po in t betw een 1966-1981. U nfortunately, the m easures o f  a 

“strong” culture w ere inadequate. C ultural data  w ere obtained from  the “ Survey o f
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O rganizations.” T his survey, a 125 item  standardized questionnaire , w as adm inistered  to  43,747 

em ployees at varying levels o f  the partic ipating com panies’ hierarchies. Em ployee responses 

w ere averaged into 22 indexes. The index scores w ere then averaged to  obtain a score for the 

entire organization. T he index that w as correlated  w ith  perform ance w as the decision-m aking  

practices index. T hese m easures assessed the perceptions o f  em ployees about the level o f  

partic ipation  in the organization. A s D enison states, one cannot conclude from  the data  that 

characterizing the cultures o f  C om pany X  and Y as partic ipative m eans the sam e th ing  to  

m em bers o f  both com panies. It is notew orthy that D enison found that com panies in a w idely- 

shared partic ipative culture, had superior returns on investm ent and sales.

G ordon (1985) exam ined the d irect version o f  the culture-perform ance argum ent. He 

sam pled 14 utility  com panies (electric, gas, and local te lephone) 18 m anufacturing  firm s, and 31 

financial institu tions (banks and insurance com panies). C ultural data w ere collected  from  top 

m anagers o f  the firm , including four or five levels o f  m anagem ent from the C EO  dow n. C ulture 

w as m easured by obtain ing the perceptions o f  top  m anagers about the value system  o f  their 

com panies. Q uestions w ere asked about 11 values, including clarity  o f  com pany direction, 

innovation, top  m anagem ent com m unication , individual in itiative, action orientation, and hum an 

resource developm ent. A com parison w as m ade betw een a com pany’s perform ance data  and the 

industry’s average perform ance (profitability  and grow th) for the sam e years. H igh perform ing  

com panies w ere contrasted  w ith low  perform ing com panies. The results show ed that there w ere 

v irtually  no sign ifican t differences betw een the low  and high perform ers o f  the th ree industries 

for any o f  the 11 values. O nly one difference w as found to  be significant at the .01 level.

H ow ever, this study is plagued by m any o f  the sam e problem s and shortcom ings described  above, 

such as culture having  been equated w ith  externally  exposed values. In addition , the opin ions o f
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a sm all num ber o f  non-random ly selected h igh-ranking m anagers w ere im plicitly  taken as 

indicative o f  the op in ions o f  low er ranking m em bers o f  the organizations.

M artin and Siehl (1988) random ly selected 100 organizations from  the 1980 Fortune 

D irectories o f  the 500 largest U .S. industrial corporations. A system atic conten t analysis o f  the 

photographs and tex ts o f  these firm s’ annual reports produced  m easures o f  the ex ten t to  w hich 

the top m anagem ent o f  the firm s externally  espoused 10 types o f  values. These value p rofiles 

w ere used as input for a cluster analysis, w hich  yielded seven distinct clusters. U nlike D enison, 

no claim  w as m ade or im plied that these externally  espoused values represent all aspects o f  the 

culture for all m em bers. T hey used four m easures o f  financial perform ance (return on assets, 

return on equity, return on sales, and earnings per share) at only one po in t in tim e. C ontrol 

variab les often associated  w ith  perform ance (such as firm  size, m arket com petitiveness, industry) 

w ere also  included. R esults show ed relatively little support for this second, m ore lim ited version 

o f  the cu lture-perform ance argum ent, w ith one significant exception. Socially responsib le  firm s 

had significantly  higher perform ance levels than the firm s em phasizing their econom ic w e ll

being. These results for the econom y cluster are congruent w ith  the findings o f  p rev ious 

attribu tion  studies o f  annual reports. The results o f  th is study suggest that any d irec t associa tion  

betw een externally  espoused values and financial perform ance m ay be relatively w eak. Further, 

these results indicate that the direction o f  causality  m ay be reversed. F inancial perform ance 

levels m ay cause certain  values to be externally  espoused.

H itt and Ireland (1987) studied 185 Fortune 1000 type industrial firm s, including 14 o f  the 

firm s studied in P eters’ research. H itt and Ireland found that the firm s that Peters and W aterm an 

found to  be superior achievers did not perform  better than  the o ther com panies. Saffold (1988) 

found that the organization m odels w ere not adequate for studying the re la tionsh ip  betw een
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culture and perform ance (C-P). He suggested that m ore sophisticated m odels needed to  be 

developed to better investigate the relationship.

Siehl and M artin  (1990) agreed w ith  Saffo ld ’s (1988) argum ent and indicated  tha t the  C-P 

link approach could not be substantiated  and that there w ere m ethodological problem s. In 1990, 

num erous C-P link research and surveys em erged. H ow ever, m any o f  these used only 

quantita tive m ethodologies, such as studies by M arcoulides and H eck (1993) and W ilderom  and 

B erg (1998). T hey also lacked evidence o f  valid ity  for the central variables. Furtherm ore, there 

w ere am biguities surrounding  the C-P relationship, the num ber o f  partic ipants in the studies, and 

sufficien t represen tative partic ipation in the studies.

Several researchers indicate that satisfaction is perceived as a key dependent variab le  in 

incorporating personal b e lie f into corporate perform ance (Ferrell &  G rsham , 1985; H erndon et 

al., 2001). Since 1990, the effect o f  national culture on corporate perform ance has attracted  the 

attention o f  researchers (H ofstede et al., 1990; H erndon et al., 2001). In Dr. H o fsted e’s study, 64 

IBM  subsid iaries w ere surveyed on their perception  o f  a corporate culture. T his research, in 

w hich IB M ’s branch office staffs w ere surveyed, found that the culture at IB M  headquarters did 

not influence the perception o f  corporate culture th roughout IB M ’s subsidiaries. H ow ever, 

H erndon el a l .’s study, w hich exam ined the m oral values and ethical conten t o f  corporate 

cultures in T aiw anese versus U .S. sales people, found that the culture at headquarters could 

influence corporate perform ance, thereby, influencing corporate ethical values. H erndon et al. 

(2001) defined corporate ethical values as a central dim ension o f  corporate culture th a t guides 

service quality, p roduct developm ent and custom er treatm ent. They found that national, i.e., 

headquarters, cu lture could  influence corporate culture w hen the corporate cu lture w as not strong.

Som e researchers studied industry characteristics and organizational culture and found that 

industry characteristics influence organizational culture (C hatm an & Jehn, 1994). O thers focused
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on the in teractions am ong pow erful m em bers or group m em bers in various processes (B oeker, 

1989; Schneider, 1987). M any, such as C hatm an and Jehn (1994), found that the perfo rm ance o f  

an organization affects the corporate cultural features.

M any cultural researchers agree that the envisioning o f  shared values in an organization  is 

critical to the enhancem ent o f  service quality, productiv ity , and organizational change in c lien ts’ 

eyes (C hatm an & Jehn, 1994; K otter &  H eskett, 1992). This b e lie f is consisten t w ith  D en iso n ’s 

C ulture and E ffectiveness M odel (D enison &  M ishra, 1995).

M any econom ic and organizational theorists apparently  believe that cu lture is ep iphnom enal 

or irrelevant to  an understanding  o f  organizational perform ance (W ilkins & O uchi, 1983). T here 

is a range o f  organizations for w hich the local organizational culture is the dom inan t form  o f  

control. T here is also, a level-of-analysis problem  to be dealt w ith, i.e., som e unit o f  a form al 

(bureaucratic or m arket form ) organization w hich m ight develop a unique form  o f  control to  help 

perform  transactions efficiently  w ith in  the unit, yet to the detrim ent o f  the larger, non-clan  

association  (W ilkins &  O uchi, 1983). This realization helps to deal w ith  the role o f  

organizational "counter cultures" or bifurcated interests (Selznick, 1957), w here it is necessary  to 

m easure both the perform ance o f  the overall organization, and the perform ance o f  the subunit in 

term s o f  its ow n objectives and w ith in-unit transaction  costs (W ilkins & O uchi, 1983). H aving a 

general theory  linking organizational perform ance and clan or culture is im portant to 

organizations.

Som e aspects o f  organizational culture w ill p resum ably  be irrelevant to  perform ance. Som e 

form s o f  culture w ill prom ote and som e w ill inhibit efficient operation, depending  on the 

theoretical linkages being described or explored. The developm ent o f  insights and theory  on the 

applica tion  o f  cu lture to  organizational functioning is critical i f  w e are to m ake use o f  the 

concept o f  culture to  understand organizational perform ance (W ilkins & O uchi, 1983).
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T he idea tha t hum anistic  reform s w ill eventually  have financial benefits is not new , but firm  

em pirical support for the idea has rem ained elusive (Siehl, 1988). O uchi and Johnson  (1978) 

presented an in-depth portra it o f  the culture o f  tw o com panies, dem onstrating w ith  a stratified , 

random  sam ple o f  careful interview s and observations that a particu lar theoretically  derived set 

o f  hum anistic  values w as shared in one com pany and not in another com pany. The financial 

perform ance o f  the hum anistic com pany w as show n to be superior.

C alori and Sarnin (1991) studied five French business com panies operating  in m ature 

industries w ith  a d ifferen tiation  strategy. They found cultural intensity, hom ogeneity  and o ther 

cultural a ttributes to be related to firm  grow th..

T he re lationship  betw een culture and perform ance w as also exam ined in England. A ppiah- 

A du & Singh (1999) surveyed 500 service firm s on the re lationship  betw een m arketing  culture 

and perform ance. T hey interpreted m arketing culture as having six dim ensions: (1) service 

quality, (2) in terpersonal skill, (3) selling task, (4) organization, (5) innovation and (6) internal 

com m unication. T hey also identified th ree perform ance indicators: (1) custom er satisfaction, (2) 

custom er retention and (3) ROI. They found that the m arketing culture can be used to  explain  

com pany perform ance. D ifferent m arketing cultures are related to  d ifferent types o f  com pany 

perform ance. For instance, service quality  and interpersonal skills are linked to ROI.

A ppendix  A sum m arizes em pirical studies from  1990 to  2002 found on the re la tionship  

betw een corporate culture and corporate perform ance. Som e o f  the studies are described  in 

greater detail below . G ordon and D iTom aso (1992) investigated culture strength and tw o 

substan tive cultural values linked to  corporate perform ance. They surveyed 11 U .S. insurance 

com panies in 1981 on financial data, such as asset and prem ium  grow th for six years (from  1982 

to  1987). T heir findings revealed  a culture o f  adaptability  related to tw o and three subsequent
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years perform ance. T heir findings supported D en ison ’s finding on the positive re la tionship  

betw een culture and short-term  perform ance.

D enison and M ishra (1995) developed and tested  a four-trait culture and effectiveness m odel. 

The four traits are involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission. Seven hundred six ty  four 

organizations w ere involved in this study w ith  764 C EO s giving their perceptions o f  the four 

traits  and w ith subjective and objective m easurem ents o f  effectiveness. D enison and M ishra 

found tha t all the four traits  w ere strong predictors o f  subjectively rated effectiveness m easures.

On an em pirical level, there is increasing interest in the integration o f  functionalist and 

phenom enological approaches to  culture and effectiveness research (D enison &  M ishra, 1995). 

M ore and m ore research integrates qualitative and quantitative approaches on studying culture 

and effectiveness (D enison 1990; Jerm ier et al. 1991; H ofstede et al., 1990; Siehl &  M artin  

1988).

C ulture researchers w ho studied a link to  organizational perform ance, unfortunately , focused 

prim arily  on narrow , relatively superficial, and poten tially  m isleading aspect cultural 

m anifestations nam ely  espoused values. O bviously, the m ore a value statem ent is constructed  by 

som eone else o ther than a respondent, and the m ore the audience is external, the m ore self- 

presentational and socially  desirable biases are likely to influence the expression  o f  espoused 

values. R esearchers seeking a link betw een culture and perform ance have focused prim arily  on 

externally  espoused values by using value descrip tions form ulated by the researcher ra ther than 

by m em bers o f  the culture.

This section describes previous research on culture and effectiveness. T he research on 

corporate culture had a lack o f  com parison groups to  provide evidence that com panies w ith 

differen t traits  induced d ifferent levels o f  perform ance (C arroll, 1983; Saffold, 1988). The next 

section describes D en iso n ’s m odel and its application in research from 1995 to  the present.
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D en iso n ’s O rganizational M odel and A pplications

D enison (1982) used an existing social research database at the U niversity  o f  M ichigan, 

called SOO, to  in itiate his research on the linkage betw een corporate culture and corporate 

perform ance. H e categorized the behavior variables on the basis o f  a literature review , and he 

added financial ratios draw n from  the S & P ’s C O M PU ST A T  Financial Service. In his 1982 

d issertation, D enison used clim ate instrum ents to  study the linkage betw een corporate culture 

and corporate perform ance. He found that behavior data can p red ic t long-term  perform ance. H e 

set the year 1981 as year 0 and integrated behavioral data from the SOO and financial data from  

S& P Statistic Service and used a cross-sectional design to  com pare behavior and perform ance 

for five years before and after year 0. He found that behavior is positively  related  to  perform ance, 

and that the re la tionsh ip  exhibits a trend. Tw o or three years before the year 0, the perform ance 

was usually  in a peak position . A t year 0, the perform ance was dow n to  a concurren t re lationship . 

A fter year 0, the re lationship  rem ains 0 or slightly negative for the year +1 and year +2. From  

year +3 and year +5, the relationship  is raised vividly. In sum m ary, D enison (1982) found that 

the corporate cu lture w ill positively  influence the com pany’s long-run perform ance.

D en iso n ’s (1982) dissertation  m ainly tested  w hether organizational level or behav io r item s 

are better pred ic tors o f  perform ance. He derived 17 financial m easures from  S& P C O M PU ST A T  

Financial Service and then calculated a set o f  financial ratios to  m easure organizational 

effectiveness, financial health  and perform ance. C om panies w ith both behav io r data and 

financial data availab le constitu ted  his sam ple. H e found that behavior had a tw o-to -th ree year 

delayed effects on perform ance.

A fter screening the data  m atch result, only 34 com panies w ere included in the study.

All the individual and group level data w ere aggregated for com paring organizational level to 

perform ance. Satisfaction w as a good perform ance indicator against com petitors. G roup
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function ing  w as a  good pred ic tor o f  concurren t perform ance (< .20 w ith som e sm all negative 

relationship) and also a m oderate perform ance pred ictor over the m edium  tim e. Job rew ard, jo b  

clarity  and peer leadership m easures w ere the best indicators o f  concurrent perform ance.

D en ison ’s (1982) study assum ed that culture strength w as com prised o f  tw o com ponents, 

w hich w ere consistency  o f  m anagem ent and organizational conditions. B ased on th is assum ption, 

D enison (1982) developed his first hypothesis: strong organization culture w ould  have a positive 

im pact on corporate perform ance. A lso, he assum ed that sym bolic or idealized organizational 

features o f  an organization  w ould  be related to  organizational perform ance. D en ison  found the 

clim ate m easure to  be very reliable for estim ating the behavior-perform ance link. H e also  found 

that a high degree o f  control system  had no effect on concurren t perform ance; how ever, the 

effect w ould  in itiate a strong, positive, long-term  benefit after th ree years. H e also found clim ate 

indexes to be good predic tors o f  future perform ance. T his finding im plies that certain  values, 

norm s, and patterns o f  behavior could m ake a positive contribution to the effective functioning  

o f  a variety  o f  organizations.

Based on D en iso n ’s (1990) theory, involvem ent and consistency w ere likely to  p red ic t 

qualita tive perceptions o f  perform ance such as quality  and em ployee satisfaction; adaptab ility  

and m ission  w ere likely to p red ic t financial perceptions o f  perform ance, such as sales grow th and 

m arket share. D enison has studied  the linkage betw een corporate culture and effectiveness since 

1985. In 1990, D enison initiated a study involving 43,747 em ployees w ith in  6, 671 w ork  groups. 

T hirty-four firm s from  25 different industries w ere selected to  com pose th is cu lture-perform ance 

research. B ased on th is study, D enison developed his culture and effectiveness theory  and m odel. 

Four d im ensions com prise organizational culture: (1) involvem ent, (2) consistency, (3) 

adaptab ility  and (4) m ission. A lso, three sub-scales com pose each o f  the four cu lture traits. B rie f  

descrip tions o f  the four hypotheses in D en ison ’s culture and effectiveness study follow s:
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T he Involvem ent H ypothesis: The involvem ent trait show s an o rgan ization’s capacity  to 

build hum an capability , ow nership  and responsibility . H igh involvem ent encourages m em bers’ 

partic ipation in decision-m aking and creates a sense o f  ow nership  and responsibility . W hen an 

organization receives m ore input from  its m em bers, the quality  o f  decision-m aking im proves and 

the m em bers’ com m itm ent to the organization is stronger. U nder this concept, all o f  the 

em ployees are regarded as m anagers. H igh levels o f  partic ipation  instill w ith in  them  a sense o f  

ow nersh ip  and responsibility . There are three com ponent indices com prising the involvem ent 

trait: (1) em pow erm ent, (2) team  orientation  and (3) capability  developm ent. T hree sub-scales 

follow .

E m p o w e r m e n t .  Individuals are authorized, encouraged and equipped w ith  the  capability  to  

m anage their ow n tasks. E m pow erm ent m akes individuals feel ow nership and responsib ility  for 

the organization, and create a stronger sense o f  com m itm ent to the organization. In D en iso n ’s 

questionnaire , questions 1 through 5 w ill be used to  evaluate the extent o f  em pow erm ent. For 

exam ple, “ M ost em ployees in this organization are highly involved in their w ork .” (Item  1).

T e a m  O r i e n t a t i o n : A com pany values a team  operation. The com pany relies on team  

m em bers’ m utual accountability  and cooperation. In D en ison ’s questionnaire , questions 6 

through 10 are used to  evaluate the degree o f  team  orientation. For instance, “ C ooperation  and 

collaboration across functional roles are actively encouraged in th is organization .” (Item  6).

C a p a b i l i t y  D e v e l o p m e n t .  For m aintain ing com petitive advantages and m atching business 

needs, the com pany continues investing resources on developm ent o f  em ployee’s skills. In 

D en ison ’s questionnaire , item 11 through 15 are used to m easure the capacity  developm ent. For 

instance, “ This organization delegates authority  so that people can act on their ow n .” (Item  11).
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T he C onsistency H ypothesis: The m anagem ent team  can achieve the right level o f  

coordination and integration if  b e lie f and values central to  an organization are closely  aligned 

w ith actual policies. I f  the m anagem ent system  can achieve high levels o f  coord ination  and 

integration, the organization can have a stronger capability  to facilitate the decision  m aking 

process. T hree sub-scale item s are described below.

C o o r d i n a t i o n  a n d  I n t e g r a t i o n : The organization puts values on team w ork. D ifferen t units 

contribu te d ifferen t functions to an organization. For achieving com m on goals, d ifferen t units 

and departm ents should be able to w ork  together to  reach the sam e goal. In D en iso n ’s survey, 

item s 16 to  20 are used to  diagnose th is scale. For instance, item  16 states, “ O ur approach to 

doing business is very consisten t and p red ic tab le .”

A g r e e m e n t : T he organization  should be able to  reach agreem ent in any critical situation. 

This part should include the ability  to  get past the value d ifference in d ifferen t departm ents w hen 

the d ifferences happen. Item s 21 to 25 in D en iso n ’s survey are used to evaluate the scale. For 

instance, item 21 states, “ W hen disagreem ents occur, w e w ork hard to  achieve “w in -w in” 

so lu tions.”

C o r e  V a l u e :  T he core value can build in m em bers’ m inds a set o f  expectations about the 

organization. Survey item s 26 to 30 o f  D en ison ’s survey are used to evaluate core value. For 

instance, item 26 says, “ T here is a clear and consisten t set o f  values in this com pany that 

governs the w ay w e do business.”

The A daptab ility  H ypothesis: T hree aspects o f  adaptability  can im pact an o rgan ization ’s 

effectiveness: (1) the ability  to  perceive and respond to the external environm ent, (2) the ability  

to respond to internal custom ers, and (3) the ability  to  react to external or internal cu sto m ers’ 

inquiries about restructuring  the organization. The three sub-scales are described below .
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C r e a t i n g  C h a n g e : T his sub-scale show s an organizational ability  to  adapt changing needs.

T his one can be used to  evaluate an organ ization’s ability  to  adapt to the curren t and future 

changing needs. Survey item s 31 to  35 are used to  diagnose this dim ension. For instance, item  31 

states, “ This organization is very  responsive and changes easily .”

C u s t o m e r  F o c u s : The strength o f  the indicator reflects an organ ization’s ab ility  to  satisfy its 

custom ers’ needs. Survey item s 36 to  40 are used to m easure th is scale. For exam ple, item  36 

says, “C ustom er com m ents and recom m endations often lead to  changes in th is organ ization .” 

O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  L e a r n i n g ' .  This scale can reflect an organ ization’s learning ab ility  on how  to 

in terpret m arketing  signals from  the environm ent and transform  them  into opportunities for 

encouraging innovation. Survey item s 41 to  45 are used to  m easure this scale. For instance, item 

41 says, “This organization encourages innovation and rew ards those w ho take risks.”

T he M ission H ypothesis: A m ission provides m eaning and purpose by defin ing  the social 

role and purpose o f  the organization in the business w orld. M ission statem ents can define 

em ployees’ ro les and refine s ta f f s  desired behavior. T hrough the internalized process, the 

behav ior o f  em ployees is given norm s for handling  internal and external custom ers. This process 

contribu tes to com m itm ent and leads to  effective perform ance. The three sub-scales are 

described below .

S t r a t e g i c  D i r e c t i o n  a n d  I n t e n t :  C lear strategic direction can assist ind iv iduals in know ing 

w hat to  contribute to  their o rgan ization ’s purpose and m ission statem ent. A n o rgan ization  w ith 

c learer strateg ic d irection  and intent w ill be m ore able to  “m ake the m ark” in its industry. In 

D en iso n ’s questionnaire , item s 46 to  50 are used to  m easure the degree o f  strateg ic d irection  and 

intent in an organization. For exam ple, item 46 says, “ This organization  has a clear m ission  that 

gives m eaning and direction  to  our w ork.”
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G o a l s  a n d  O b j e c t i v e s ' .  A  clear goals and objectives can provide em ployees w ith  a clear 

d irection  for their w ork , and can be linked to  m ission and vision. Item s 51 to  55 are used to 

evaluate  the ex ten t o f  goals and objectives in an organization. For exam ple, item  51 states, 

“ There is w idespread agreem ent about the goals o f  this o rganization.”

V i s i o n :  O rganizational v ision can provide em ployees w ith  guidance about the fu ture d irection  

o f  their o rganization. V ision is a shared v iew  from  the o rgan ization ’s m em bers abou t a 

co m p an y ’s desired  fu ture state. Thus, v ision can reflect an o rgan ization ’s core values, 

assum ptions and m em bers’ desired  future im age for the organization. In D en iso n ’s questionnaire , 

item s 56 to 60 are used to  survey the ex ten t o f  v ision  in an organization. For instance, item  56 

states, “ W e have a shared vision  o f  w hat this organization  w ill be like in the fu tu re .”

Figure 1
T he D enison C ulture and E ffectiveness M odel.

External
O rientation

Internal
O rientation

A daptability M ission

Involvem ent C onsistency

C hange Stability
& &

Flexibility D irection

Source: D enison, D .R . and N eale, W .S. D enison O rganizational C ultural Survey: Facilita tors 
G uide, 1996, p. 15.

D en iso n ’s m odel can be explained vertically  and horizontally . H orizontally , the m odel show s 

that involvem ent and consistency  contribute to the dynam ic o f  the internal env ironm ent but not 

to  the external environm ent. A daptab ility  and m ission m ainly relate to the ex ternal environm ent.
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V ertically , the m odel show s that involvem ent and adaptability  relate to  the ab ility  o f  the 

organization to change and be flexible. M ission and consistency can bring stability  and direction 

to the organization.

M ost culture and effectiveness researchers em phasize the characteristics o f  paradox  and 

contrad iction  in an organization (Lew in &  M inton 1986; M itroff, 1984; Q uinn, 1988). D en iso n ’s 

m odel show s logic sim ilar to  the o ther culture and effectiveness m odels, such as, Q u in n ’s 

com peting  values m odel. Q uinn (1988) developed the com peting values m odel to  describe the 

im portance o f  balancing com peting dem ands in a m odern com plex organization. Q uinn thought a 

situation o f  com peting needs exists in organizations, and that effective organizations are able to 

balance the com peting needs o f  all m em bers w ith in  the organization. D en iso n ’s fram ew ork  

follow s a sim ilar logic. For instance, to som e extent, m ission and involvem ent are contrad ictory  

w ith  each other (D enison and M ishra 1995). H igh involvem ent am ong an o rgan ization ’s 

m em bers does not necessarily  get direction from  the m ission statem ent. On the o ther side, the 

declaration  o f  m ission statem ent does no t necessarily  require high involvem ent o f  m em bers.
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Table 2
D en iso n ’s Four O rganizational C ulture T raits and com ponents

Trait Index Function
Involvement Building human capability, ownership, and responsibility

Empowerment Creates a sense o f  ownership and responsibility toward the organization.
Team Orientation Value is placed on working cooperatively toward common goals for which all em ployees 

feel mutually accountable.
Capability
Developm ent

The organization continually invests in the development o f  em ployee’s skills in order to stay 
com petitive and meet ongoing business needs

Consistency D efining the values and systems that are the basis o f  strong culture.
Consistency provides a central source o f  integration, coordination and control. D evelop a 
mindset and a set o f  organizational system s that create an internal system o f  governance 
based on consensual support. They have highly committed em ployees, key central values, a 
distinct method o f  doing business, a tendency to promote from within, and a clear set o f  do’s 
and don’t. Consistency creates a “ strong” culture based on a system o f  beliefs, values, and 
sym bols that are w idely understood by members o f  an organization. Implicit control system  
and explicit rules and regulation —  achieving coordination and integration. —  becom e an 
effective organization.

Core Values Members o f  the organization share a set o f  values which create a sense o f  identity and a clear 
set o f  expectations.

Agreement The organization is able to reach agreement on critical issues. This includes both the 
underlying level o f  agreement and the ability to reconcile differences when they occur.

Coordination and 
Integration

Different functions and units o f  the organization are able to work together well to achieve 
common goals.

Adaptability Translating the demands o f  the business environment into action.
Three aspects o f  adaptability impact an organization’s effectiveness.

■  the ability to perceive and respond to the external environment
■ the ability to respond to internal customers
■  the ability to restructure and re-institutionalize a set o f  behaviors and processes that 

allow  the organization to adapt.

Creating Change The organization is able to create adaptive ways to meet changing needs.
Customer Focus The organization understands and reacts to its customers, and anticipates custom ers’ future 

needs. This reflects the degree to which the organization is driven by a concern to satisfy its 
customer.

Organizational
Learning

The organization receives, translates, and interprets signals from the environment into 
opportunities for encouraging innovation, gaining knowledge and developing capabilities.

M ission M ission defines a meaningful long-term direction for the organization.
A m ission provides purpose and meaning by defining a social role and external goals for the 
organization. A  sense o f  m ission allows an organization to shape current behavior by 
envisioning a desired future state. Success is more key when individuals and organizations 
are goal directed.

Strategic Direction  
& Intent

Clear strategic intentions convey the organization’s purpose, and make it clear how everyone 
can attribute, and “ make their mark” in the industry.

Goals & 
Objectives

A clear set o f  goals and objectives can be linked to the m ission, vision, and strategy. These 
can provide everyone with a clear direction to their work.

Vision The organization has a shared view  o f  a desired future state. It em bodies core values and 
captures the hearts and minds o f  the organization’s people, w hile providing guidance and 
direction.

Source: D enison, D .R. and N eale, W .S. D enison O rganizational C ultural Survey: F acilita tors 
G u ide. 1996.
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D enison’s (1995) O rganizational C ulture M odel links corporate culture to  effectiveness as 

indicated in F igure 2.

Market Share 
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Figure 2: L inkage o f  D enison organizational culture to  effectiveness m easurem ent 
Source: D enison O rganization C ulture Survey Facilita tor G uide, p. 2-5.

D enison developed his m odel by starting  w ith  five case studies in 1995. U sing  in terview s to 

identify all the possib le  com ponents o f  corporate culture found in these five case studies. The 

m odel has been used to  verify  the relationship  o f  corporate culture and corporate perform ance in 

d ifferen t industries and sections (C ooper, 2000; D enison & M ishra, 1995; F isher, 1997). 

D en iso n ’s original study on the culture and perform ance relationship  in 1982 used a database 

estab lished  by the U niversity  o f  M ichigan called SOO. U sing an in-depth in terview  approach and 

analyzing com pany docum ents and practices o f  com panies, he picked selected com panies for a 

case study to support his findings on the re lationship  betw een corporate culture and corporate 

perform ance. In 1995, D enison surveyed 764 C EO s from  764 com panies to  develop the 

D en iso n ’s culture and effective m odel and questionnaires for d iagnosing corporate culture. The 

questionnaire has 60 item s for identifying the perceptions o f  corporate culture, w ith  four culture 

traits, adaptability , m ission, involvem ent, and consistency. Each culture tra it is explained  by
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th ree variables. F ive item s m easure each variable. Thus, the 60-item  questionnaire  can be used to 

m easure the four culture traits based on 12 sub-scales.

A fter developing  the theory o f  corporate culture and effectiveness in his 1982 dissertation , 

D enison applied the theory  in developing the culture and effectiveness m odel in 1995 based on 

survey data  from  764 C E O s o f  764 industries in 1995 (D enison &  M ishra, 1995). H e reported  

that the four culture traits are positively  related to  C E O ’s perceptions o f  perform ance. H e also 

found the four cu lture traits to  be positively  related to objective perform ance such as sales 

grow th and return on asset (D enison & M ishra, 1995). In th is tw o-stage study, D enison  and 

M ishra first exam ined  five com panies to  identify culture traits and links to  effectiveness. In a 

second quantita tive phase o f  the study, 764 C EO s recorded their perceptions o f  organizational 

culture traits and corporate perform ance. O bjective perform ance m easurem ents w ere then  used to 

explore the culture traits and corporate perform ance relationsh ips w ith in  these com panies.

In developing  perform ance indicators used to  m easure effectiveness, D enison  surveyed 674 

m anagers to determ ine w hether the m odel’s perform ance indicators w ere m easured w ith  w hich 

m anagers w ere fam iliar. H e asked m anagers to  rate their organizations on the five indicators 

listed in the tab le  below , and he then calculated the correlation. T he resu lts are show n in T able 3.

T able 3
C orrelation C oeffic ien t betw een C ulture T raits and Perform ance Perception

Sales G row th Profits Q uality Em ployee Satisfaction O verall
P erform ance

Involvem ent 0.04 0.01 0 .26 * * * q  32* * * 0 . 16* * *

C onsistency 0.03 0 . 13** 0 29 * * * 0 33* * * 0 29* * *

A daptability 0 .08** 0.06 0 .20* * * 0 .21* * * 0 . 18**

M ission q  22* * * 0 . 10** 0 . 18** 0 27* * * 0 .35* * *

** S ignificant at .01 level; *** S ignificant at .000 level.
Source: D enison, D .R. and N eale, W .S. D enison O rganizational C ultural Survey: Facilita tors 
G uide, 1996.
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T able 3 indicates that the four culture traits are com pletely  and strongly  related  to  quality , 

em ployee satisfaction  and overall perform ance, but partial related to  sales and p ro fits  indicators.

A pplications o f  D en iso n ’s C ulture and E ffectiveness M odel

Several research studies since 1997 have already applied D enison m odel (C ho & Y oung, 

2000; C ooper, 2000; D enison & Fey, 2001; D enison &  H aaland, 2001; D enison, H aaland  & 

G oelzer, 2002; H aaland & N eale, 2001; Fisher, 1997). Som e o f  the studies also expanded  the 

m odel overseas (D enison & Fey, 2001; D enison & H aaland, 2001); how ever, m ost research on 

this m odel is lim ited to the U nited  States (C ooper 2000; F isher 1997). T able 4 show s th a t tw o 

dissertations (F isher and C ooper) used D en iso n ’s culture and effectiveness m odel as the basis o f  

their research.

C ooper (2000) used D en ison ’s culture and effectiveness theory  w ith the organizational 

culture inventory (O C I) assessm ent to study the relationship  betw een corporate culture and 

corporate perform ance. U nlike D en ison’s study, C ooper uses three d im ensions o f  corporate 

culture: constructive, passive/defensive and aggressive/defensive cultures. C ooper concluded  that 

a com pany’s past perform ance could provide insights to  the corporation’s curren t culture. She 

used the past five years o f  perform ance data to  pred ic t the current or future culture, w hich  is in 

contrast to  how  culture and perform ance research since 1980 had predicted  culture. C ooper 

contributed to D en iso n ’s culture and effectiveness theory  by introducing another culture 

m easurem ent tool for determ ining the relationship  betw een corporate culture and perform ance.
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T able 4
A pplication  research  o f  D en iso n ’s C ulture and E ffectiveness M odel

Author Organizational 
Culture D im ensions

Performance
Dim ensions

Organizations
involvement

Result

Fisher
(1997)

Five culture 
dimensions: 
D enison’s four 
Involvement, 
consistency, 
adaptability, and 
m ission with culture 
strength added.

6 measures : 3 perception 
measures (1-3) and 3 
financial measures (4 -6 ):
1) Profitability/return-on- 
assets
2) Sales/revenue growth
3) Market share
4) Quality o f  product and 
services
5) N ew  Product 
developm ent/innovation
6) Employee satisfaction

4750 participants 
in 60 companies 
from 3 different 
industries (goods 
producing, 
service
producing, and
government
related.

1. provide further evidence o f  
the relationship between scores 
on the D enison Organizational 
culture Survey and M anagers’ 
perceptions o f  performance.

Cooper
(2000)

Organizational
culture
Inventory(OCI) 
Three Dimensions:
1 C onstructive,
2)Passive/D efensive,
3) Aggressi ve/D efens 
ive

Stern Stewart Performance 
1000 index

1) Market Value Added
2) Economic Value Added,
3) Cost o f  Capital,
4) Return on Capital

33 firms from
Manufacturing,
Service,
Telecommunicati
ons/Computer

1) An organization’s past 
performance and its industry 
type may provide insight into 
its culture.
2) N egative significant 
correlation between  
organizations with  
P assive/D efensive culture types 
and their market value added 
rating.
3) N egative correlation 
between Cost o f  Capital and 
the Constructive culture style

Fisher (1997) also used D en ison ’s culture and effectiveness m odel to study the corporate 

culture and corporate perform ance o f  4,750 partic ipants in 60 com panies from  th ree d ifferen t 

industries. In addition  to using D en ison ’s original four d im ensions, F isher added cu lture strength 

to  her m odel. She also used six perform ance m easurem ents; th ree w ere subjective perform ance 

indexes (quality  o f  p roduct and services; new  product developm ent/innovation, and em ployee 

satisfaction), and three objective perform ance indexes (profitability / return on asset, 

sales/revenue grow th, and m arket share). Lastly, Table 5 show s the m ost recen t stud ies that 

apply D en iso n ’s culture and effectiveness model.
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T able 5
A pplications o f  the D enison m odel after 2000

References Organizational 
Culture Dim ensions

Performance
Dim ensions

Organizations involvement

D enison & Cho 
& Young (2000)

Same as Denison 36,542 people from 94 organizations

Fey & Denison  
(2001)

Same as Denison 179 foreign-owned firms operating in 
Russia.

N eale & Haaland Same as Denison Sales Growth 12,000 directors and managers o f  
2,700 stores

Denison & 
Haaland Same as Denison

Return on
Shareholder’s
Equity

161 publicly traded firms

D enison & 
Haaland (2002)

Same as D enison

1. Sales 
Growth
2. Customer 
Satisfaction

2 studies
1. 2700 grocery stores
2. 21500 individuals from 338  
automotive service centers and 1,584  
em ployees from a large construction  
company

Denison & 
Haaland & 
Goelzer (2002)

Same as Denison Same as 
Denison

Case 1: 230 organizations from 
Europe, North America, or Asia.
Case 2: 218 organizations from 7 
countries: Canada, Australia, Brazil, 
U SA , Japan, Jamaica, & South Africa

Fey and D enison  (2001) applied the m odel to  179 foreign-based com panies operating  in 

R ussia. U nlike D enison and M ishra (1995), they used both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches but they  reversed the sequence. They used the m odel as a reference po in t in 

surveying 478 firm s based in six countries: C anada, G erm any, Finland, France, Sw eden and the 

U nited States w ith  a final sam ple o f  179 firm s. D uring the three-m onth data co llec tion  period, 

questionnaires w ere personally  taken to  the senior m anager in each o f  the 179 com panies. 

Q uestionnaire p rovided  m easures o f  organizational culture, organizational effectiveness and 

several control variables. U tiliz ing factor analysis, correlations, and ordinary least squares 

m ultip le regression analysis, they found a sim ilar relationship  in R ussia as in the U nited  States. 

T hey found that corporate culture is a strong p red ic tor o f  m arket share, sales grow th, and
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profitability , but is a w eak p redic tor o f  overall perform ance, em ployee satisfaction, quality , and 

product developm ent. T heir study supports the idea that d ifferent cultural traits  can be linked to 

d ifferen t com ponents o f  effectiveness, although the results show ed R ussia show s a d ifferen t 

re la tionsh ip  betw een culture traits and perform ance variables. They found that, in R ussia , the 

best p red ic tors o f  perform ance w ere adaptability  and involvem ent. This m ay be due to  R u ss ia ’s 

social and econom ic turm oil fo llow ing 1989. To support their findings, Fey and D enison  (2001) 

initiated tw o case studies. They also added national culture as a consideration  in develop ing  their 

research hypotheses.

D enison, Cho and Y oung (2000) studied the relationship  betw een cu lture and custom er 

satisfaction by surveying 8,634 partic ipants (1,861 m anagem ent and 6 ,773non-m anagem ent) 

from  338 au tom otive service centers and 31 regions o f  the construction com pany in the U nited  

States. D en iso n ’s organizational culture and effectiveness questionnaire w as used an assessm ent 

tool for identifying corporate culture and perform ance. Several statistical techniques, F isher R  to 

Z -transform ations and Z -tests, w ere used to  evaluate the d ifferent coefficients. T hey found 

differen t re la tionsh ips betw een m anagem ent and non-m anagem ent. N on-m anagem ent 

respondents show ed higher culture coefficients than those o f  m anagem ent respondents. This 

im plies m eans that non-m anagem ent respondents feel stronger about the critical ro le  o f  corporate 

culture on custom er satisfaction. W ith the au tom otive centers, only tw o o f  the 12 cu lture indices, 

agreem ent and strategic d irection  and intent, had an significant correlation to  custom er 

satisfaction w here p < .05. W ith the construction com panies, all the 12 culture indices show ed a 

significant correlation  to  custom er satisfaction w here p < .05. This study, therefore, supports a 

positive re la tionship  betw een corporate culture and custom er satisfaction.
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C om parison  o f  C ulture M easurem ent M odels

T here has been little agreem ent am ong researchers regarding culture d im ensions and scales. 

M any culture m easurem ent m odels w ere initiated in the past 20 years. For instance,

O rganizational C ulture Inventory (OCI). OCI is a quantitative instrum ent w hich  uses 12 scales o f  

behavioral norm s to  describe three types o f  corporate cultures: constructive, passive/defensive, 

and aggressive/defensive.

Q uinn and R ohrbaugh (1983) exam ined the re lationship  betw een culture and organizational 

effectiveness and show ed that d ifferences am ong the m any effectiveness criteria  in the literature 

could be better understood w hen they w ere organized along tw o axes. T his fram ew ork, w hich  is 

depicted  in F igure 3, includes three d im ensions (external vs. internal focus; flex ib ility  vs. control; 

and ends vs. m eans) and four m odels (open system  m odel, rational goal m odel, hum an relations 

m odel, and internal process m odel).

A ccording to Q uinn (1988), each organization could em phasize in p o lar opposite  m odels at 

the sam e tim e. Each o f  the four m odels reflects an inform ation-processing procedure in an 

organization; each has shared values. The four m odels in the com petitive values fram ew ork  

reflect the o rgan ization ’s operation process. The hum an resource m odel and rational goal m odel 

are opposite  in the sense that the hum an resource m odel em phasizes m ore internal concerns and 

the need for flexibility . T he rational goal m odel focuses m ore on the need for control and 

identifies external concern. T he open system  m odel is opposite to the internal p rocess m odel.

The open system  m odel em phasizes flexibility  and external concern, w hereas, the internal 

process m odel focuses on internal concerns and the need for control.
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Flexibility

Human Relations Model Open System Model

M eans: M eans:

Cohesion; Morale Flexibility; Readiness

Ends: Ends:

Human Resource D evelopm ent Growth; Resource Acquisition
O utput
Q ualityInternal External

M eans: M eans:

Inform ation M anagem ent; 
C om m unication

Planning; Goal Setting

Ends: Ends:
Productivity; E fficiency

S ta b ility ; C ontrol

Internal Process Model Rational Goal Model

Control

Figure 3: Q u inn ’s C om petitive V alues F ram ew ork  on E ffectivenssR esource: R obert E. Q uinn 
and John R ohrbaugh ( 1983). A spatial m odel o f  effectiveness criteria: T ow ards a com peting  
values approach to  organizational analysis. M anagem ent Science, Vol. 29, N o. 3, pp. 369.

T here are som e share values across these four m odels. The hum an resource m odel and the 

open system  m odel share flexibility. The open system  m odel and the rational goal m odel share 

external concern. T he rational goal m odel and the internal process m odel share control factor, 

w hile the internal process m odel and the hum an relations m odel share Internal concern. T he four 

m odels, thus, show  the d ifferent m eans and ends for achieving effectiveness. T he hum an 

resource m odel uses cohesion and m orale to achieve hum an resource developm ent. T he open
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system  m odel takes advantage o f  flexibility  and readiness as a m eans o f  achieving grow th, 

resource acquisition  and external support. The rational goal m odel uses p lann ing  and goal setting 

as a m eans o f  achiev ing  productivity  and efficiency, and the internal process m odel uses 

inform ation m anagem ent and enhance com m unications as a m eans o f  achieving stability  and 

control.

Sum m ary

T his chapter began by discussing previous research studies in corporate culture. A lthough 

cu lture is an abstract concept that cannot be touched or felt, there are a variety  o f  d im ensions 

used to  m easure culture. S chein ’s (1988) defin ition  o f  corporate culture is w idely  accepted by 

m any researchers.

A s for corporate perform ance, financial indicators for assessing  corporate perform ance are 

readily  available. It is very  im portant, how ever, to recognize that different stakeholders w ill 

perceive d ifferen t perform ance criteria. This chapter identified th ree factors tha t have been used 

to  m easure perform ance o f  a com pany: financial indicators, non-financial factors and econom ic 

factors. A ll three factors can be used to  evaluate corporate perform ance.

N ext, culture and clim ate w ere described as sim ilar in som e w ays and also d ifferen t in term s 

o f  sources and types o f  research. M any studies that claim  to study culture, actually  exam ine 

corporate clim ate. Thus, quantitative instrum entations are used to  m easure corporate culture. 

C orporate culture, how ever, is very difficult to assess.

T he m ajor stream s o f  culture and effectiveness research after the 1970s w ere review ed 

ex tensively  in th is chapter. D en ison ’s culture and effectiveness m odel w as described  in depth  as 

as the procedures for assessing  its com ponents. T he follow -up application  research, including 

tw o dissertations and five cross-border application studies w ere introduced. D en iso n ’s m odel is
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sim ilar to  Q u in n ’s com peting value m odel. B oth  reflect the existence o f  com peting  values in a 

com plex organization.

Finally, o ther culture instrum entations w ere introduced to enrich the know ledge on culture 

m easurem ent tools. A rgum ents still ex ist about the re lationship  betw een corporate cu lture and 

corporate perform ance (H ofstede, 1998). D en ison ’s study dem onstrated a linkage betw een 

corporate culture and corporate perform ance in the U nited States (D enison, 1982; F isher, 1997).

In the past seven years, D en iso n ’s culture and effectiveness m odel has been exam ined  in several 

countries, and the resu lts have been sim ilar. W hen D enison and Fey (2002) applied  the m odel in 

R ussia, they found that som e adjustm ents to  the m odel w ere needed. A t the sam e tim e, som e 

researchers used the m odel to  develop m ulti-national studies (D enison, H aaland &  G oelzer,

2001). H ow ever, to  expand the culture - perform ance research to  theory, m ore studies are needed, 

especially  in o ther countries. This present cross-border study used the D en iso n ’s culture and 

effectiveness m odel to exam ine the relationship  betw een corporate culture and corporate 

perform ance, both in Taiw an and the U nited States. Tw o contributions are expected. O ne is the 

expansion  and further verification  o f  D en iso n ’s culture and effectiveness m odel. T he o ther is a 

m ore in-depth understanding  o f  the relationship  betw een corporate culture and corporate 

perform ance.
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C H A PT E R  III 

M E T H O D O LO G Y

This study exam ines the re lationships betw een corporate culture and corporate perform ance 

in the U .S. and T aiw an using D en iso n ’s (1995) m odel. T his chapter describes the m ethodology 

in the fo llow ing order: source o f  behavior data and corporate perform ance data, sam ple 

population , construct and instrum ents, research questions and hypotheses, data co llection  and 

data  analysis m ethods.

Introduction

This study updates and extends D en ison ’s (1995) culture and effectiveness m odel using a 

sam ple o f  com panies in the U .S. and Taiw an. P revious studies reveal that corporate culture 

im pacts corporate perform ance positively  (D enison 1982, 1990, 1995). A ccord ing  to  D enison, 

attribu tes o f  corporate culture can be used to “pred ic t” the perform ance o f  organizations. This 

study updates the earlier research on m anagers’ perceptions o f  their com panies’ organizational 

culture and perform ance and extends the research to  Taiw an as w ell. C.J. F isher’s (1997) 

d issertation  used m anagers' perceptions o f  perform ance to  m easure actual perform ance. In 

addition, in a paper presented at the 2002 A IB -SE  C onference, B routhers and N akos used 

subjective perform ance data to  m easure corporate perform ance since financial data  is no t easy to 

obtain w hen a privately  held com pany is involved. T he questionnaire data w ere aggregated to 

organization level. D enison expanded the m odel to  m ultip le-countries in Septem ber, 2002. 

H ow ever, Taiw an w as not covered. This m akes the second w ay that this study w ill be 

distinguished from  D enison 's original study.

T here are several p roblem s w hen sam ple com panies com e from  differen t industries. For 

instance, returns on investm ent and econom ic cycles vary in d ifferent industries. Thus, it is not
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easy to determ ine excellen t com panies based only on the facial financial data  w ithout 

considering  the versatile  characteristics o f  d ifferent industries .The nature o f  the industry  m ay 

have a spurious effect on the outcom e m easure. This study uses cross-sectional data  obtained  

from  D en iso n ’s (1995) culture and effectiveness questionnaire to assess the re la tionships 

betw een corporate cu lture and corporate perform ance in com panies in the U .S. and Taiw an.

O rganizational C lim ate and O rganizational Perform ance: T he Predictive V alid ity

T hese behavioral variables tap organizational processes that have long, ra ther than  sho rt

term  payoffs. C onsequently , the effects o f  such a current state are positive, bu t involve a lag 

factor. Pecorella, B ow ers, et a l’s. (1978) approach to the behavior-perform ance re la tionship  at 

the organization sub-unit level can be applied to  this study. They found that perfo rm ance w as 

m oderately  related to concurrent perform ance. T here w as a stronger relationship , how ever, to 

future perform ance.

R esearch Strategy and D esign

T his study is a non-experim ental study using survey m ethodology (A ronson et al., 1987). 

R esponses obtained through the quantitative survey (D en ison’s O rganizational C ulture Survey) 

provide the data to  assess four culture traits (involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission) 

and eight criteria o f  organizational perform ance (budget achievem ent, perception  o f  pro fitab ility / 

re turn-on-asset, sales/revenue grow th, m arket share, quality  o f  products and services, new  

p roduct developm ent/innovation , em ployee satisfaction, and w hole corporate perform ance). T his 

researcher believes th is design facilitates a sound approach to  com pare cu lture-perform ance 

issues across industries, com panies, and countries. Thus, it provides a m eans o f  effectively  

testing  D en ison ’s cu lture-perform ance theory. Individual data received from  partic ipan ts w as
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aggregated to the organization level. D enison (1995) identified precise re la tionships betw een 

d im ensions o f  organizational culture and effectiveness. His em pirical w ork  found the 

relationsh ips depicted  in T able 6 .

T able 6
L inkage o f  C ulture T raits and corporate perform ance
O rientation C ulture T raits C orporate Perform ance
S table M ission  + C onsistency RO I, R O A  and ROS
Internal C onsistency + Involvem ent Q uality, RO I and E m ployee Satisfaction
F lexible Involvem ent and A daptability P roduct/Service Innovation
External A daptability  + M ission M arket Share and Sales G row th

The culture traits  facilitating  a stable environm ent, M ission and C onsistency, are related  to 

the three perform ance indicators: RO I, R O A  and RO S. The flexible culture traits, Involvem ent 

and A daptability , can be linked to product and service innovation ability. The internal focus 

cultural traits that are linked to  C onsistency and Involvem ent are related to  quality , R O I and 

em ployee satisfaction  indicators. T he external concerns, adaptability  and m ission, can be linked 

to  m arket share and sales grow th. Thus, this study attem pts to verify  the re la tionsh ips reported  by 

D enison (1995) and to  determ ine if  there are differences in the m easures betw een U SA  and 

T aiw an. The research fram ew ork, based on D en iso n ’s O rganizational C ulture and E ffectiveness 

m odel, is depicted in Figure 4. F igure 4 show s tha t corporate culture is com posed o f  four traits: 

involvem ent, consistency, adaptability, and m ission. Each trait has three com ponents. F igure 4 

also show s that perform ance is m easured w ith D en iso n ’s seven perform ance indicators: R O A  

(R eturn on A sset), sales grow th, m arket share, new  product developm ent, quality  o f  p roduct and 

services, em ployee satisfaction, and w hole organization perform ance. A n additional perform ance 

m easure, added by th is researcher, is budget achievem ent.
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Figure 4: R esearch M odel -  C orporate C ulture and C orporate Perform ance
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Population  and Sam ple

D en ison ’s original (1982) study included 34 firm s from  25 different industries. H e picked 

one, or at the m ost tw o, com panies from  each o f  the 25 industries. To run any re la tionship  study, 

it is necessary to  d iversify  study sam ples to avoid  industry bias. A ggregation over m any 

industries is liable to  reduce the am ount o f  variance attributable to industry effects (H ansen & 

W ernerfelt, 1989). Thus, to  capture the industry effect, th is study includes m any industries. 

C om panies from  the sam e industry are assum ed to  have sim ilar organizational cu lture styles. 

H ofstede (1980) indicated that looking across borders w as alw ays one o f  the m ost effective 

approaches to get new  ideas for m anagem ent and organization. Like the USA , T aiw an also has 

Fortune 500 com panies listed every April. This study selected com panies listed for year 2002. In 

the U SA , the Fortune 500 com panies represent 70 industries. Fortune 500 com panies w ere 

selected random ly. Thus, stratified random  sam pling m ethodology was used to  collect data  from  

these com panies. An invitation letter w as sent to  the top d irector o f  the hum an resource 

departm ent to  ask for their partic ipation in this study. Participants from  each com pany w ere 

required  to  be from  1 at least to 25 at m ost. The title  o f  these partic ipants w as expected  to  be 

either C FO  or C EO , and m anagers w ill com pose the rem aining sam ples.

Study partic ipants w ere corporate m anagers in the U .S. and Taiw an. The sam ple is draw n 

from  tw o types o f  com panies in each country. O ne is large com pany represented by Fortune 500 

respondents. T he o ther group com es from  part-tim e students w ho are full-tim e m anagers. To 

m axim ize the d iversification  effect o f  industry factor, the sam ple com panies w ill be draw n from  

each industry. Every other com pany was picked as the sam ple com panies surveyed in the study. 

Follow ing the sam e m ethodology, the T aiw an ’s Fortune 500 com panies w ere p icked. Tw o 

hundred and fifty  o f  the com panies listed in T aiw an’s 2002 Fortune 500 w ere p icked based on 

the stratified random  sam pling approach. This approach is expected to offer m ore verification  in
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each industry to p rovide m ore depth analysis on th is kind o f  study. In addition to  sam pling 

Fortune 500 com panies, th is study sam pled sm aller com panies/business represented  by part-tim e 

students w ho are m anagers w ho are enrolled in business schools. Furtherm ore, all partic ipants 

are C E O ’s, C F O ’s, sen ior m anagers, and first line m anagers. The reason for using the 

m anagem ent’s op in ions as the construct o f  corporate culture is that the m anagem ent is alw ays 

the ignition o f  a com pany’s culture. The num ber o f  partic ipants from  each com pany ranged from  

1 to  25 people.

The research invitation paper was sent to  these com panies during 2002 and 2003, w ith  a 

stam ped and addressed return envelope. Tw o w eeks after the m ailings w ere sent out, fo llow  up 

phone calls w ere m ade to  the com panies w ho had not responded.

Furtherm ore, there are tw o questions on the sam ple survey that w ere checked before doing  

any further analysis. T he status o f  the o f  survey partic ipants from  each organization and the 

effect this has on their observed re lationship  betw een organizational culture these tw o quality  

concern  and corporate perform ance variables. To solve these tw o quality concerns and effect on 

the linkage research, the sam ple partic ipants w ere restric ted  to only C EO s, CFO s, senior 

m anagers, (or m anagers) w ho know  w ell about their com pany’s w hole situation  and corporate 

perform ance. T he latest partic ipant sam ple w as targeted under senior m anager or hum an resource 

m anager’s assistance. For the second concern, the effect o f  sam ple partic ipant on the observed 

linkage, th is study checked w hether the sam ple com panies w ith  CEO or w ithou t C E O ’s 

partic ipation influenced the observed effect or not.

A lso, sam pling theory  described by K ish (1965, p .88) m ade a good observation  abou t the 

lim itation o f  sam ple quality: few er responses are needed to  obtain an equally  accurate estim ation 

o f  the popu lation  w hen the phenom enon o f  interest is m ore hom ogeneous. W hile the sam ple is
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clearly  far from  perfect, then  the re lationship  that has been identified w as neither error nor 

coincidence.

R esearch Q uestions and H ypotheses

D en ison ’s (1995) organizational culture m odel proposes that organizations tha t are high in 

all four cultural traits have high perform ance levels. Thus, the tw o research questions are:

1. Is organizational culture positively  related to organizational perform ance? D en iso n ’s (1995) 

research  answ ered the question affirm atively.

2. D o the positive culture -perform ance relationsh ips apply equally  to  T aiw anese firm s and U.S. 

firm s?

T he hypotheses are based on D en ison ’s organizational culture and effectiveness m odel, and 

they are extended, based on the national culture differences, to test the specific culture- 

perform ance linkages in Taiw an. T he rationale for this is that national culture affects corporate 

culture, according to  H ofstede (1980).

H ypothesis 1: D ifferent national culture will p roduce the d ifferent cu ltu re-effectiveness pattern. 

H ypothesis l o : T here is no difference betw een T aiw an and the U.S. on the  four 

organizational culture traits and corporate perform ance.

H ypothesis l a: T here is a d ifference betw een Taiw an and the U.S. on the four cu lture traits 

and corporate perform ance.
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T he second hypothesis exam ines the re lationship  betw een the four culture traits  and 

corporate perform ance. It tests the universal characteristics o f  the m odel and w hether the 

cu ltu re -p erfo rm an ce  re la tionsh ip  applied in countries o ther than the U.S.

T herefore, the second hypothesis is:

H ypothesis 2: T he four culture traits (involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission) are 

positively  related to  overall corporate perform ance in the U SA  and Taiw an.

H ypothesis 2ao: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are negatively  related  

or not related to corporate effectiveness in the U.S.

H ypothesis 2a: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positive ly  related  to 

overall effectiveness in the U.S.

H ypothesis 2bo: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are negatively  related  

or not related to  overall corporate effectiveness in Taiw an.

H ypothesis 2b: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positive ly  related  to 

overall corporate effectiveness in Taiw an.

H ypothesis 2co: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are negatively  related 

or not related to overall corporate effectiveness in both U .S. and Taiw an.

H ypothesis 2c: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positive ly  related  to 

overall corporate effectiveness in both U.S. and Taiw an.
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D enison 's (1995) m odel assum es that specific culture traits are related to d ifferen t 

effectiveness indicators. T his study exam ines this assum ption in the U.S. and T aiw an. T herefore, 

hypotheses 3 to 6 are:

H ypothesis 3: D ifferent culture traits are d ifferentially  related to  aspects o f  effectiveness.

H ypothesis 3o: T he externally  focused organizational culture traits (m ission and

adaptability) are not related or are negatively related to  sales grow th and 

m arket share.

H ypothesis 3i: T he externally  focused organizational culture traits (m ission and

adaptability) are positively  related to sales grow th and m arket share.

H ypothesis 4o: The internally focused organizational culture traits (involvem ent and

consistency) are not related or negatively related to  quality  and em ployee 

satisfaction.

H ypothesis 4i: T he internally focused organizational traits (involvem ent and consistency) 

are positively  related to  quality  and em ployee satisfaction.

H ypothesis 5o: T he stable focused organizational traits o f  m ission and involvem ent are 

not related or negatively related to  quality, R O I and sales grow th.

H ypothesis 5i: T he stable focused organizational traits o f  m ission and involvem ent are 

positively  related to quality, R O I and sales grow th.

H ypothesis 6 o: T he flexible focused organizational traits (involvem ent and m ission) are 

not related  or negatively related  to product/service innovation.
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H ypothesis 61: T he flexible focused organizational traits (involvem ent and m ission) are 

positively  related to product/serv ice innovation.

C onstructs and Instrum ents

The tw o constructs in th is study, corporate culture and effectiveness, are assessed w ith  

D en iso n ’s (1995) scales that m easure four d im ensions o f  organizational culture and seven 

perceptual assessm ents o f  organizational perform ance. The survey instrum ent appears in 

A ppendix  B. T he researcher added an additional perform ance m easure, budget achievem ent. 

V alid ity  and re liab ility  are d iscussed at the end o f  th is section.

D en ison ’s (1995) theory  o f  O rganizational C ulture and E ffectiveness grew  ou t o f  fifteen 

years o f  research on organizational culture and effectiveness, involving both qualita tive theory  -  

bu ild ing and quantita tive theory-testing  m ethods. D ata collected from  over 1000 organizations o f  

various sizes, sectors, and industries com prise the theo ry ’s foundation (D enison, 1984; 1990;

1996; D enison &  M ishra, 1995).

T he D enison O rganizational C ulture Survey is a paper and pencil instrum ent consisting  sixty 

item s m easuring  four culture traits w ith  tw elve factors (three factors for each cu lture trait). A  

five- po in t scale assesses the level o f  respondent agreem ent w ith each item  (1 = strongly  disagree; 

5 = strongly agree).

Independent V ariables: The independent variables are the four organizational cu lture traits: 

Involvem ent, consistency, m ission and adaptability . A lthough each is com posed o f  th ree sub

d im ensions or factors, the m easures average the sub-dim ensions to m easure each trait. T hey w ere 

described m ore fully in C hapter II and are depicted  in T able 2.

D ependent V ariables: T he dependent variab les are the eight aspects o f  corporate 

perform ance, item s tha t tap perceptions o f  organizational perform ance: four quantita tive
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assessm ents and four qualitative aspects including the subjective evaluation o f  overall 

o rganizational perform ance. T he eight m easures are: budget achievem ent, sales/ revenue grow th, 

m arket share, profitab ility /R O A , quality  o f  products and services, new  product developm ent, 

em ployee satisfaction, and overall organizational perform ance. The eight ou tcom e m easures, like 

the 60 culture item s, use five-poin t L ikert-type scales. T he perform ance d im ensions are based on 

the partic ipan ts’ perceptions o f  com pany perform ance. T here are several good reasons to  use 

percep tions o f  com pany perform ance instead o f  financial data. F irst, as this study is a 

com parative study, it’s alm ost im possible to get com parable financial data to  com pare com panies 

from  differen t countries (D enison & Fey, 2001). Secondly, som e com panies do no t p rovide 

financial data to  ou tsiders; therefore, the com panies could not be involved in th is study under this 

requirem ent. To reach m ore com panies in th is com parison study, taking m anagem ent’s 

perception to their com panies could m ake it easier to obtain their partic ipation . In addition, som e 

prev ious studies have used perceptual m easures (D elaney &  H uselid, 1996; D enison  & M ishra, 

1995). D enison and M ishra (1995) used seven subjective perform ance m easures w hen they  

developed the D enison organizational culture and effectiveness m odel, and dem onstrated  that 

subjective perform ance m easures correlate w ell w ith objective m easures o f  perform ance (Pow ell, 

1992).

Q uestionnaire

T his study uses the questionnaire research m ethod to  obtain m anager’s percep tions o f  

corporate culture and perform ance. This approach yields individual em ployees’ percep tions o f  

the nature o f  their experience o f  organizational phenom enon and clim ate (Flansen &  W ernerfelt, 

1989). A letter explain ing  the intent and scope o f  the research project w as m ailed  to  each 

presiden t and /o r C EO  w ith  a stam ped, self-addressed response form  enclosed.
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D ata collection had tw o stages. F irst, a p ilo t study o f  the D en ison’s culture and effectiveness 

questionnaire o f  30 professionals in the sam ple industries and m anagem ent p ro fessionals w as 

adm inistered  to  graduate students in hum an resource m anagem ent /o rganizational behavior 

classes, and secondly, the adm inistration  o f  the final instrum ent to  the sam ple partic ipan ts and 

firm s. A b rie f explanation  o f  the purpose o f  the questionnaire and its use w as attached to  each 

survey. Typically, partic ipants took 15-20 m inutes to  fill out the 60 questions.

Source o f  B ehav ior and Perform ance M easurem ents

The assessm ents o f  organizational perform ance in this study consist o f  the eight item s 

developed by D enison (1995), and “budget ach ievem ent” added by the present researcher. 

M anagers in each com pany w ill be asked about their perception o f  the eight o rganizational 

perform ance variables:

1. B udget A chievem ent

2. S ales/R evenue G row th

3. P rofitability /R O A

4. M arket Share

5. Q uality  o f  P roducts and Services

6 . N ew  Product D evelopm ent

7. Em ployee Satisfaction

8 . O verall O rganizational Perform ance

Perceptions regarding the eight factors are used in this study as criteria for perform ance 

w ithin each organization. Each partic ipant rates the perform ance o f  h is/her com pany in the eight 

areas, relative to o ther sim ilar com panies in the industry.
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V alidity  and R eliab ility

T ypes o f  valid ity  include face validity , conten t validity, criteria-related  valid ity , and 

construct valid ity  (C arm ines & Z eller, 1979; K erlinger, 1986). The m ost com m on type o f  

valid ity  is face validity , w hich indicates w hether a m easure “ appears” to m easure w hat it 

portends to  m easure (B abbie, 1986), and it serves as a first step in the approx im ation  o f  valid ity  

(C rozby, 1985). C on ten t valid ity  is a second, related type o f  valid ity  that applies to  how  the 

m easure represents the relevant phenom enon. I t’s representativeness o f  the re levant phenom enon, 

accord ing  to K erlinger (1986). D en ison ’s survey is strong in both face and con ten t validity . 

D enison created the instrum ent in 1995 in partnersh ip  w ith  960 individuals in forty  organizations 

representing various levels and roles. The survey conten t and m ethodology w as im plem ented in 

these organizations.

C riterion-related  valid ity , a third type o f  valid ity  (C arm ines & Z eller, 1979; K erlinger, 1986), 

is associated w ith  the instrum ent’s ability  to  p red ic t a future event or phenom enon. D en iso n ’s 

survey m eets th is requirem ent. A lack o f  content valid ity  results in an incom plete m easure o f  the 

construct being studied leading to  erroneous conclusions based on the m easuring instrum ent.

Face valid ity  is estab lished  w hen a person exam ines an instrum ent and concludes tha t it 

m easures the relevant trait. The im portance o f  face valid ity  is the value placed on the instrum ent 

by the respondents. I f  the item s do not appear to  be relevant to the stated objectives o f  the 

instrum ent, respondents m ay not accept the questionnaire as valid, thus affecting the results.

Face and conten t valid ity  are m ore subject to error than other form s o f  validity.

W orking w ith a sam ple size o f  36,542, C ho (2000) exam ined the valid ity  and reliab ility  o f  

D en ison ’s C ulture and E ffectiveness Q uestionnaire. H is analysis supports the valid ity  and 

re liability  o f  the questionnaire . First, C ho (2000) m ade the item -level analysis for each index.

C ho (2000) started checking each index as to w hether their three scales w ere to tally  from  their
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ow n 15 item s. The purpose o f  this particu lar stage w as to  identify the latent constructs in the 

questionnaire . N ext, scale level analyses on each pair o f  indexes w ere analyzed to  determ ine if  

each o f  the six scales w ere interrelated.

Scale valid ity  w as estim ated several ways. The d im ensionality  o f  each o f  the four 

d im ensions w as estab lished  w ith  factor analysis (explanatory  and confirm atory). C ho 's (2000) 

valid ity  analysis on D en iso n ’s questionnaire (in A ppendix  C) indicate that each o f  the four 

d im ensions assesses th ree d istinct factors. Lastly, construct valid ity  is an im portant concep t in 

basic, theoretical research. A m easurem ent device that actually  m easures the theoretical variable 

or constructs that it is supposed to  m easure is said to  have construct valid ity  (C osby, 1985). A 

factor analysis conducted by D enison tested the original valid ity  o f  the scales and ensured  that 

the index structure fit the overall m odel.

A  1.0 lam bda coefficien t low er than .50 indicates a relatively w eak link betw een the index 

and trait. The lam bda coefficien t tested by D enison is strong enough to  give support for the 

underly ing m odel (D enison & N eale, 1996).

D enison C ulture Survey-R eliability

R eliability  is reflected in the internal consistency o f  a m easure based on the average 

correlation  am ong item s w ith in  a scale. For all scales, internal consistency w as orig inally  

assessed by D enison using a C ronbach’s a lpha statistic  (C ronbach, 1951). T he resu lt w as tw elve 

indexes that had internal consistency scores in the range o f  .62 to  .84. Typically, a .70 a lpha 

statistic  is considered acceptable for internal reliability.

A s for the coefficien ts o f  the questionnaire, the range o f  C ronbach coefiic ien t a lpha (a )  

from  3 scales for each tra it is from .81 to  .89. Therefore, for each trait, the th ree scales are
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suffic ien t to  explain  the m atched trait. In addition, the C ronbach coefficient alphas from  15 in ter

item s are ranged from  .88 to  .92. T he reliability  estim ates (C ronbach coefficien t alpha) for the 

four-organization culture traits (d im ensions) ranges from  a high o f  .92 for m ission to  .87 for 

adaptability . It appears that each 15 item s for each trait can clearly  and sufficiently  describe its 

m atched index. C om pared w ith the above results, it seem s that the aggregated score from  each 

15 item s can reflect its m atched trait m ore sufficiently.

For the analysis o f  in ter-item s for the 12 scales, the range o f  the C ronbach coefficien t is 

from  .70 to  .85. T he result is accepted if  a  is larger than .7. For further inform ation regarding th is 

section, p lease refer to T able A o f  A ppendix  C.

T he V alidation o f  a System -Level C onstruct: C onvergent-D iscrim inant V alidity

U sing  questionnaires to  collect behavioral data has been a very  curious and effective m ethod. 

(D enison, 1982). T he previous researchers w ho used questionnaires to collect data  w ere 

concerned w ith the valid ity  o f  such data. To face th is concern, the m easure o f  conceptual 

construct can be operated  through the m odern statistical techniques (D enison, 1982).

P ilo t Study. Q uestionnaire  T ranslation  and R evision

Since data w ere collected in Taiw an, the English  version o f  the questionnaire w as translated  

into C hinese a professional translation  com pany. T he C hinese version o f  the questionnaire  w as 

translated  back by another professional translation  com pany. N ex t p ilo t study com pared the 

original English and the back-translated  English. A fter this w ording translation, the p ilo t study 

for testing  the quality  o f  the C hinese version w as initiated before the final questionnaire  is sent to 

the sam ple com panies. A lso, to  avoid any possib le blurring on the C hinese translation , the study
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had 20 bilingual C hinese w ho earned a m asters degree or a PhD from  the U .S. and have w orked 

in the U .S. for over 5 years to  test the feasibility  o f  the C hinese version o f  the questionnaire . The 

20 C hinese w ere divided into 2 groups based on the random  sam pling m ethod. Each o f  them  

received both versions o f  the questionnaire. G roup 1 w as required to start w ith  the English  

version o f  the questionnaire  and then com plete the C hinese version. G roup 2 w as required  to  

com plete the C hinese version first and then  com plete the English version. A fter com pleting  the 

questionnaires, the tw o groups will be gathered together to  report w hat they feel abou t the tw o 

versions. A fter both tests are com plete, the C hinese version o f  questionnaire w as revised to 

incorporate their useful suggestions and ideas into the survey im plem entation.

The p ilo t study on the English version o f  the questionnaires w as conducted  w ith  D B A  

students m ajoring in hum an resource m anagem ent or organizational behavior at N ova 

Southeastern U niversity . B efore filling out the questionnaire, the D enison organizational culture 

and effectiveness model w as introduced. A fter a tw enty- m inute introduction, the class 

partic ipan ts started filling  out the questionnaire. T he length o f  tim e needed to com plete the 

questionnaire and any possib le  m isunderstanding w as detected by the p ilo t test. T he tim e spent in 

filling  out the questionnaire w as recorded. A lso, questions w ere clarified as needed.

D ata-C ollection M ethods

T he study sam pled forty com panies from  m anufacturing, service, and financial industries 

included the F o rtu n e’s listing o f  the top 500 com panies and other sm all and m iddle sized 

com panies. C om panies w ith a p lus pro fit in the year 2001 w ere picked as the study population . 

Then study sam ples w ere chosen by the random  sam pling approach. Each selected  com pany w as 

assigned a num ber from  1 to  40 and then a tab le  o f  random  num bers w as used to  p ick  com panies.
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The initial contact for each com pany w as m ade w ith  the top  hum an resource m anager. T he 

top hum an resource m anager provided possib le  inform ation as to  those w ho w as m ost likely to 

com plete the survey. T hese hum an resource m anagers w ere regarded as a key resource to 

provide the  study w ith the nam es and titles o f  the o ther partic ipants. T his study used C E O s to 

com plete the survey and to  evaluate their corporate culture and corporate perform ance. In 

addition  to  CEO, the researcher included betw een 1 and up to 25 partic ipants to  represen t each 

com pany. Thus, each com pany w as expected to  have a C EO  and another four m anagers, at least, 

to  take part in the study. In order to increase the response possib ility  o f  C EO s, the study 

collected  the nam es o f  each partic ipating  com pany from  the 2003 Fortune 500 C om pany lists and 

send out a questionnaire to them  directly.

This study used the m ailed survey m ethod to  collect behavioral data. T he m ail survey 

approach w as used in order to  collect the surveyed p eo p le ’s opinions and elim inate bias. A lso, 

the study w ould like to  benefit from  the developm ent o f  Internet. O ne w ebsite w as estab lished  to 

collec t data  from  the on-line questionnaires. This helped to  increase the num ber o f  responses and 

how  quickly they are returned.

D ata C oding and A nalysis

Since the  unit o f  analysis is the organization, and not the individual, each com pany’s 

responses w as aggregated (averaged) to form  a com pany score for each variable. T he m ean for 

each com pany w as used in further analysis. T he m eans, standard deviation and other 

descrip tive statistics w ere derived from  the aggregated data for each com pany as ou tlined  in 

tab le  7.
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Table 7
D escrip tive S tatistics

T aiw an C om pany M eans
Standard
D eviation

T rait 1 T rait 2 T rait 3 T rait 4 Perform ance SD

TN 1 X tn l X tnp l 1.8

TN 2 Xtn2 X tnp2 2.2

TN 3 Xtn3 X tnp3

TN N Xtnn X tnpn

US C om pany T rait 1 T rait 2 T rait 3 T rait 4 Perform ance

US 1 X u sl X usp l

US 2 Xus2 X usp2

US 3 Xus3 Xusp3

N S N Xusn X uspn

For all scales, internal consistency w as assessed using a C ronbach’s a lpha statistic 

(C ronbach, 1951). The data  w as aggregated to the group level for both culture and variables, and 

perform ance variables. The pooling o f  the individual responses follow ed R obert, H ullin , and 

R ousseau ’s (1978) recom m endation that there be a “com position” theory  or a strong rational to 

ju stify  the aggregation o f  item s. T he ju stifica tio n  for aggregating the perform ance data  using 

each com pany’s top  m anagem ent was the individuals in these positions often see and understand 

the broadest aspects o f  a com pany’s perform ance, especially  in the financially orien ted  arenas.

C ulture D im ensions

The 60 corporate culture item s in the survey form  12 subscales. The ex ten t o f  involvem ent 

for each com pany w as derived from  question 1 to  question 15. T he score o f  the consistency  w as 

integrated from  question  16 to  question 30. T he value o f  adaptability  for each com pany was 

obtained from  the average o f  question 31 to question 45. The score o f  m ission  w as valued  from
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question 46  to  question  60. A lso, for testing  hypothesis 2, the tw o cultural d im ensions in internal 

and external factors w as aggregated by 30 questions. For testing  hypothesis 2a, the re la tionship  

o f  external culture factors to  perform ance, the ex ten t o f  external culture traits w as valued  from  

question 30 to  60. A lso, the internal cultural traits w ere evaluated  by questions 1 to  30.

Perform ance D im ensions

The overall corporate perform ance indicator w as used to  link to  culture traits  w ere used to 

test hypotheses 1 abou t the relationship  betw een corporate culture and corporate perform ance. 

T he other 7 effectiveness indicators w ere used to test H ypotheses 2: the re la tionship  betw een the 

internal and external culture d im ensions to d ifferent perform ance indicators.

S tatistics T echniques

Several statistics techniques w ere used in th is study. M ultip le R egression, A N O V A , t-test 

and descrip tive statistics w ill describe variables and their relationships betw een cu lture and 

effectiveness.

A nalysis o f  V ariable (A N O V A )

A N O V A  w as used to  com pare the difference betw een corporate culture and perform ance 

m eans and variance. A N O V A  (A nalysis o f  V ariable) assess differences in the corporate  culture 

and corporate perform ance re lationship  betw een the tw o countries. The resu lts w ere app lied  to  

the first hypothesis to  determ ine if  there are d ifferences betw een the tw o countries.
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M ultip le R egression  A nalysis

R egression analysis is by far the m ost w idely  used and versatile  dependence technique, 

applicab le in every  facet o f  business decision-m aking. The technique w as used to  evaluate the 

contribution o f  the independent variables (Involvem ent, C onsistency, M ission, and A daptability ) 

to perform ance outcom es as follows:

Perform ance =  Inv. + Cons. + A dapt. + M ission + C ountry 

Y =  a + X l b l  + X 2b2 + X 3b3 + .......................

T -T est

I f  tw o g roups’ m eans (U.S. and Taiw an) are far enough apart, the t-test w ill yield a 

significant difference, thus perm itting  the researcher to conclude that the tw o  populations 

probably  do not have the sam e mean. The T -test w ill determ ine if  the corporate culture 

d im ensions and the perform ance dim ensions d iffer significantly.

Sum m ary

T his chapter d iscussed the hypotheses, valid ity  o f  the questionnaires, data analysis, 

statistical techniques and the p ilo t study. D enison found that corporate culture had a lagged 

effect on corporate perform ance. In o ther w ords, the im pact o f  corporate culture can em erge tw o 

or th ree years later. This study collects the behavioral data and perform ance percep tion  data in 

the curren t year.

Population  and sam ples selection rules w ere d iscussed in this section. Som e partic ipan ts 

cam e from  2002 Fortune 500 com panies in T aiw an and U.S. and som e cam e from  university  

students w ho have fu ll-tim e positions. Tw o approaches to d istributing the questionnaires w ere 

used: m ailing by trad itional approach and attachm ent w ith em ail. There are seven hypotheses in
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this study, and their developm ent w as discussed in detail in this chapter. T he p ilo t study w as 

initiated by inviting th irty  D B A  students w ith  practical experience in the business w orld  to 

partic ipate . The procedure and results w ere also m entioned in this chapter.

T he valid ity  o f  the questionnaire used in this study w as m ainly derives from  C ho and 

D en iso n ’s research. They selected  over 34,000 sam ple partic ipants and conducted valid ity  

analysis o f  the questionnaire . T heir results dem onstrate that the culture d im ensions used in 

D en iso n ’s O rganizational C ulture M odel can m easure corporate culture effectively  and 

com pletely.

S tatistical techniques to test the seven hypotheses developed in this study include m ultip le  

regression and T-Tests. C oefficien t table and descrip tive statistics are also used to  detect the 

re la tionship  betw een variab les and displayed partic ipan ts’ profile. C hapter IV describes the data 

analysis results and tests the seven hypotheses.
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CHAPTER IV

A N A LY SIS A N D  PR E SE N T A T IO N  OF FIN D IN G S

T his chapter presen ts the results o f  testing the seven hypotheses developed in C hapter III in 

the fo llow ing sections: 1) D ata C ollection, Screening and C haracteristics, 2) D em ographic D ata, 

3) Factor A nalysis, 4) D escrip tive S tatistics, 5) H ypotheses T esting and R esults, and 6) M ultip le 

R egression Analysis.

D ata C ollection . Screening and C haracteristics

T his first section o f  this chapter describes the data collection and sources, data  screening and 

characteristics; the later exam ines the data to determ ine if  they m eet the assum ptions required  to 

use m ultivariate techniques. D ata cam e from  respondents in both the U .S. and T aiw an. The 

respondents cam e from  these sources and w ere contacted  in three ways. T he first group o f  

respondents com prised part-tim e students w ho w ork  full tim e. They w ere contacted  at their 

universities, w hich consisted  o f  one university  in the U .S. and four in Taiw an. T here w ere 121 

U.S. partic ipants and 464 T aiw anese respondents in the first university  group. T hey are the 

largest group o f  respondents (86.2%  o f  the total). The second group included m anagers (C EO s, 

Senior and m iddle m anagers) obtained from  26 com panies listed in the 2002 U .S. Fortune 500 

list and the 2002 Taiw an C om m on W ealth 500 com panies. These partic ipants received a m ailed 

invitation to partic ipate  in the research w ith  the questionnaire and a stam ped return  envelope 

addressed to the researcher. O f  the 260 firm s receiving the survey, 26 responded, for a response 

rate o f  10 %. The th ird  group o f  respondents consisted  o f  the researcher’s personal contacts in 

T aiw an and U .S. F ifty seven partic ipants sent their questionnaires back to  the researcher directly. 

This group com posed 9 %  o f  the total respondents.

64
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Table 8 identifies the num ber o f  partic ipants in the three groups in T aiw an and the U .S. Six 

hundred  and th irty -four questionnaires w ere returned from  respondents in both  countries, 474 

(74.8% ) from  T aiw an and 160 (25.2% ) from  the U .S. M ost questionnaires (551 or 86.9% ) w ere 

co llected  from  m anagers w ho are part-tim e business students. The rem aining 13.1%  o f  the 

questionnaires w ere collected  directly from  com panies. The next section describes the  data 

collection procedures for the three groups.

T able 8 
D ata Sources

R esources Taiw an U.S. Total Percentage
U niversities 430 121 551 86.9
Fortune/C om m on W ealth 500 8 18 26 4.1
Private N etw ork 36 21 57 9.0
Total 474 160 634 100

U niversities’ S tudents

T his group o f  respondents are full tim e m anagers w ho attend a university  in the  U .S. or 

Taiw an part-tim e. D ata collection procedures w ere slightly d ifferen t in the tw o countries. In 

Taiw an, an invitation to partic ipate in the research w as sent to  four U niversity  business program  

directors, requesting  their perm ission to  conduct the study and asking that they d istribu te the 

questionnaires to  their business students w ho also are full tim e em ployees. The researcher w ent 

to T aiw an to d istribu te and collect the questionnaires. In the U .S., the researcher sent an em ail 

request to  12 course instructors in the business school asking their perm ission to  co llec t data 

from  doctoral students. T he researcher w ent to the classes on the agreed date and first m ade a 15- 

m inute presentation  to  introduce the organizational culture m odel and the purpose o f  the study. 

T hereafter, partic ipants com pleted  the questionnaires and returned them  directly  to  the researcher.
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Fortune 500/C om m on W ealth 500 C om panies

T he 2002 Fortune 500/C om m on W ealth 500 com pany nam es w ere co llected  from  the  A pril 

2003 issue o f  the m agazines. The C om m on W ealth 500 is the T aiw anese coun terpart o f  the U S ’s 

Fortune 500. T he researcher selected 260 com panies by a stratified random  sam pling m ethod  to 

receive the questionnaire . Tw o hundred o f  those w ere from  the U.S. and 60 from  T aiw an. A n 

invitation to  partic ipate  in the research w as sent to C E O s in these com panies w ith  a  questionnaire  

and a return envelop  w ith  first class return postage. The m ailing w as d istributed  at the end o f  

M arch 2003. T he deadline w as set at A pril 30, 2003. A follow -up letter w as sent to  the 

com panies that did not initially respond, in order to  increase the survey response rate. T w enty-six  

questionnaires w ere returned to  the researcher. In addition, five com panies declined to  partic ipate  

in the survey by m ail. T herefore, the effective response rate w as 10% for Fortune 500/C om m on 

W ealth com panies, w ith 18 from  the U .S. and 8 from  Taiw an.

Personal C ontacts

The researcher took  advantage o f  his personal netw orks in the tw o countries to  include m ore 

com panies in th is study. T here w ere 57 questionnaires from  12 com panies w ho agreed to 

partic ipate in the  study. C EO s or senior m anagers o f  these com panies w ere invited to take part in 

the study and asked by the researcher for their full support to involve their com panies in the 

study. T w elve com panies agreed, and questionnaires w ere sent to a contact person  at these 

com panies to d istribu te to  com pany m anagers. W ithin these com panies there w ere 1 to  25 

m anagers w ho com pleted  the questionnaires. T hese com panies sent their com pleted  

questionnaires by m ail to  the researcher. T he questionnaires from  each com pany w ere averaged 

together to  obtain an aggregate com pany. The results produced 634 responses from  580 

com panies in the U .S. and Taiw an.
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D ata C ollection  M ethods

T he 634 respondents provided com pleted  questionnaires to the researcher in one o f  th ree 

m ethods: (1) in person directly  to the researcher, (2) by m ail, or (3) via the Internet. M ost o f  the 

data  w ere collected  by the researcher in face-to-face discussion w ith  university  respondents. 

M ailed surveys w en t to  o ther com pany representatives w ith  stam ped return envelope to  m ake it 

m ore convenien t for respondents to return the questionnaires. T he study also took  advantage o f  

In ternet technology. The researcher placed the questionnaire into an on-line form at and posted  it 

on a w ebsite designed for the purpose o f  provid ing  an alternative to  the m ail. T his approach is 

not w idely  utilized in the research setting. H ow ever, it w as effective for partic ipan ts w ho p refer a 

non-paper version o f  the questionnaire.

Table 9 presents the d istribu tion  o f  returns by the three m ethods. F ive hundred tw enty  five 

questionnaires or 82.8 % o f  the total w ere collected  from  part-tim e students at the five 

universities in the U.S. and Taiw an. In addition, 104 questionnaires (16.4% ) w ere sen t back  to 

the researcher directly  from  invited com panies. F ive questionnaires w ere collected  through an 

on-line version o f  the questionnaire posted  in the Internet. Som e questionnaires w ere returned 

incom plete, m aking data-screening  procedures necessary. B efore screening these 634 

questionnaires, som e decision  rules w ere developed. T he next section describes these data 

screening rules as well as the final sam ples.

Table 9
C ollection  M ethods

M ethods Taiw an U.S. F requency Percentage
Paper & Pencil d irectly  returned to the R esearcher 430 95 525 82.8
M ail 42 62 104 16.4
Internet 2 3 5 .8
Total 474 160 634 100
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D ata S creening R ules and Processes

Since incom plete questionnaires could bias the results, the researcher applied  data screening 

techn iques using tw o decision  rules to  discard questionnaires.

R ule 1: Q uestionnaires com pleted  by non-m anagem ent respondents w ere excluded  from  the 

study. M anagem ent respondents included C EO s/C FO s, Senior m anagers, m iddle m anagers and 

line m anagers.

R ule 2: A ny questionnaire w ith m issing data for the dependent (the eight perform ance item s) 

and independent (the 60 O CS item s) variables w as excluded from  the data analysis. A 

questionnaire w ith  m issing values could bias the research results. In addition, it also could  d istort 

the practical sam ple size. Therefore, statistical tests based on sam ple size, such as the 

significance level, could be distorted.

A ccord ing  to  H air et al. (1998), m issing data results for tw o reasons, one is action on the 

part o f  the respondent and the o ther is issue external to  the respondent. A  respondent m ight 

refuse to  answ er som e o f  the questionnaire item s due to com pany policy or to percep tions 

regarding the sensitive nature o f  the questions. A n issue external to  the responden t could  sim ply 

be a data  entry error, or data collection problem s. Therefore, before rem oving questionnaires 

w ith m issing values, the researcher first exam ined the entire data file to  correct any possib le  data 

entry  errors by com paring  the original questionnaires to  the data entries in SPSS softw are. A fter 

this verification process, questionnaires w ith  m issing  values associated w ith  independent or 

dependent variables w ere deleted. This rule follow s H a ir’s (1998) suggestions. H e also 

recom m ended that cases w ith  m issing values on dependent variables be au tom atically  excluded, 

and suggests tha t cases w ith  m issing values on variables o ther than dependent variab les be 

excluded  on an optional basis. T his study rem oved all the questionnaires w ith  m issing  values in
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dependent or independent variables. In addition, questionnaires that appeared to  be answ ered in a 

regular pattern  (e.g. num ber three w as selected as the only response for all item s) w ere dropped  

from  the analysis.

Final Sam ple

T he com position  o f  the final sam ple retained for analysis w as 410 respondents representing  

356 com panies in the USA and Taiw an. The effective response rate is 64 .67%  (410/634). Table 

10 describes various dem ographic categories. T aiw an w as the m ajor source, com prising  70 %  o f  

the usable responses. D en ison ’s m odel has been em pirically  supported in the U .S. for years. It, 

therefore, was im portant to  obtain a large T aiw anese sam ple, in order to  verify  the 

generalizability  o f  D en iso n ’s culture and effectiveness m odel in that culture. T he sam ple profile  

m atches this specific objective. B elow  are the details on the partic ipant and com pany profiles.

Participants P rofiles

T here are 410 usable questionnaires to  test the corporate culture and corporate perform ance 

linkage. O f  the partic ipants, 83.2%  handed a com pleted  questionnaire directly  to  the researcher 

after receiving the questionnaire in class. The rem aining 16.8 %  o f  the respondents returned their 

surveys through m ail or the Internet.

R espondents w ith  bachelor degrees or less education  com prised 62.2 % o f  the sam ple.

M aster degree respondents m ade up 23.2 %  o f  the sam ple. U.S. respondents had m ore education 

than  the T aiw anese respondents. E ighty percent o f  the Taiw anese responses had bachelor 

degrees or less education , but only 19 % o f  the U .S. respondents had th is sam e level o f  

educational background. M ost o f  the U.S. respondents (78.5 %) held a m aster’s degree and m ore, 

but only 7.3 %  o f  the T aiw anese respondents had th is sam e level o f  educational background.
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Table 10

Participants Profile of the Final Sample (Percentage)

ICountrv TTL Taiwan u.si.

Participants (410) 100 70.5 29.5

Gender
Female 55.4 63.7 35.5
Male 42.7 34.3 62.8
Prefer not to respond 2.0 2.1 1.7

Age o f  the respondents
Under 20 6.3 9.0 0
20-29 26.3 36.7 1.7
30-39 36.8 40.1 28.9
40-49 16.3 8.7 34.7
50-59 10.5 4.2 25.6
Over 60 1.0 1.4 3.3
Prefer not to respond 2.7 - 5.8

Levels o f  Respondents
Line management 40.0 43.3 32.2
M iddle management 39.0 41.2 33.9
Senior management 6.3 3.1 14.0
CEO/Executive 4.0 1.7 9.1
Owner 4.1 2.8 7.4
Prefer not to respond 6.6 8.0 3.3

Respondent’s educational level 
Under bachelor degree 42.4 58.5 4.1
Bachelor degree 19.8 21.8 14.9
Master degree 23.2 6.6 62.8
Doctorate degree 5.1 .7 15.7
Other 7.1 10.0 2.5
Prefer not to respondent 2.4 2.4 -

Years with Organization
Less than 1 14.6 16.9 9.1
1-2 11.5 11.1 12.4
2-4 17.1 19.7 10.7
4-6 14.4 13.8 15.7
6-10 12.4 13.1 10.7
10-15 13.2 12.8 14.0
>15 12.2 8.7 20.7
Prefer not to respond 4.6 3.8 6.6

Sample Collection Methods 
P & P Questionnaire return 
Directly to researcher 83.2 88.9 69.4
Mail 14.6 11.1 23.1
Internet 2.2 - 7.4
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M iddle and line m anagers com posed 80 %  o f  the sam ple. The rem aining 14.4 %  o f  

respondents w ere h igher-level m anagers, such as, senior m anagers, CEO s and ow ners. 

A pproxim ately  7 % o f  the respondents preferred  not to com plete this item. The U.S. sam ple had 

a higher percentage o f  top  m anagers than the Taiw anese sam ple. The U .S. sam ple had 30.5 % 

responses from  top  m anagers, w hereas only 7.6 %  o f  the T aiw anese responses w ere from  top 

m anagers.

M ost respondents w ere betw een 20 and 39 years o f  age (63.1 %). T aiw anese respondents 

w ere younger than  U.S. respondents. M ost o f  the T aiw anese respondents w ere concentrated  into 

the 20-39 year category; m ost o f  the U .S. respondents w ere ranged from  40 to  59 years old. The 

differences is m ost likely the result o f  the sam ples obtained at the universities. T he U.S. 

university  sam ples w ere collected from  doctoral students. The T aiw anese sam ple s w ere 

collected  from  bachelor level students.

C om pany Profile

A fter the screening process was com plete, 356 com panies from  74 industries in T aiw an and 

the U.S. w ere constructed  as the source o f  sam ple com panies used in the study, 247 (70 % ) from  

T aiw an, and 109 (30 percent) from  the U .S. A ppendix  D show s the 74 industries represented by 

the 356 com panies in the study. T he industries w ith the largest representation include: Services 

(com m ercial/consum er), banks (regional), m anufacturing (specified), electron ics (instrum ents), 

com puters (hardw are), and insurance (life/health). The com ponents o f  the industry m atch the 

industries d istribu tions in both countries. Service and health  industries are spread through both 

countries. For T aiw an, com puter, electric and m anufacturing industries com pose the m ain 

econom ic structure o f  th is developed country.
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T he responses collected from  the five universities m ade up 90%  o f  the final data  set. E leven 

com panies or 3.4 %  o f  the com panies w ere received after the researcher contacted  the C E O s o f  

these com panies. T w enty-six  Fortune/C om m on W ealth 500 com panies or 6.5 percen t o f  the total 

com panies in year 2002 lists p resents the big  com panies in U.S. and Taiw an.

D ifferent sizes o f  enterprises w ere involved in this study. A s for the firm  size, 43%  o f  the 

356 com panies have m ore than 500 em ployees. Sm all (10-99 em ployees) and m edium  (100-499 

em ployees) en terprises com posed 54.3 %  o f  the total com panies. Ten sm all size com panies or 

2.8 %  o f  the to tal com pany sam ples w ere involved in th is study. C om pared w ith  T aiw an, the 

U.S. sam ple had a higher percentage o f  large com panies (64.2 %). In o ther w ords, the T aiw an 

sam ple had m ore sm aller sized com panies than the U.S. sam ple.

Table 11
C om pany profiles o f  final sam ples (percentage)
Country 771 Taiwan USA

Comvanv (356) 100.0 69.4 30.6

Firm Size
Micro (Less than 10) 2.8 3.2 1.8
Small (10-99) 26.5 34.8 7.4
Medium (100-499) 27.8 28.3 26.6
Large (more than 500) 43.0 33.4 64.2

Samples Resources
Universities 90.2 95.1 78.0
Fortune/commonwealth company 6.5 1.6 17.4
Private contact 3.4 3.2 4.6

D ata C oding and A nalysis Unit

D ata  coding w as perform ed using the 1987 S tandardized Industrial C lassification  C ode 

developed and used in USA . The industries partic ipating  in this study are described  at A ppendix  

D.
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T he unit o f  analysis is the com pany. The study explores the relationship  betw een corporate 

cu lture and corporate perform ance w ith in  com panies. D ata from  the sam e com pany are 

aggregated into a total for the com pany. The next section describes the results o f  data 

exam ination.

D ata C haracteristics

B efore applying analysis techniques, the characteristics o f  the data are exam ined to 

determ ine if  they m eet the assum ptions to use m ultivariate techniques to test the six hypotheses. 

This section exam ines the characteristics o f  the distribution.

T o apply m ultivariate analysis, norm al d istribution  o f  data is required, and the histogram  is 

w idely  used for th is determ ination. The histogram  is draw n based on the frequency o f  the data 

values. Thus, if  the data are norm ally  d istribu ted , the norm al curve can be superim posed  on the 

distribu tion . F igures 5 and 6 describe the corporate culture distributions in both  countries. T he 

scores w ere obtained by averaging the four culture-score traits for each country. G raphically , 

they both represented  a norm al d istribution. H ow ever, the U.S. data appeared to  be m ore 

adaptive to  the requirem ents o f  m ultivariate techniques than did T aiw an’s. T he resu lts o f  the 

graphical data d istribu tion  exam ination on four culture traits are displayed in A ppend ix  E. The 

results show  that data for the four corporate culture traits approxim ate to  be a norm al 

d istribution.
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F i g u r e  5 .

C u Itu r e - T  a i w an

St d .  D e v  = . 56 

M e a n  = 3 . 4 0

N = 2 4 7 . 0 0

1.2 1.5 1.7 2 . 0  2 2 2 . 5  2. 7 3 . 0  3 . 2  3 . 5  3. 7 4 . 0  4. 2 4 . 5  4. 7
5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5 0 5

C U L T U R

F ig u re 6 

U S A - C u l t u r e

St d .  D e v  = .66 

M e a n  -  3 . 3 2  

N = 1 0 9 . 0 0

1 . 2 5  1 . 7 5  2 . 2 5  2 . 75  3 . 25  3 . 75  4 . 2 5  4 75

1 . 5 0  2 . 0 0  2 . 5 0  3 . 00  3 . 50  4 . 0 0  4 . 50  5 . 0 0

C U L T U R E

A ssum ptions o f  M ultivariate A nalysis

T his study uses m ultivariate techniques to  test the six hypotheses. M ultivariate  techniques 

place great dem ands on understanding, in terpreting and articulating o f  the resu lts based  on 

re lationships that are ever increasing in com plexity; therefore, one m ust exam  data before 

applying m ultivariate  techniques. This study used tw o m ultivariate techniques-Factor A nalysis 

and M ultip le R egression A nalysis.
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T he three m ain procedures for applying m ultivariate techniques are: (1) testing  the 

assum ptions, (2) in terpreting the m odel, and (3) verify ing results. Thus, the data  w ere exam ined 

to  ensure that the assum ptions underlying m ultivariate analysis w ere m et before using factor 

analysis to identify the culture traits or d im ensions o f  the C hinese questionnaire and m ultip le 

regression analysis to  exam ine relationships betw een dependent and independent variables.

T esting  the assum ptions is critically  im portant in m ultivariate analysis because the 

relationships betw een variables are m ore com plicated  than in bivariate analysis. The assum ptions 

for m ultivariate analysis are: (1) norm ality  o f  the error term , (2) hom oscedastic ity  o f  the 

residuals, (3) linearity  o f  the error term s, and (4) independence o f  the error term s. I f  the data  do 

not m eet these assum ptions, they need to  be transform ed before applying m ultivariate 

techniques.

N orm ality  o f  the E rror Term

T he assum ption  that the data are norm ally d istributed  is the m ost fundam ental one in 

m ultivariate analysis. N orm ality  can be dem onstrated  w hen the shape o f  the data  d istribu tion  

approxim ates the norm al d istribution. The assessm ent o f  the assum ption is critical because if  the 

d a ta ’s variation  from  the norm al d istribution is sufficiently  large, all statistical resu lts w ould  be 

invalid. There are tw o w ays to  assess norm ality; graphically  and statistically. O ne graphical tool 

is the histogram , w hich is often used to  test the norm ality  o f  error term s. F igure 7 show s the 

residual d istribu tions o f  one o f  the dependent variables, overall organization perform ance. The 

shape o f  the residual d istribu tions is bell shaped. Thus, it is approxim ated to  be a norm al 

d istribution.

The norm al probability  p lo t w as also used to  test norm ality  on the culture traits. This 

approach com pares the cum ulative d istribution o f  actual data values w ith the cum ulative
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distribu tion  o f  a norm al d istribution. The approxim ate ex ten t to  a norm al d istribu tion  can be 

v isually  judged  based on how  close the residual line is to  the diagonal line. I f  the residual line 

overlaps the d iagonal line, a perfect norm al d istribution  is indicated. A ppendix  F displays the 

graphical d istribu tion  results o f  the four culture traits. The norm al probability  charts for 

adaptab ility  and consistency ’s indicate approxim ate norm ality. T he charts for m ission  and 

involvem ent cu lture traits  show  positively  skew ed distributions.

Figure 8 depicts the norm al probability  p lo t o f  overall organization perform ance. The 

cum ulative residual line is a little beyond and dow nw ard tow ard the diagonal line. It also show s 

that the residual d istribu tion  approxim ates the norm al distribution.

In sum m ary, the data d istribution graphically  m atches the assum ption o f  norm ality.

Figure 7: Histogram of Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

Regression Standardized Residual

Figure 8: Normal P-P Plot o f Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performanc
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N orm ality  o f  the error term  can also be exam ined statistically. The skew ness and kurtosis 

values o f  the four culture traits and overall organization values w ere used to  test the degree o f  

departure from  the norm al d istribu tion  in the com bined sam ple and in the tw o countries (H air et 

al., 1998). Table 12 reports the skew ness and kurtosis values in the three sam ples. A lm ost all the 

variab les show  negative skew ness, except for the m ission trait in the com bined sam ple. Its 

distribu tion  is skew ed to  the left. The other d istribu tions are skew ed to  the right. G enerally  

speaking, the U.S. sam ple show ed less skew ness and kurtosis than T aiw an’s. T his indicates that 

the U.S. data are m ore norm ally distributed. A lso, the U.S. data displayed a fla tter d istribu tion  

than T aiw an’s data. T he details o f  T able 12 are included as A ppendix  G.

Table 12
N orm ality  S tatistic T est

Sam ples Involvem ent C onsistency A daptability M ission O verall
Perform ance

Skew ness TTL sam ple -.667 -.369 -.412 .570 -.767
T aiw an -.766 -.441 -.485 -.664 -.796
U.S. -.450 -.385 .050 -.434 -.668

K urtosis TTL .556 .333 .085 .374 .456
Taiw an 1.025 .552 .751 .907 .377
U.S. -.061 .009 -.693 -.436 -.615

H om oscedastic ity  o f  the R esiduals

In regression analysis, each set o f  independent variables can predic t certain  values.

A ccord ing  to H air and B lack (1998), the residuals for all predicted  values should rem ain constan t 

in regression analysis. T his assum ption for regression analysis also requires tha t the residuals 

rem ain constan t for all p red icted  values. F igure 9 depicts the spread o f  residuals against each 

predicted  value and indicates that there is no m ore variation  around large values o f  pred ic ted  

values (corporate perform ance) than around sm all values o f  predicted values. T he spread o f  

residuals does no t increase w ith  increasing independent variab les’ predicted  values. T here is
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random  d ispersion  o f  dependent variable variances. A lso, residuals around the horizonta l straight 

line through 0 are random ly spread. It thus can be concluded that the equal variance assum ption  

is m et, and the data  characteristics m eet the hom escedasticity  assum ption.

Figure 9. Scatterplot of Residuals

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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Linearity  o f  the E rror Term s

T he linearity  o f  the re lationship  betw een dependent and independent variab les represen ts the 

ex ten t that a change in the dependent variable is associated w ith the independent variab le  (Hair, 

et al., 1998). T his section exam ines the linearity  betw een the organizational cu lture traits  and 

perform ance indicator through partial regression plots. F igure 10 presents the partia l regression 

plot for involvem ent and overall organization perform ance. The pattern  o f  residuals w as not 

curvilinear; thus indicating a linear relationship  betw een involvem ent and overall corporate 

perform ance variable. The partial p lo ts for the o ther three traits (recorded in A ppend ix  H ) also 

show  a lack o f  a curv ilinear pattern. Thus, the assum ption o f  linearity w as m et.
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Figure 10. Partial R egression P lot
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Independence o f  the error term s

T o use m ultivariate techniques for p red ic tor research, the predicted values o f  dependent 

variab les should be independent. This can be exam ined by plo tting  residuals against pred ic ted  

values (H air et al., 1998). I f  the residuals are independent, the pattern should appear random  and 

sim ilar to the null p lo t o f  residuals. F igure 9 presents the scatterplot o f  regression pred ic ted  value 

and standardized residual. It indicates that a variety  o f  predicted  values produced a variety  o f  

residuals. T herefore, the residuals (error term s) can be regarded as independent.

Factor A nalysis

T he tw o purposes o f  factor analysis are sum m arization and data reduction. Factor analysis 

can reduce num ber o f  item s used in an original scale. They define the underly ing structure o f  a 

data  m atrix  by identify ing the separate d im ensions o f  a set o f  item s and determ ining  the ex ten t to
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w hich  each item  is explained by the dim ensions. The researcher m ust know  how  the  variab les are 

in terrelated  to  better in terpret the results. Thus, factor analysis can assist in selecting  a 

representative subset o f  variables (item s) or even in creating new  variables as rep lacem ents for 

the original variab les w hile still re tain ing their original character. Factor analysis is an 

in terdependence technique in w hich all item s are sim ultaneously  considered, each related  to  all 

others, w hile still em ploying the concept o f  the variate, the linear com posite o f  variables.

T his study utilizes factor analysis for the C hinese translation  to identify the item s tha t best 

m easure D en ison ’s four culture traits. Factor analysis provides the basis for incorporating  the 

original item s in scales w ith  item s that are based on each factor in the C hinese translation . 

T hrough factor analysis, the researcher can gain a clear understanding o f  how  item s can be 

ex tracted  to  construct valid  m easures o f  the corporate culture trait.

Factor analysis w as used to validate the C hinese translation o f  tw o questionnaires, w hich 

are corporate cu lture and perform ance. The rest o f  th is section describes the factor analysis 

results in three sections. First, the assum ptions used to  conduct the factor analysis are described. 

Second, the application o f  factor analysis to identify the item s for m easuring the constructs is 

reported. Third, the reliability  estim ates o f  the new  scales are reported.

A ssum ption  o f  Factor A nalysis

T he critical assum ptions underly ing factor analysis are m ore conceptual than  statistical (H air 

& B lack, 1998). Som e degree o f  correlation is desirable because the ob jective is to  identify 

in terrelated  sets o f  item s/variables. H ow ever, the item s should not have correlation  coefficien ts 

above .90 as they could p roduce a m ulticollinearity  effect (H air et al., 1998). C orrelation  

coefficien ts am ong all 60 item s ranged from - .4 2 8  to .718. Thus, the T aiw an data  used for factor 

analysis do not have a m ulticollinearity  effect.
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N ext, the study w ould  need to  test the significance o f  correlation am ong variab les and the 

B artle tt’s test o f  sphericity  w as used for this. Table 13 show s the results. T he C hi-Square o f  

9301 .799  show s th a t the coefficients am ong the item s/variables w ere significant. A nother 

m easure to  quantify  the degree o f  in tercorrelations am ong the item s/variables and the 

appropriateness o f  factor analysis is the m easure o f  sam pling adequacy (M SA ). T he M SA  score 

in th is study is .937, w hich w as above the acceptable level o f  .50 (H air et al., 1998).

Table 13: KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .937
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 9301.799

df 1770
Sig. .000

A pplication  o f  factor analysis

F actor analysis w as perform ed on the 289 T aiw anese returned questionnaires because they 

used the C hinese translation o f  the questionnaire (as described in C hapter III). Factor analysis 

w as not perform ed on the U .S. returned questionnaires because the English version  has already 

been dem onstrated  to  have validity , m ost recently  reported  by Cho (2000) as can be seen in 

A ppendix  C. C h o ’s analysis o f  36,848 responses verified  the construct valid ity  o f  the 60 

organizational culture item s in D en ison ’s four factors o f  organizational culture. Each o f  the four 

cultural factors is m easured w ith 15 item s com posed o f  three sub-scales. C h o ’s w ork  supported 

these m easures. In A ppendix  B, Table 1 show s that the four 15-item OC scales in D en iso n ’s 

questionnaire are d istribu ted  into three factors, w ith  th ree sub-scales com posed o f  five item s. The 

T aiw anese 289 responses w ere factor analyzed w ith  V arim ax rotation. The resu lts o f  the rotated 

com ponen t m atrix w ere then used to  determ ine w hich item s best m easure corporate culture.

B efore in terpreting  the results o f  the rotated com ponent analysis, som e term s and data 

conditions are d iscussed. T he cases entered into the factor analysis num bered 289. T w o criteria
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relate to  sam ple size in factor analysis. N orm ally, the preferable sam ple size is 100 or m ore. A 

m ore acceptab le sam ple size is 10 tim es as m any observations as there are item s/variab les to  be 

analyzed. W ith 60 item s and 289 observations, the num ber o f  item s/variables is less than  ideal. 

Thus, the factor analysis w as expected to  ex tract 12 com ponents to m eet the 12 D en iso n ’s 

variables. Thus, the ratio  o f  sam ple size to  variable in th is factor analysis is about 24 to  1, w hich 

is above the acceptab le ratio, 10 -to -l. The sam ple size provides a good chance to  m inim ize the 

chance o f  “overfitting” the data.

P rincipal com ponen t analysis w as used to ex tract the com ponent factors in th is study. The 

prior know ledge suggests that the principal com ponent analysis can derive factors that contain 

som e specific error variance. Principal com ponent analysis is m oderate w hen factors are used to  

p red ic t or m axim ize the variance explanation  on the original set o f  variables.

E igenvalues (squared factor loadings) also can be used to help select the num ber o f  factors. 

H air et al. (1998) states, “ The rationale for the latent root criterion is that any ind ividual factor 

should account for the variance o f  at least a single variable if  it is to be re tained for in terpretation  

(p. 103). Thus, e igenvalues are set at 1 and above in this study. T he term s assisted  in p ick ing  

factors w hose eigenvalues are greater than 1 as significant ones.

T he varim ax rotation is used to extract com ponent factors because it clearly  separates factors 

by m inim izing  the sum  o f  variances o f  required  loadings o f  the factor m atrix  (H air, et. al., 1998). 

Thus, the loadings o f  each variable can be used to  identify the underlying structures o f  variables.

A .40 factor loading w as used to assess the underlying dim ension. Item s w ith  .30 loadings 

w ould  be considered valid  to  m easure an underly ing variable if  necessary. T his flex ib le  princip le  

can ad just for the possib le lack o f  com ponent extraction  results. A ccording to  H air (1998), 

factor loadings are the correlation coefficients o f  each variable w ith  the factor. L oadings depict 

the degree o f  correspondence betw een an item /variable and a factor. L oadings also indicate the
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represen tation  o f  factors to  variables (H air et al., 1998). A lso, w hen low er loadings considered  

are added to the in terpretation based on other considerations, the acceptable level could  be 

increased and significant.

The rotated com ponent m atrix  for the T aiw anese respondents appears in A ppend ix  I. F igure 

11 show s a screen p lot, in w hich 13 com ponents w ere extracted  to  account for 63.49 %  o f  the 

total variance o f  the culture concept w ith  the eigenvalues o f  1 and above. A ll data in “total 

variance exp la ined44 is in A ppendix  I.

30 

20 

10

<L>

> c a) o>
ill 0

1 4 7 10 13 16 19 22 25 28 31 34 37 40 43 46 49 52 55 58

Component Number

T he percentage o f  variance criterion is based on achieving a specified cum ulative percentage 

o f  total variance ex tracted  by successive factors. In social science, 60 %  o f  the to tal variance can 

be regarded as satisfactory, according to H air, et. al. (1998). Thus, 63 %  o f  the variance from  the 

ex tracted  13 com ponents w as satisfactory. The item s that w ere based on one d im ension  that w ere 

also one o f  the four culture factors selected as appropriate m easures.

T he rotated com ponen t m atrix  for Taiw an respondents w as distributed  into 13 com ponents. 

A s m entioned above, factor loadings greater than + .30 are considered acceptable. H ow ever, a

Figure 11. Scree Plot

O 0M dbldbfct3=m f=a
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m ore rigorous criterion  o f  + .40 w as used in th is study. T he logic m atched the criteria  o f  factor 

loading m entioned by H air et al. (1998). A ccording to  H air et al.(1998), in a sam ple o f  250 or 

greater respondents, factor loadings o f  .35 and above are significant (p. 112). A lso , loadings 

greater than  + .40 are considered acceptable; and the higher loadings greater than  .40 are 

considered strong and practically  significant (H air et al., 1998, p. 111). T he resu lts o f  the rotated 

factor m atrix  w ere com pared w ith those reported  by C ho (2000); the perception o f  m ission 

factors alm ost m et D en iso n ’s design. Fourteen out o f  15 (item s 46-60) item s labeled as the first 

factor corresponded to  the 15 item s that assess “m ission” ; these w ere retained as an adequate 

m easure o f  m ission. The factor loadings ranged from  .586 to .743 (item s 46-49, 51-57, and 59- 

60). O nly item 58 w as excluded from  m easuring the m ission culture in th is study. Item  50(-.524) 

also  corresponded w ith  the m ission trait; how ever, its descrip tion w as negative com pared w ith  

the o ther four item s under the sam e scale. So, reverse coding w as necessary to  m easure the 

partic ipan ts’ responses to item, 50.

Factor analysis also indicated that five item s used to  m easure the four cultural d im ensions 

needed to  be reverse coded. T hese five item s had a passive design, so responses to  them  should 

be reverse coded to get a true perception. T herefore, “agree” on these item s should  be in terpreted  

to  “d isagree” . T hese five item s are listed below .

Item  29 “ W orking w ith  som eone from  another part o f  this organization is like w orking  w ith  

som eone from  a d ifferen t organization.

Item  34 “ A ttem pts to create change usually m eet w ith resistance.”

Item  39 “ T he interests o f  the custom er often get ignored in our dec isions.”

Item 43 “ Lots o f  th ings “fall betw een the cracks.”

Item  50 “ our strategic direction is unclear to  m e.”
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T he item s loading on the first com ponent corresponded to the m ission tra it as obv ious and 

strong. H ow ever, the o ther th ree cultural d im ensions com ponents w ere not clear. Thus, the 15 

item s assessing  m ission  w ere rem oved from  factor analysis; the rem aining 45 item s w ere run to 

obtain a clearer p icture o f  the underlying dim ension. T he factor loadings o f  the second rotated 

com ponen t m atrix  w ere com pared to D en ison ’s findings on culture d im ensions to  confirm  the 

re lationship  betw een item s and scales.

T he second rotated  com ponent m atrix  table, w hich included the rem ain ing  45 item s, appears 

in T able C o f  the A ppendix  I. T his table yielded the three rem aining cultural d im ensions. Lastly, 

involvem ent w as m easured by seven item s w hose factor loadings ranged from  .406 to  .660 at 

m ost. C onsistency w as m easured by nine item s w hose factor loadings ranged from  .355 to  .870. 

The adaptab ility  trait w as m easured by nine item s w hose factor loadings ranged from  .356 to  

.822. M ission had the strongest sim ilarity  to D en iso n ’s original m easure. M ission tra it w as 

m easured by 14 item s ranging from  -.524 to  .743. T he results indicated that the perception  o f  

m ission, in an organization, reached highly com m on agreem ent in both countries and in 

D en ison ’s study. Fourteen item s used in the original D enison m odel w ere perceived  by the 

partic ipants and used to m easure the m ission trait. T he details o f  the results o f  factor analysis 

w ere retained at A ppendix  J. T he reliability  test, in the next section, p resents the last stage o f  

factor analysis, w hich is results verification.

R esults o f  V erification-R eliab ilitv  Test

T he item s chosen to  m easure the four organizational culture factors in the E nglish  version  

w ere used in the C hinese version so that both the English and C hinese questionnaires contained 

the sam e items. T hen, reliability  estim ates w ere obtained. A ccording to  H air, et a l . ( l998),

R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



www.manaraa.com

86

“R eliability  is an assessm ent o f  the degree o f  consistency betw een m ultiple m easurem ents o f  a 

variab le .” (p. 117). T his study used C ronbach’s a lpha to  m easure the reliability  o f  the item s 

ex tracted  for the four variables. C ronbach’s alpha is w idely  used to estim ate the consistency  o f  

an entire scale. (H air et al., 1998)

T able 14
R eliab ility  T est R esults

C ronbach A lpha Standardized C ronbach A lpha
TTL Taiw an U SA TTL Taiw an U SA

Involvem ent .9343 .9325 .9324 .9349 .9324 .9339
C onsistency .674 .6412 .77 .6765 .6437 .7707
A daptability .8009 .7997 .8128 .802 .8005 .8133
M ission .847 .8518 .8396 .8462 .8513 .8397

T able 14 presents the results o f  the re liability  test for the detected m easure item s. T he details 

are recorded in A ppendices K, L and M. The C ronbach alpha w as used to  ju d g e  w hether the 

m easured item s w ere effective or not. T he acceptance level o f  C ronbach alpha should be .70 or it 

can be reduced to  .60 (H air, et. al., 1998, p. 118). T he C ronbach alpha values for the four cultural 

d im ensions ranged from  .6412 to .9343. These are all w ith in  the acceptance ranges and the high 

C ronbach alpha suggests that the scale is likely to  be reliable w ith regards to  the internal 

consistency  o f  the items.

T he selective item s for each culture trait could be used to  m easure the cu lture trait. The next 

section presents the hypotheses testing results using A N O V A , and M ultiple regression analysis.

H ypotheses T esting  and R esults

H ypothesis 1 tests w hether there are d ifferences in organizational culture tra its  and corporate 

perform ance for T aiw an and the U.S.
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H ypothesis 1 o: T here is no difference betw een T aiw an and the U.S. on the four organizational 

culture traits  and corporate perform ance.

H ypothesis l a : T here is a difference betw een Taiw an and the U .S. on culture traits  and corporate 

perform ance.

T ables 15 and Table 16 present the resu lts o f  the O ne W ay A N O V A  and descrip tive 

statistics, respectively. There are significant differences betw een respondents from  the tw o 

countries on three variables: C orporate perform ance (F =  4.086, p  = .04), involvem ent (F =

6.037, p =  .014) and adaptability  (F =  16.743, p =  .000). T here are no d ifferences for consistency  

(F = 3.557, p = .06) and m ission (F =  .056, p = .813). Thus, the null hypothesis can be partia lly  

rejected for corporate perform ance, involvem ent and adaptability.

T he m eans in Table 15 show  that U.S. respondents rate them selves h igher on corporate 

perform ance, consistency, and m ission, but low er on involvem ent and adaptability .

T able 15
D escrip tive

N Mean Std.
Deviation

Std. Error 95% C onfidence Interval 
for Mean

Minimum Maximum

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Corporate
Performance

Taiwan 247 2.9632 1.0585 6.735E-02 2.8306 3.0959 . 0 0 5.00
USA 109 3.2127 1.1062 .1060 3.0027 3.4228 . 0 0 5.00
Total 356 3.0396 1.0780 5.713E-02 2.9273 3.1520 . 0 0 5.00

Involvement Taiwan 247 3.5683 .7232 4.602E-02 3.4776 3.6589 1 . 0 0 5.00
USA 109 3.3580 .7900 7.567E-02 3.2080 3.5080 1 . 0 0 4.86
Total 356 3.5039 .7495 3.972E-02 3.4258 3.5820 1 . 0 0 5.00

Consistency Taiwan 247 3.2789 .6052 3.850E-02 3.2030 3.3547 1 . 0 0 4.89
USA 109 3.4171 .7050 6.753E-02 3.2832 3.5509 1.33 4.89
Total 356 3.3212 .6396 3.390E-02 3.2545 3.3878 1 . 0 0 4.89

Adaptability Taiwan 246 3.3302 .4960 3.162E-02 3.2680 3.3925 1.56 4.44
USA 109 3.0620 .7091 6.792E-02 2.9274 3.1966 1.56 4.89
Total 355 3.2479 .5822 3.090E-02 3.1871 3.3087 1.56 4.89

M ission T aiwan 247 3.4240 .7440 4.734E-02 3.3308 3.5173 1 . 0 0 5.00
U SA 109 3.4451 .8444 8.088E-02 3.2848 3.6055 1 . 2 1 5.00
Total 356 3.4305 .7750 4.108E-02 3.3497 3.5113 1 . 0 0 5.00
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T able 16 
A N O V A

Sum o f  Squares d f Mean Square F Sig.
Corporate
Performance

Between Groups 4.707 1 4.707 4.086 .044
Within Groups 407.803 354 1.152
Total 412.510 355

Involvement
Between Groups 3.344 1 3.344 6.037 .014
Within Groups 196.088 354 .554
Total 199.432 355

Consistency Between Groups 1.444 1 1.444 3.557 .060
Within Groups 143.765 354 .406
Total 145.210 355

Adaptability Between Groups 5.434 1 5.434 16.743 . 0 0 0

Within Groups 114.571 353 .325
Total 120.005 354

M ission Between Groups 3.376E-02 1 3.376E-02 .056 .813
Within Groups 213.193 354 .602
Total 213.226 355

T able 16 presents the A N O V A  analysis on T aiw an and U.S. groups. T here are d ifferences 

betw een the tw o countries on adaptability  (F =  16.74, p < .001) and involvem ent (F =  6.04, p 

=  .01). C onsistency (F= 3.56, p = .06) is close to significant. T his is no d ifference on m ission  in 

the tw o countries. A s for corporate perform ance (F =  4.09, p = .04), there are d ifferences in the 

tw o coun tries’ partic ipants.

H ypotheses 2

T he four cu lture traits  (involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission) are positive ly  

related to  corporate effectiveness in the U .S. and Taiw an.

H ypothesis 2a0: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are negatively  related 

or not related to corporate effectiveness in the U.S.

H ypothesis 2a: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positive ly  related  to 

corporate effectiveness in the U.S.
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Table 17
O rganizational C ulture and C orporate E ffectiveness in the U.S.__________________________________________

Budget Sales/ Market Profitability/ Quality o f  N ew  Product Em ployee Overall
A chievem ent Revenue Share ROA Products & Developm ent SatisfactionOrganizationa

Growth Services 1 Performance

Involvement .233** .263** .186* .235** .351** .233** .619** .544**

Consistency 3 9 3 ** .300** .226** .274** .442** .349** .625** .646**

Adaptability .2 2 2 * .2 0 0 * .138 .282** .398** .400** .582** .603**

M ission .450** 4 3 9 ** .300** .366** .489** .408** .600** 719**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level ( 1 -tailed)

T able 17 presents the Pearson correlations for the four culture traits and the eigh t corporate 

effectiveness indicators in the U.S. C onsistency and m ission w ere found to be positively  related 

to all the effectiveness indicators at the 0.01 significance level. Involvem ent w as positively  

related to all e ight effectiveness indicators at the 0.01 significant level, except for m arket share at 

the 0.05 level. A daptab ility  w as positively  related  to  seven o f  the eight effectiveness indicators, 

five at the .01 level (profitab ility /R O A , quality  o f  products & services, new  product developm ent, 

em ployee satisfaction, and overall organizational perform ance) and tw o at the 0.05 level. 

A daptability  w as found not to  be related  to m arket share (p = .138). Thus, all the  four culture 

traits  w ere found to  be strongly and positively  related  to  em ployee satisfaction (.582 <  r < .625) 

and to  overall organizational perform ance (.544 < r < .719). T he four culture traits had w eaker 

correlations w ith  m arket share (. 138 < r < .300). T able 17 show s that m ission had the  strongest 

correlation  w ith effectiveness (.300 < r < .719), fo llow ed by consistency (.226 < r < .646), 

adaptab ility  (.138 < r < .603), and involvem ent (.186 < r < ..619). In sum m ary, a lm ost all o f  

culture traits w ere significantly  and positively  related  to all eight effectiveness indicators except
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for tw o  w hich w ere adaptability  and m arket share. Therefore, the null hypothesis is partia lly  

rejected for U .S. com panies.

H ypothesis 2bo: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are negatively  related  

or not related to corporate effectiveness in Taiw an.

H ypothesis 2b: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positive ly  related  to 

corporate effectiveness in Taiw an.

T able 18
O rganizational C ulture and C orporate E ffectiveness in Taiw an___________________________________

Budget Sales/ Market Profitability/ Quality o f  N ew  Product Em ployee Overall
Achievem ent Revenue Share ROA Products & D evelopm ent SatisfactionOrganizationa

Growth Services 1 Performance

Involvement .292** .364** .264** .330** .305** .294** .436** .396**

Consistency .391** .436** .307** .398** .454** .401** .488** .478**

Adaptability .279** .351** .259** .298** .351** .342** .378** .375**

M ission .350** .455** .388** 417** .435** .404** .506** .526**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

T able 18 presents the Pearson correlation coefficients for the four cu lture tra its  and the eight 

effectiveness indicators in Taiw an. A ll the culture traits w ere found to  be significantly  and 

positively  related to  the eight effectiveness indicators at the .01 level. M ission show ed the 

strongest re la tionsh ip  (.350 < r < .526), follow ed by consistency ( .3 9 1< r < .478), involvem ent 

(.292 < r < .396), and adaptability  (.279 < r < .375). Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positively  related to  corporate 

effectiveness in the Taiw an.
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H ypothesis 2co: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are negatively  related  

or not related to  overall corporate effectiveness in both U SA  and Taiw an. 

H ypothesis 2c: Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positive ly  related  to 

overall corporate effectiveness in both U SA  and Taiw an.

Table 19

Correlation Between Culture Traits and Corporate E ffe c t iv e n e ss -T a iw a n  and U.S._______________________________
Budget Sales/ Market Profitability/ Quality o f  N ew  Product Em ployee Overall
A chievem ent Revenue Share ROA Products & D evelopm ent SatisfactionOrganizationa

Growth Services 1 Performance

Involvement .253** .319** .2 2 1 ** .287** .293** .265** .483** .427**

Consistency 3 9 9 * * .386** .286** .356** .456** .384** .537** .533**

Adaptability 2 2 0 ** .271** .180** .270** 318** .346** .428** .423**

M ission .383** 4 4 9 ** .356** .399** 448** .406** .537** .584**

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed).

T able 19 presen ts the Pearson correlation  coefficients for the four culture tra its  and corporate 

effectiveness indicators for the com bined sam ple (Taiw an and the U .S.). T he four cultural traits 

w ere positively  and significantly  related to  corporate effectiveness indicators at the .01 level. 

G enerally  speaking, m ission still show ed the strongest correlation (.356 < r < .584) to  all the 

corporate effectiveness indicators, follow ed by C onsistency (.286 < r < .537), involvem ent (.221 

< r < .483) and adaptability  ( .2 8 0  < r < .4 2 8 ). T herefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

Involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , and m ission are positively  related to  overall perform ance 

in the U.S and Taiw an.

T he next four hypotheses (3 to 6) focus on the extent to  w hich the results o f  th is  study fit 

D en iso n ’s (1995) m odel in term s o f  the re la tionships o f  tw o o f  the four organizational culture 

factors (involvem ent, consistency, adaptability , m ission) to specific perform ances as described  in
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H ypotheses 3 through 6. Thus, m ultip le regression analysis was used to determ ine i f  the tw o 

hypothesized organizational culture factors, in the presence o f  the tw o other organizational 

cu lture factors, w ere related  to  the specified perform ance outcom e. A b rie f  in troduction o f  

m ultip le regression analysis was initiated first, and then  the regression results w ere presen ted  and 

applied to the hypothesis.

The objective o f  m ultip le regression analysis is to  use the independent variab les w hose 

values are know n to predict the single dependent value selected by the researcher. Thus, 

regression analysis w as useful to  apply in th is study. R egression analysis should  be used only 

w hen both the dependent and independent variab les are m etric. T he four assum ptions required  

for m ultivariate  analysis w ere tested for linearity  o f  the phenom enon m easured, constan t 

variance and independence o f  the error term s, and norm ality  o f  the error term  d istribution . The 

resu lts show ed the assum ptions and requirem ents for regression analysis.

H ypotheses 3 to  6 w ere used to  test the linkages o f  the tw o culture d im ensions to  the core 

specific effectiveness indicators used in D en ison ’s (1995) m odel. To obtain  a com plete p ictu re o f  

the linkages, the study uses eight regression equations to  test the four hypotheses. T here w ere 

also eight regression analyses initiated for T aiw an, and eight for the U .S. to  verify  the linkages. 

T he four culture traits  w ere entered as independent variables in the regression equations to 

determ ine if  the hypothesized organizational culture traits  w ere related to  the specific 

effectiveness m easure in the presence o f  the four traits.

A s all independent variab les and dependent variables w ere positively  inter-correlated , 

regression analysis w as used to confirm  the strength o f  the linkage. The S tepw ise approach  w as 

used to  enable the equation  to  detect the best factors to  predict each perform ance indicator. T his 

approach is one o f  the m ost popular sequential approaches to  variable selection. (H air e t al.,

1998, p. 178) Each variable is considered for inclusion prior to  developing the equation. The
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independent variab le  that can explain  the m ost variance o f  the dependent variab le  is selected 

first, and the approach continues to find the next strongest independent variab le  accounting  for 

the variance o f  the dependent variable until the best solution is found. Thus, the stepw ise 

approach can help researchers to  find the best factors to pred ic t each perform ance indicator.

T his study uses 356 com pany sam ples, to  achieve a statistical significance w ith  a pow er o f  

.80. T he researcher expects to  detect R2 values in excess o f  3 to 7 %  at a significance level o f  .01 

or in excess o f  4 to 5 percent at a significance level o f  .05. Thus, the study w ill detect R 2 values 

at a significance level o f  .05.

T he fo llow ing describes the results o f  the m ultip le regression analysis on the four cultures 

traits  (independent variab les) and the eight perform ance indicators (dependent variab les). In 

addition, w hen checking the influence o f  dem ographic factors to corporate effectiveness, 

com pany size w as found to  be significant (Sig. = .001). Further inform ation is contained  in 

A ppend ix  N . Thus, com pany size also is added to  the independent variables to  check  the 

influence o f  com pany size on corporate perform ance.

B udget A chievem ent

T he stepw ise regression results show  that co llinearity  is not present in the individual 

variables. The adjusted  R 2 is .184. ; the F is 27.748 (p < .001). The betas associated  w ith  the tw o 

independent variab les w ere significant: consistency (t = 3.129, p = .001), and m ission  (t =2.564, 

p =  .001). Thus, consistency  and m ission are related  to budget achievem ent. T he regression 

equation is as follow :

B udget ach ievem ent = -1.240 + .608 (C onsistency) + .46 (C om pany S ize) + .409 (M ission)
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S ales/R evenue G row th

T his section describes the results o f  regressing culture traits on sales/revenue grow th. The 

regression results show  that collinearity  is not presen t in the individual variab les (VIF =  1.016 < 

10). T he adjusted  R  square is .230, w hich indicates that the m odel accounted for 23 %  o f  the 

variance in sales/revenue grow th; the F (2,353) is 52.8 39(p < .001). The beta associated  w ith  one 

independent variable is significant: m ission (t =9.092, p = .001). Therefore, the m ission  is 

positively  related to sales/revenue grow th. The regression is as follows:

Sales/revenue grow th = -.347 + .813 (m ission) + .142 (com pany size)

M arket Share

T he stepw ise regression results show  that collinearity  is not present in the independent 

variables. The ad justed  R2 is .167, w hich indicates that the m odel accounts for 16.7 %  o f  the 

variance in m arket share; the F is 36.458 (p < .001). The beta associated w ith one independent 

variab le  is significant: m ission (t =6.76, p = .001.) T he m ission culture trait is positive ly  related  

to m arket share. T he equation for m arket share is as follow s:

M arket share = 6 .854E -02 + 0.641 (M ission) + 0.18 (com pany size).

P rofitability /R O A

T he stepw ise regression results show s that collinearity  is not presen t in the independent 

variables. The adjusted  R  square is .174, w hich indicates that the individual variable accounts for 

16.7 percent o f  the variance in profitability /R O A ; the F is 38.2 (p < .001). T he beta  associated
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w ith  one independent variable is significant: M ission (t =7.815, p =  .001). T he m ission  tra it is 

positively  related to  profitability /R O A . The equation is as follow :

P rofitib ility /R O A  = -.311 + .763 (M ission) + .124 (C om pany Size).

Q uality  o f  P roduct and Services

T his section presen ts the results o f  the re lationship  analysis betw een the four cu lture traits 

and the quality  o f  p roduct and service variable. T he stepw ise regression resu lts show s that 

co llinearity  is not present in the individual variables (VIF < 10). The adjusted  R  square is .236; 

the F is 37.535 (p < .001). The betas associated w ith  the tw o independent variab les are 

significant: consistency  (t = 3.549, p = .001), and m ission (t =3.382, p =  .001), In the four culture 

traits, consistency  and m ission traits are positively  related  to quality o f  product and services. In 

addition, the level o f  the quality  is varied  based on the d ifferent com pany sizes. The regression 

equation to  is as follow s:

Q uality  o f  product and services =  (8.931E -02) + 0.503 (consistency) + 0. 393 

(m ission) + (7 .206E -02)(com pany size)

N ew  Product D evelopm ent

T his section presen ts the results o f  regressing the four culture traits on new  product 

developm ent. T he stepw ise regression results show s that collinearity  is not p resen t in the 

individual variab les (V IF = 2.373 < 10). The adjusted  R  square is .173; the F is 38 .239 (p <  .001). 

T he betas associated  w ith  three independent variab les are significant: m ission  (t =  3.617, p 

= .001), and consistency  (t =2.418, p = .001). M ission and C onsistency are positive ly  related  to
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new  product developm ent in a com pany. C om pany size is not significant on th is new  product 

developm ent. The regression m odel is as below:

N ew  Product D evelopm ent = -.312 + .517 (M ission) + .419 (C onsistency)

E m ployee Satisfaction

T his section presents the results o f  the re lationship  betw een the four cu lture traits and 

em ployee satisfaction. T hree o f  the four culture traits are related to em ployee satisfaction . T hese 

w ere m ission, consistency  and involvem ent. The ranges o f  VIF are from 2 .189  to  2 .739, w hich  

are less than 10. Thus, collinearity  is no t present in the individual variables. T he ad justed  R  

square is .330; the F is 59.242 (p < .001). T he betas associated w ith  the th ree independent 

variab les are significant: m ission (t =  3.474, p = .001), consistency (t = 3.562, p = .001), 

involvem ent (t =2.106, p = .001). C onsistency w as the strongest p red ic tor o f  the th ree  cu lture 

traits, fo llow ed by m ission and involvem ent. The regression equation to p red ic t the ex ten t o f  

em ployee satisfaction is as follows:

E m ployee Satisfaction =  -1.024 + 0.419 (m ission) + 0.515 (consistency)

+ 0.235 (involvem ent)

O verall C om pany Perform ance

This section presents the results o f  the pred ic tors to overall com pany perform ance. Tw o 

culture traits influence overall perform ance based on sam ples from  Taiw an and the U .S. M ission 

and consistency  p red ic t the w hole com pany perform ance. The stepw ise regression results show s 

that co llinearyity  is not p resent in the individual variables based on the fact that VIF ranged from
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1.029 to  2 .402 w hich  are less than ten. T he adjusted  R  square o f  .364 indicates the regression 

m odel had 36.4 %  o f  accuracy on predicting em ployee satisfaction. The F is 68.766 (p <  .001). 

The betas associated  w ith the three independent variables w ere significant: m ission  (t =2 .564 , p 

=  .001), and consistency  (t = 3.129, p =  .001). M ission and consistency w ere positive ly  related  to  

w hole com pany perform ance. The regression m odel is as follow s:

W hole com pany perform ance =  -0.333 + 0.648 (m ission) + 0.356 (consistency)

+ (6 .584E -02)(com pany size).

Table 20 sum m arizes the regression results for the eight dependent perform ance m easures. 

T he strongest o rganizational tra it culture is m ission trait. M ission is positively  related  to  all the 

perform ance indicators in th is study. T he second strongest culture trait is consistency. 

C onsistency is positively  related to  the five perform ance variables, w hich are budget 

achievem ent, quality  o f  p roduct and service, new  product developm ent, em ployee satisfaction, 

and w hole com pany perform ance. Involvem ent is related to em ployee satisfaction  only. 

A daptability  is no t re lated  to  any corporate perform ance assessed in th is study.

T able 20
R egression A nalysis Sum m ary

Involvem ent C onsistency A daptability M ission
B udget ach ievem ent X X
Sales/revenue grow th X
M arket share X
Profit/R O A X
Q uality  o f  p roduct and service X X
N ew  product developm ent X X
Em ployee satisfaction X X X
W hole com pany perform ance X X

N ext, the above regression results are applied to  hypotheses 3 to 6.
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H ypothesis 3 is as follow s:

H ypothesis 3o: T he externally  focused organizational culture traits (m ission and

adaptability) are not related or are negatively related to  sales grow th and 

m arket share.

H ypothesis 3a : T he externally  focused organizational culture traits (m ission and

adaptability) are positively  related to sales grow th and m arket share.

Based on the regression results in Table 20, null H ypothesis 3 can be partia lly  rejected. O nly 

m ission is positively  related  to  sales grow th and m arket share.

H ypothesis 4 is as follow s:

H ypothesis 4o: The internally  focused organizational culture traits (invo lvem ent and

consistency) are no t related  or negatively  related to  quality  and em ployee 

satisfaction.

H ypothesis 4i: The internally focused organizational traits (involvem ent and consistency) 

are positively  related to quality  and em ployee satisfaction.

B ased on the regression results in T able 20, involvem ent is positively  related  to  em ployee 

satisfaction  but not related to  quality  o f  p roduct and service. C onsistency is positive ly  related  to  

quality  and em ployee satisfaction variables. Therefore, the null hypothesis 4 is partia lly  rejected.

T he H ypothesis 5 covers the predictive pow er o f  stable culture variables. T he original 

hypothesis 5 is as follow s:
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H ypothesis 5o: T he stable focused organizational traits o f  m ission and involvem ent are not 

related or negatively related to quality, ROI and sales grow th.

H ypothesis 5i: T he stable focused organizational traits o f  m ission and involvem ent are 

positively  related to quality, RO I and sales growth.

B ased on the regression results in Table 20, m ission trait is related to all the perform ance 

indicators assessed in th is study. Involvem ent is not related to the above th ree effectiveness 

indicators. T herefore, the null hypothesis 5 is partia lly  rejected.

T he H ypothesis 6 covers the flexible focused culture traits o f  involvem ent and m ission. T he 

original sets o f  the hypothesis 6 is as follow s:

H ypothesis 6o: T he flexible focused organizational traits o f  involvem ent and m ission  are 

not related or positively  related to product/service innovation.

H ypothesis 6 i: The flexible focused organizational traits o f  involvem ent and m ission  are 

positively  related to product/serv ice innovation.

B ased on the regression results in Table 20, involvem ent is no t related to p roduct/serv ice 

innovation variable. M ission trait is positively related  to  product/service innovation. T herefore, 

the null hypothesis 6 is partia lly  rejected.

T able 21 sum m arizes the results o f  the hypotheses testing. Tw o hypotheses are rejected  and 

the rem aining hypotheses are partia lly  rejected.
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T ab le  21
Sum m ary o f  H ypotheses T esting  R esults
H ypothesis R esults
1 null hypothesis is partially  rejected.
2a null  hypothesis is partially  rejected.
2b null hypothesis is rejected
2c null hypothesis is rejected
3 null hypothesis is partially  rejected
4 null hypothesis is partially  rejected
5 nul l  hypothesis is partially  rejected
6 nul l  hypothesis is partially  rejected

A ssessing  M ulticollinearity

T he correlation coefficients for the independent variables ranged from  581 to  .761, 

indicating that all the independent variables are positively  correlated. H ow ever, the coefficien ts 

are below  .90; thus, the effect o f  m ultico llinearity  w as not existent in th is stu d y ’s independent 

variab les (H air et. al., 1998).

T able 22: In ter-correlation M atrix , Independent V ariables
Involvem ent C onsistency A daptability M ission

Involvem ent
C onsistency .688**
A daptability .581** .598**
M ission .695** .761** .639**
** C orrelation  is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed).

V alidation o f  the R esults

Sub-sam ples could be used to  test the hypotheses results. The sam ple w as div ided  into tw o 

sub-sam ples based on country. The regression results for T aiw an and the U .S. separately  are 

depicted  below , and the SPSS results are recorded in A ppendices O and A ppend ix  P. The 

regression results in the tw o sub-sam ples are used to  verify the results gained from  the total 

sam ples. C hapter V discusses.
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T ab le  23
R egression R esu lts in T aiw an and U.S.
C ountry E ffectiveness Indicators R egression E quation
Taiw an B udget A chievem ent = -8.40 + 1.054 ( C onsistency)
U.S. = -1.504 + .907 (M ission) + .264 (C om pany Size)
Taiw an Sales G row th = -.335 + .538 (M ission) + .469 (C onsistency)
U.S. =  -1.041 + .854 ( M ission) + .231 ( C om pany Size)
Taiw an M arket Share = .361 + .760 (M ission)
U.S. = .216 + .300 (C om pany Size) + .55 (M ission)
T aiw an Profitability /R O A = -6 .2 13E -0 2  + .835 (M ission)
U.S. -.975 + .721 (M ission) + .273 (C om pany size)
Taiw an Q uality  o f  P roduct and 

Service
=. 156 + .612 (C onsistency)

U.S. = 1.25 + .714 (M ission)
T aiw an N ew  Product 

D evelopm ent
= -.396 + .437 ( M ission) + .524 (C onsistency)

U.S. = .359 + .489 (M ission) + .528 ( A daptability)
T aiw an Em ployee Satisfaction = .623 + .548 ( M ission) + .504 (C onsistency)
U.S. = -1.497 + .463 (C onsistency) + .476  (Involvem ent) + .450 

(A daptability)
Taiw an O verall O rganization 

Perform ance
=.401 + .849 (M ission)

U.S. =  .428 +. 701 (M ission) + .441 ( C onsistency)

Sum m ary

T his chapter exam ined the data characteristics on respondents and perform ance used in the 

m ultivariate analyses to  test the hypotheses. Several m ultivariate analysis techn iques- factor 

analysis, A N O V A , m ultip le regression analysis- w ere used and discussed. T he assum ptions o f  

m ultivariate analysis w ere tested  and no m ulticollinearity  w as found in the sam ple data.

F actor analysis identified the underlying d im ensions o f  the variables o f  the C hinese 

translation  used by T aiw anese respondents. In D en iso n ’s design, each o f  the four cu lture traits 

w ere m easured by 15 item s. A fter factor analysis, the item s that best m easured each cu lture trait 

w ere selected in order to  develop revised scales for the study. The reliability  estim ates obtained 

w ith  the C ro n b ach ’s A lpha w ere above the m inim ally required  .70 level, except one scale w hich 

w as above .60. Thus, the new  scales used to  m easure each culture trait w ere effective to  m easure 

the four cu lture traits. T he results o f  testing  the six  hypotheses are as follow s:
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H ypothesis 1 w as partia lly  rejected. Three variables w ere found to  be significantly  d ifferen t 

in both countries, w hich w ere quality  o f  products and services, and involvem ent and adaptability . 

T hree variab les w ere slightly  d ifferent but not significant. These w ere budgeting  achievem ent, 

m arket share, and consistency. M ission trait show ed no difference betw een the tw o countries.

The perception o f  m ission trait w as very strong and proved to be a strong pred ic to r in the 

statistical tests. T he o ther variables had significance levels ranging from .174 to  .527.

For H ypothesis 2, tw o o f  the sub-hypotheses w ere rejected, and one w as partia lly  rejected. 

H ypothesis 2 tested  the coefficien t relationship betw een culture traits and corporate 

effectiveness. T he resu lts o f  the U.S. sam ples show ed sim ilar as well as d ifferen t re la tionsh ips to 

the T aiw an and the com bined sam ples. S im ilarity  appeared on the strength ex ten t o f  cu lture traits 

to  corporate effectiveness. A ll th ree sub-hypotheses o f  the H ypothesis 2 indicated  tha t m ission 

trait show ed the strongest p redictability  to corporate effectiveness, follow ed by consistency, 

involvem ent and adaptability . H ow ever, although the Taiw an sam ple and the com bined  sam ple 

depicted  a positive re lationship  betw een culture traits and corporate effectiveness, the U.S. 

sam ple show ed a d ifferen t result. In the U.S. sam ples, the adaptability  trait w as not related  to  

m arket share.

H ypotheses 3 to  6 w ere partially  rejected. M ission w as the strongest p red ic to r o f  the 

perform ance indicators. C onsistency w as second m ost effective pred ictor o f  the perform ance 

indicators.

T he above results indicate that organizational culture is positively  related  to  corporate 

perform ance, but no t in all the w ays that D en iso n ’s organizational culture m odel depicts. Still all 

factors w ere positive ly  related to  perform ance indicators. H ow ever, the m atch o f  p red ic to r to  

corporate perform ance indicators w as partially  d ifferent from  D en ison ’s research findings. T he
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perception  o f  m ission  traits strongly influenced the corporate perform ance indicators. 

C onsistency w as also an im portant influence on the corporate perform ance indicators. 

A daptability , how ever, had a w eak relationship  to  the corporate perform ance indicators.

C hapter V concludes the study by sum m arizing and discussing results and suggesting directions 

for fu ture research.
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CHAPTER V

D ISC U SSIO N , IM PLIC A TIO N S, A N D  C O N C LU SIO N

T his chapter concludes the study by highlighting the results and im plications o f  these results, 

and by suggesting fu ture d irections for research studies on corporate culture and corporate 

perform ance. T his chapter includes the fo llow ing sections: 1) research results and conclusions, 2) 

im plications for researchers and practitioners, 3) lim itations o f  the study, and 4) 

recom m endations for fu ture research.

R esearch R esults and C onclusions

T his study analyzed data on firm s in T aiw an and the U .S.; data  w ere analyzed both 

separately and together. T his section com pares general results and D enison’s findings, and 

d iscusses the sim ilarities and differences betw een the sam ples o f  the tw o countries.

A lthough som e researchers m ay dispute the re lationship  betw een corporate cu lture and 

corporate perform ance, this study provides additional em pirical p ro o f that a linkage exists. The 

■most .challenging .pari .o.fzxcxUscii.r'^jdaC' w as .getting m spxrases from the larger com panies in both  

countries. A to tal o f  260 questionnaires w ere sent out to  current CEOs; 23 com pleted  

questionnaires returned to  the researcher. All respondents w ere full-tim e m anagers from  356 

com panies in 74 industries. N ext, the study show s the sim ilarities and differences in corporate 

cu lture and w hole corporate perform ance in both countries. The four culture traits  are listed and 

described in a range from  “significant d ifference” to  “significant no-d ifference” .

H ypothesis 1 exam ined differences betw een Taiw an and U .S. respondents and found 

differences in th e ir perceptions o f  their com panies’ adaptability  (F =  16.743, p  =  .000) and 

involvem ent (F =  6.037, p =  .014). Perceptions o f  consistency w ere close to  significance (F = 

3.557, p =  .06). T here w as no difference in perceptions o f  m ission (F =  0.56, p = 0.813). Thus,
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w e conclude that perceptions o f  consistency and m ission are the sam e in the tw o countries. 

R egarding overall corporate perform ance, there w as no evidence o f  significant d ifferences.

T aiw an ’s firm s w ere rated higher on involvem ent and adaptability  than  U .S. firm s in this 

study. R egarding involvem ent, D enison (1995) v iew s it as reflecting m anagers’ sense o f  

ow nersh ip  and responsibility . H igher involvem ent m eans that m em bers are m ore com m itted  to 

their w ork  and to  the organization and are given m ore responsibility  to  m anage th e ir ow n w ork. 

M em bers are encouraged to  actively provide input into decision-m aking as a w ay to  increase the 

quality  o f  decision-m aking  in the com pany. In a h igh-involvem ent organization, the  contrast 

betw een m anagem ent and non-m anagem ent is generally m uch low er (Fisher, 1997) than  in a 

low -involvem ent organization. In addition, em ployee partic ipation  in the decision-m aking  

process is autom ated; thus, the im plicit control system s based on internal value system  can m ore 

effectively  facilitate coordination and integration. Lastly, integration resu lts in the em ergence o f  

effectiveness in the w hole organization. (O ’R eilly, 1989; Saffold, 1988) Thus, the resu lts 

indicate that T aiw anese firm s’ em ployees perceive greater partic ipation in decision-m aking  and a 

stronger sense o f  ow nersh ip  in their com panies than  em ployees in U.S. firm s. T aiw anese 

partic ipants are m ore w illing  to take m ore responsibility  for their com pany’s grow th.

In D en iso n ’s m odel, three sub-scales m easure involvem ent: em pow erm ent, team  orientation, 

and capability  developm ent. T he descrip tive statistics in A ppendix  Q suggest that T aiw an is 

low er in em pow erm ent and higher in team  orientation and capability  developm ent scales than  is 

the U.S. This indicates that T aiw anese firm s m ay be m ore oriented to a team  w ork ing  style and 

are w illing  to spend m ore m oney on enhancing em ployees’ skills, but they give em ployees less 

responsib ility  than do U .S. firm s.

T aiw anese firm s are also rated higher in adaptability  than are U.S. firm s. In D en iso n ’s 

(1995) theory, adaptab ility  reflects the organ ization’s internal ability  to  respond to  environm ental
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changes by facilitating  internal organizational changes to create values for its custom ers.

(D enison & N eale, 1996) T o enhance adaptability , an organization m ust develop and strengthen 

the norm s and beliefs that support its ability  to detect and in terpret signals from  external 

environm ents and transform  them  into internal cognitive, behavioral, and structural changes. 

T aiw an ’s h igher adaptab ility  could com e from  its m ore export-oriented  m arket, w hich  m akes it 

m ore im portant for T aiw anese firm s to adapt to com petitive m arkets by creating  change w ith in  

their internal control system s.

T hree sub-scales m easure aspects o f  adaptability: C reating change, custom er focus, and 

organizational learning. Taiw anese firm s appear to rank higher on the three subscales than U .S. 

firm s. T hese trends could  be explained by the fact that T aiw anese firm s encourage and approve 

o f  innovation. Each subunit o f  a T aiw anese firm  cooperates to create change and solve any 

problem s resulting  from change. T aiw anese firm s have a h igher custom er focus because they  use 

custom er feedback, on a daily  basis, to  ad just action. In addition, T aiw anese em ployees are m ore 

oriented to  understand ing  custom ers’ thoughts and are m ore w illing  to  contact custom ers. T he 

h igher organizational learning scale in Taiw anese firm s indicates that firm s do not see failure in 

negative term s. T hey regard failure as a w ay to  learn to  avoid failure in the future. A nd, all the 

subunits o f  T aiw anese firm s have a com m on agreem ent on the w ays to treat failure.

In D en iso n ’s theory, consistency is defined as the extent o f  m em bers’ partic ipation  in 

organizational activ ities and decisions. (D enison & N eale, 1996) An organization w ith  high 

consistency is expected  to  have strong core values, to  reach agreem ent easily, and to  assess a 

high degree o f  in tegration  and coordination. H ow ever, highly consistent cultures could  show  the 

greatest resistance to change and adaptation.

T aiw anese firm s show  low er consistency than U .S. firms. Further analysis o f  the  th ree sub 

scales o f  consistency  found that T aiw anese firm s w ere w eaker on core value and “coord ination
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and in tegration” scales. H ow ever, T aiw anese firm s show  higher orientation  on the agreem ent 

scale (see A ppendix  Q). T aiw anese firm s’ core value strength w as w eaker than  in U .S. firm s. 

Lastly, there w as no significant m anagem ent style in T aiw anese com panies. U nlike A m erican 

em ployees, T aiw anese em ployees did not denote evidence o f  their aw areness o f  clear and visib le  

ethical codes to  follow . On the m atter o f  agreem ent, T aiw anese firm s w ere h igher in agreem ent 

than  U .S. firm s. T his indicates that em ployees in T aiw anese firm s are m ore likely to fo llow  the 

orders and decisions com ing directly  from  those h igher in the hierarchy than U .S. firm s’ 

em ployees. C orporate culture also could  have m ore o f  an im pact on em ployees in T aiw anese 

firm s than  in U.S. firm s. F inally, on the coordination and integration subscale, T aiw an w as 

w eaker than the U .S. This indicates that the operating  approaches in T aiw an are not as consisten t 

as in the U.S. T aiw anese em ployees reported  less coordination  and com m unication  across 

d iv isions and levels. A nd, T aiw anese firm s could  have m ore trouble aligning strategies at 

d ifferen t levels. In sum m ary, the explanation for th is trend could  be that, in com parison  to  U.S. 

firm s, T aiw anese firm s do not provide clear value standards to facilitate coord ination  am ong a 

variety  o f  functions and departm ents.

The m ission statem ent has been the preem inent too l used by senior m anagers w orldw ide 

during the last 10 years (Bart, 1999). B asically, m ission trait perception is sim ilar in both 

countries. M ission trait can establish stability  w ith in  an organization by em phasiz ing  the 

o rgan ization’s central purpose. S tability, how ever, can pose a negative effect on the organization. 

An organization w ith  a strong m ission trait could  lack situational adaptability  and change. The 

function o f  the m ission trait is to clarify the organ ization’s operating purpose and m eaning, and 

to  serve as a basis for the organization and its m em bers in determ ining a course o f  action. This 

study found the m ission  trait to  be sim ilar in both  countries, and its ex istence to  be highly
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applicab le and generalizable. T herefore, a significant finding o f  this study is the sim ilarity  o f  

m ission trait in both Taiw an and the U.S. (F= .056, Sig. = .813).

T he T aiw anese firm s’ high levels o f  both adaptability  and involvem ent, com pared  to  U.S. 

firm s, point to  the strength o f  T aiw anese firm s on the flexibility  dim ension. O n the o ther hand, 

U .S. firm s had higher m eans for consistency and m ission than T aiw anese firm s. It m ay be that 

U .S. firm s p refer stable and form al system s to  run their businesses. T aiw anese firm s m ay rely 

m ore on inform al system s in order to m aintain  their flexibility. This suggests that T aiw anese 

firm s m ay be m ore oriented tow ard reorganizing p ro ject team s to respond to  rapid  and 

unforeseen change. Taiw anese m anagem ent could be m ore inclined to  spend m oney on train ing  

em ployees to m atch the com pany’s strategic actions. H ow ever, the m anagem ent could  still 

control the m ain decision-m aking  pow er given that their em pow erm ent ex ten t is w eaker. U .S. 

com panies have stronger m ean scores on em pow erm ent, core value, coordination and 

integration, strategic direction  and intent, and the goals and objectives scales.

T he A N O V A  results support differences in tw o culture traits (adaptability  and involvem ent). 

T his finding contrad icts D en ison ’s theory, and m ay hinder the universal applicability  o f  

D en iso n ’s theory.

H ypothesis 2 tests the relationship  betw een corporate culture and corporate effectiveness.

T he basic purpose o f  the correlation  analysis is to  determ ine how  strong the rela tionsh ips are 

betw een tw o variables. T he second hypothesis investigated the relationship  betw een  each culture 

trait and corporate effectiveness in the com bined Taiw an and U .S. sam ples.

Each o f  the four cultural traits show ed significant positive associations w ith  a w ide range o f  

both  subjective and objective m easures o f  organizational effectiveness. A significan t re la tionship  

betw een adaptab ility  and m arket share did not appear in U.S. firm s in th is study. T his resu lt is 

connter to  D en iso n ’s (1995) findings. D enison (1995) states, “A daptab ility  w as the ex ten t for
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em ployees to link their organizations to  external environm ents.” E ffective organizations have a 

un ique w ay o f  transfo rm ing  external inform ation into the sources for stim ulating  em ployees’ 

adaptive ab ilities to  increase m arket share. In all the sam ples, four culture traits  w ere positively  

related to  overall corporate perform ance; In both countries, m ission had the strongest correlation 

to  corporate perform ance and it w as higher in U.S. firm s than in their T aiw anese coun ter parts. 

C onsistency dem onstrates the second strongest correlation to corporate perform ance. U .S. 

com pan ies’ consistency  culture had a stronger re la tionsh ip  w ith corporate perform ance than  did 

T aiw anese com panies. A daptability  culture in the U .S. indicated a stronger re la tionship  to  

corporate perform ance than in Taiw an. The adaptability  construct w as the th ird  strongest factor 

in fluencing corporate perform ance. Involvem ent w as the w eakest factor related  to  corporate 

perform ance in both  countries. Involvem ent culture w as m ore strongly related  to  corporate 

perform ance in T aiw an than in the U.S. There w ere sim ilar correlations for the com bined 

sam ple. M ission (.566) and involvem ent (.548) had higher correlations w ith  corporate 

perform ance, w hile involvem ent and adaptability  shared the sam e coefficient (.436).

D enison (1983/1990/1996) predicts that com panies w ith  high scores on the four cu lture traits 

also w ould score h igher on perform ance overall. The results o f  this study, no m atter w hether they 

are for T aiw anese or U.S. cases, support the findings that there are positive correlations betw een 

the four culture traits  and corporate perform ance. This finding is consistent w ith  D en iso n ’s 

m odel.

Individual Perform ance Indicators

T able 24 sum m arizes the regression results from  the data from  Taiw an, the U .S., the 

com bined Taiw an/U .S . sam ple, and D enison’s study. The details o f  the regression resu lts are 

presented in A ppendixes O and P.
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Table 24
S ignificant regression betas for D en ison’s m odel w ith current study results 
Sam ples w ith sign ificant betas are m ated in the colum n for the culture traits

Involvem ent C onsistency A daptability M ission
B udget A chievem ent TW  S U S S
S ales/R evenue G row th TW D U S TW  S D
M arket Share D US TW  S D
Profit/R O A D US TW  S D
Q uality  o f  P roduct and 
Service

D TW  S D US TW  S

N ew  Product D evelopm ent S US D US TW  S
Em ployee Satisfaction US S D US TW  S D US TW  S
W hole C om pany 
Perform ance

US S US T W  S

N ote: US =  U .S.; TW = Taiw an; S =  U.S. + Taiw an; D =  D enison

B udget A chievem ent

N orm ally , budget ach ievem ent refers to  m eeting the budget projected  for the year. B udget 

ach ievem ent requires m otivation, p lanning and coordination, and perform ance evaluation . M any 

m ultinational com panies review  budget perform ance to  assess a m anager’s perform ance. D uring 

the budget developm ent process, senior m anagem ent takes the lead to ensure that subord inates 

establish  num bers that com ply w ith the overall com pany budget. Therefore, budgets often serve 

as a com m itm ent or “perform ance contract” betw een a subordinate and a superior. T he nature o f  

the contract is that, if  m anagers achieve the target budget, their perform ance w ill be deem ed 

satisfactory  (or better). H ow ever, since budgeting is often established from  the top dow n, 

em ployees at the low er levels are not aw are o f  how  their w ork  fits into the overall corporate 

strategy. (L ibby &  Lindsay, 2003)

C onsistency  ( r=  .399) and m ission ( r=  .383) w ere positively  related to  budgeting  

achievem ent. A s m entioned earlier, consistency can provide m em bers w ith  a c lear core value to  

facilitate the internal integration and collaboration am ong departm ents to  reach agreem ent. A lso,
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m ission can provide m em bers w ith an understanding o f  the organization’s operation  and 

purpose. T hese tw o  culture traits are stable - oriented variables. High consistency  and m ission 

w ere suffic ien t for budgeting  achievem ent in a com pany. B udget developm ent needs to  be linked 

to  a com pany’s long-term  strategy, and senior m anagers need to  convey to  em ployees the  budget 

perform ance goals and expectations for the com ing year. In addition, consistency is the  m ore 

im portant factor in ju d g in g  the results o f  budgeting achievem ent. The consistency tra it represents 

an internal o rien ta tion  in term s o f  organizational culture. C ontrolling  the budget and estab lish ing  

integration and coord ination  am ong departm ents and people w ith  d ifferent functions are very 

im portant to m eeting  the budget goal. The results o f  this study show  that the balance betw een the 

external (m ission) and the internal (consistency) factors could  be a critical key to  achiev ing  

budget goals.

T aiw anese and U .S. com panies show  d ifferent p redictors o f  budget achievem ent. In 

T aiw an, consistency culture w as the only p red ic tor o f  budget achievem ent (R2 =  .153). T his 

find ing  indicates that T aiw anese com panies perceive consistency as an im portant factor for 

professionals in collaborating  com pany functions to achieve budget goals and objectives. In the 

U .S., m ission w as the only p red ic tor o f  budget achievem ent (R 2 = .203). T his resu lt dem onstrates 

a d ifference betw een the tw o coun tries’ com panies. It appears that T aiw anese com panies require 

low er levels o f  m anagem ent and m ore collaboration  and agreem ent w hen execu ting  budget 

tim elines and schedules. U .S. firm s, on the o ther hands, develop their budgets based on long

term  strategies and com pany vision. This trend  could also reflect the fact tha t U .S. firm s, m ore 

than  T aiw anese com panies, use budgeting as a guide for m easuring em ployee perform ance.

In sum m ary, consistency and m ission was used to predict budget achievem ent w ith  a .174 

coefficien t o f  determ ination. A s m entioned in C hapter IV, both predictors are sign ificant at the
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.01 level o f  sign ificance in the com bined sam ple. H ow ever, the predictors o f  budget ach ievem ent 

cannot be generalized because the tw o countries had d ifferent results.

S ales/R evenue G row th & Profitability /R O A

S ales/profit m axim ization  has been used in neoclassical econom ics. (C opeland  &  W eston, 

1979; Van H orne, 1980) A lthough sales m axim ization cannot guarantee the m axim ization  o f  

p rofit, it still is im portant to  a com pany because it m atches the m ajor strategic ob jectives o f  

com panies. (M erikas, B ruton & V ozikis, 2002) G enerally  speaking, sales grow th is reached by 

capturing  a large m arket share through increasing num bers and/or usage rates o f  custom ers, by 

attracting  com petitors, or by custom ers or by persuading non-users to buy their product. (Pearce, 

1984)

In D en iso n ’s studies, statem ent, sales/revenue grow th is an externally  oriented perform ance 

factor requiring  a com plem ent o f  stability  and flexibility  in the operational system . D enison 

states that a balance o f  tw o culture traits supports sales/revenue growth. T hese are m ission  

(external focus; facilitates stability) and adaptability  (external focus; facilitates flexibility).

T his study partia lly  supports D en iso n ’s findings on the predictors o f  sales/revenue grow th. 

M ission w as the only  pred ictor o f  sales/revenue grow th, w ith an R 2 o f  .202 for the  com bined  

sam ple, w hich w as ev ident in U.S. firm s. T aiw anese firm s show ed slightly d ifferen t results. 

T aiw anese cases indicated that m ission and consistency could be used to p red ic t sales/revenue 

grow th. In U.S. firm s, m ission w as the only p red ic tor o f  sales/revenue grow th (R  =  .193). 

A nother p red ic tor reported  by D enison, adaptability , w as not found to be related  to  sales/revenue 

grow th in this study.

M ission cu lture w as the only pred ictor o f  profitability /R O A . D enison found that profit/R O A  

could  be predicted  by the stable focus culture traits  o f  m ission and consistency. T he m ission  tra it
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had the greatest and only  im pact on the profit/R O A  indicators in Taiw an, U .S. and the com bined  

sam ples throughout th is study. The result partially  supports D en ison ’s findings.

In sum m ary, m issio n ’s positive re lationship  to  sales/revenue grow th supports the fact that 

sales grow th strategy was adapted to  a com pany’s strategic objectives; thus, com panies w ith 

clear m ission com ponents, such as clear strategic d irection  and objectives, w ill be able to  achieve 

m ore satisfactory  sales grow th and also m ake m ore profit.

M arket Share & Q uality  o f  P roducts and Services

T here is a positive re lationship  betw een m arket share and the quality  o f  p roducts and 

services. The concep t o f  quality  is both objective and subjective. H ard num bers, such as, sales 

return rate, custom er com plain t frequency, etc. can detect the quality o f  a product. C ustom ers 

m ore subjectively  ju d g e  the quality  o f  service. C ertain products w ith h igher m arket share could 

be perceived as being o f  higher quality. H ow ever, som e researchers found that perceived  quality  

decreases w hen m arket share increases. (B oulding et al., 1993; H ellofs &  Jacobson, 1999) In 

addition, higher price can create an im age o f  high quality  products. (Scitovsky, 1945) P rice and 

im age are interrelated. M arket share can influence consum ers’ perceptions o f  quality  th rough  the 

creation o f  positive netw ork  externalities. T hrough the effect o f  positive netw ork  ex ternalities, 

consum ers incur psychological benefits from  using brands that are popular, w hich  can create 

conditions leading to im proved quality. This continuous process results in increasing m arket 

share.

M arket share could produce negative effects on the quality  o f  products and services. 

Perceptions o f  the quality  o f  products and services result from  consum ers’ expectations. C ertain 

p roducts w ith h igher m arket share could produce h igher expectations in consum ers’ m inds. W ith 

increasing m arket share, even if  the quality o f  products and services is the sam e as perceived ,
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quality  could be low er. A lso, larger m arket share could  produce an im age o f  low er quality  o f  

custom er services.

R egarding the m arket share indicator, m ission w as the only predictor in the com bined 

sam ples. T he resu lt partia lly  supports D en ison ’s findings that m arket share is supported  by 

adaptab ility  and m ission traits com bined. C om panies in T aiw an and the U .S. also m atch this 

finding.

A s for the pred ic tors o f  quality  o f  product and service, consistency and m ission  cu lture traits 

w ere detected  regarding their pred ic tab ility  o f  the quality  o f  products and services. D enison 

found tha t the quality  o f  p roducts and services could be supported by the involvem ent and 

consistency cu lture traits  and em ployee involvem ent w as regarded as a w ay to  m ain tain  the 

quality  o f  products and services.

N ew  Product D evelopm ent

N ew  product developm ent and its successful m arket in troduction are crucial to  the survival 

and success o f  business enterprises. (H uang, Soutar & B row n, 2002) P revious studies have 

show n that new  products m ake up one-th ird  o f  com panies’ financial grow th. (B ooz, A llen  & 

H am ilton, 1982; W ind, M ahajan & Bayless, 1990) N ew  product developm ent includes the 

process o f  conceiving and creating  a new  product. (C raw ford, 1991; U rban &  H auser, 1993) 

P revious researchers found that new  product perform ance relied on the integration effect o f  

processes, resources, and strategies. (C ooper &  K leinschm idt, 1995) A s new  product 

developm ent requires m any resources and m ust fit a com pany’s strategies, the m ost successful 

new  products are often initiated by top m anagem ent. (U tterback et al. 1976) A lso, in the process 

o f  new  product developm ent, the dedication o f  business innovators often plays an im portant role 

in in tegrating  the new  product concept into actual developm ent. The possib le  in teractions w ith in
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an organization im ply that successful new  product developm ent w ould need to  com ply w ith  the 

m ission statem ent, as w ell as require the innovato rs’ involvem ent.

T he new  product developm ent process could result in d ifferent outcom es in d iverse 

national/corporate  cultures. G riffin (1992) notes that quality  function deploym ent (Q FD ), a 

Japanese technique, generally  failed in the U nited  States, possib ly  because o f  a less-than-optim al 

fit w ith the A m erican  culture.

T he study’s findings d iffer from  D en ison ’s in several aspects. He found that new  product 

developm ent could be predicted  by the tw o flexible oriented culture traits o f  involvem ent and 

adaptability . In th is study, m ission and consistency culture traits w ere positively  related  to  new  

product developm ent in the integration sam ples. The study found that the stable focus p red ic tors 

- consistency and m ission - could support new  product developm ent. Top m anagem ent decides 

on a d irection  for new  product developm ent, w hich can fit into the com pany’s strategy and future 

v ision. B usiness innovators from  d ifferent departm ents should be able to cooperate w ell and 

share their valuable feedback as a team .

T he results o f  the U.S. sam ple partia lly  supported  D en ison ’s findings. A daptability  and 

m ission w ere p red ic tors o f  new  product developm ent. The predictability  o f  adaptability  w as the 

sam e as in D en ison ’s findings. This could  be explained by a practice o f  U .S. com panies rely  on 

custom er feedback as a source o f  input on new  product developm ent. Thus, the p rocess o f  new  

product developm ent in U .S. firm s is a com bination o f  top  m anagem ent’s in itiation and 

custom ers’ feedback. R egular changes during developm ent o f  the new  products often occur and 

are accepted by top m anagem ent in U.S. com panies.

T aiw anese results for m ission and consistency w ere the sam e as in the com bined  sam ple.

N ew  product developm ent in Taiw anese firm s is influenced by the com panies’ strong culture.
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C hange, during new  product developm ent, is not seen as m ore im portant than change fo llow ing 

developm ent o f  the new  product.

E m ployee Satisfaction

E m ployee satisfaction is defined as em ployees’ psychological affective o rien ta tion  tow ard  

their em ploym ent re lationship  w ith their com panies. (H erndon et al., 2001; P rice &  M ueller, 

1986; B row n et all., 1993) Em ployee satisfaction can lead to higher service quality  and 

profitab ility  by enhancing  custom er satisfaction. W hen custom er satisfaction is enhanced, 

custom ers are w illing  to seek m ore services from  the com pany. In turn, com pan ies’ revenues and 

profits can be raised. W hen this process is proven to  be successful for these types o f  com panies, 

em ployees learn from  the process and continue the w ork  patterns or policies that have been 

show n to increase custom er satisfaction. E m ployee com m itm ent and satisfaction  w ith  their 

com panies is enhanced w hen there is increased revenue and profitability . T his assum es that 

satisfied  em ployees are a basis for producing satisfied custom ers. The literature seem s to 

indirectly  support the im portance o f  adaptability  to em ployee satisfaction.

O ther researchers did not find a relationship  am ong em ployee satisfaction, custom er 

satisfaction, and profitability . (Lovem an, 1998) O thers found no re lationship  betw een custom er 

satisfaction and em ployee satisfaction. In the 1980s, D em ing (1986) proposed  the im portance o f  

“hum an cap ita l” to a com pany’s success. He argued that increasing em ployee ow nersh ip  and jo b  

satisfaction w ould increase returns in profitab ility  and quality. T his statem ent seem s to  pu t m ore 

em phasis on the role o f  consistency and involvem ent than em ployee satisfaction.

T his s tudy’s findings on em ployee satisfaction partia lly  support D en iso n ’s findings. 

A ccord ing  to D enison  and M ishra (1995), involvem ent and consistency, w hich are internal 

oriented variables, support em ployee satisfaction. This study found three o f  the four cultural
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tra its  to  be related to  em ployee satisfaction, w hich w ere m ission, consistency, and invo lvem ent 

(R =  .336). E m ployees are m ore satisfied w hen they are part o f  the decision m aking  process. For 

instance, the concept o f  em pow ering w orkers can develop a group o f  reasonably  conten t 

em ployees w ho are trained to  deliver the best service possible. A satisfied em ployee is one w ho 

is involved in decision-m aking, w ho receives adequate train ing  and benefits, and w ho has an 

effective general m anager. T his study also found m ission to  be an im portant p red ic to r o f  

em ployee satisfaction. Em ployees are m ore satisfied  w hen they are involved in designing 

strategy and setting  goals. Top m anagers should share the com pany vision w ith  em ployees 

w henever possib le . In D en ison ’s theory, m ission and involvem ent are contrad ictory  traits. 

(D enison &  M ishra, 1995) I f  m ission is clear to em ployees, em ployees m ay no t need to  eagerly 

take part in the com pany’s decision m aking. In th is study, the three culture traits  found to  p red ic t 

em ployee satisfaction are the internal oriented and control focus traits o f  D en iso n ’s m odel. 

T herefore, to enhance em ployee satisfaction, it seem s im portant to  w ork to im prove the internal 

environm ent and keep the w hole com pany in a stable situation.

T he results show  that T aiw an and the U.S. have d ifferent predictors o f  em ployee 

satisfaction. In the U .S. firm s, th ree-culture traits-consistency, involvem ent, and adaptab ility  - 

are im portant p red ic tors o f  em ployee satisfaction. The U.S. cases partia lly  support D en iso n ’s 

findings on the pred ic tors o f  em ployee satisfaction. A daptab ility  w as also significant; how ever, 

adaptab ility  did not occur in T aiw anese cases in th is study. T aiw anese firm s show ed results that 

d iffered from  the findings o f  D enison. In Taiw an, m ission and consistency cultures are im portant 

p red ic tors o f  em ployee satisfaction. These findings could indicate the d ifference in em ployee 

satisfaction  in the U .S. and Taiw an. A m erican com panies encourage em ployees to  share their 

d iverse and d ifferen t ideas in order to facilitate com pany decision-m aking. U .S. com panies could 

be m ore w illing  to invest additional funds to facilitate em ployees’ innovation ability. T aiw anese
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com panies, on the  o ther hand, could  place greater em phasis m ore on com m on agreem ent and 

coord ination  in the com pany decision-m aking procedures.

O verall O rganization Perform ance

This study found that the stable oriented culture traits o f  m ission and consistency  w ere 

related to  overall organization  perform ance. U.S. firm s had the sam e results. For T aiw anese 

firm s, m ission w as the only pred ictor to overall organization perform ance.

Im plications

O rganizational researchers and practitioners have not reached agreem ent on how  

organizational cu lture predicts perform ance. T his study supports a re lationship  betw een 

corporate culture and corporate perform ance. It also provides m anagers w ith  a detailed  

understanding o f  som e o f  the processes that drive behavior in organizations. Further, th is  s tudy’s 

findings on the perform ance im plications o f  culture provide insight for m anagers. C learly, 

personal experience and anecdotal inform ation is no t a sufficient foundation on w hich  to  build  

norm ative contingent theories o f  organizational effectiveness. The m ore studies involving 

varying com panies and cultures, the greater the understanding  will be concern ing  practical 

situations that occur in the real business w orld.

L im itations

There are som e lim itations that need to be m entioned. First is the m ixed sam pling  approach. 

T he study initiated a convenience sam pling approach and stratified sam pling approach. P revious 

studies show  that the response rate to  m ail surveys is generally betw een 20%  to 30% , although 

m any researchers have low er response rates o f  under 10%. A s tim e and the budget w ere lim ited,
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in order to  include as m any industries and com panies in the study as possib le , th is study took  

advantage o f  the convenience sam pling approach to collect survey data through personal 

netw orks and university  students w ith  full-tim e jo b s  in com panies. Thus, fu ll-tim e m anagers 

attending business schools w ere recruited from  university  system s. This kind o f  convenience 

sam ple could p roduce a bias w hen m aking conclusions. To reduce this bias, the study also 

recruited  com pany sam ples from  published com pany catalogues. U nder th is consideration , 260 

com pany sam ples out o f  the 1000 large com panies in Taiw an and the U .S. w ere random ly 

selected for partic ipation  in this study. This sam pling strategy provided tw o advantages. First, it 

included a range o f  sizes o f  com panies to  allow  greater generalization o f  the findings and to 

com pensate  for any bias resulting  from  the convenient sam pling approach. Second, it added  large 

Fortune 500 com panies to  this research study. P revious research studies have had lim ited success 

in securing Fortune 500 com pany partic ipation. This study has secured sign ifican t partic ipa tion  

from  Fortune 500 com panies, leading to a better understanding o f  the culture-perform ance 

linkage w ith in  the largest com panies in both countries. It is a good start.

T he second li m itation com es from  tim e and budget constraints. O bservations o f  corporate 

culture m ight p rovide better in-depth results by surveying or studying differen t layers o f  units 

and em ployees th roughout the organizations. Flow ever, due to a lim ited budget and tim e, th is 

exploratory  study used the m ail survey approach to  collect data from C E O s and m anagers from  

diversified  com panies.

A third possib le  lim itation com es from  collecting  data through e-m ail. U se o f  e-m ail 

surveys is new  and untested , and not m uch is know n about its strengths and w eaknesses. 

H ow ever, recent events have raised concerns about routinely opening m ail. In addition , e-m ail is 

g row ing at an incredible speed in use and popularity.
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T he fourth lim itation  com es from  the construct o f  unique com pany cases in th is study. In 

m ost o f  the com pany sam ples used, there is only a single respondent from  each com pany. 

A lthough only s ta ff  from  m anagem ent levels participated in th is study, hav ing  single respondents 

could produce bias in describ ing their com panies. H ow ever, the study found tha t the perception  

o f  m anagers can indeed reflect a com pany’s culture situation. Further, m anagers and C E O s are 

regarded as key people w ho best know  the overall com pany perform ance. T hus, a lthough a 

single respondent from  each com pany m ay no t necessary be ideal for research  purposes, the 

results are useful perceptions o f  m anagers from  diverse com panies. To increase each com pany’s 

w illingness to  respond, the study first w orked to secure CEO  participation. It asked busy C EO s 

to  assign the questionnaire  to sen ior m anagers if  they did not have tim e to  com plete it. In order to 

secure as m any m em bers as possib le  from  the m anagem ent s ta ff from  the sam e com pany, an on 

line questionnaire  w as posted on a w ebsite specified for this dissertation study. I f  any invited 

com pany w as w illing  to  have m ore s ta ff partic ipate , m anagem ent s ta ff could link to  the w ebsite 

(h ttp ://w w w .kuohuang.com ) to  com plete the on-line questionnaire and send it back  to  the 

researcher v ia e-m ail.

T he fifth lim itation o f  the study was o f  having to  rely on a culture and effectiveness m odel. 

T he concepts and defin itions o f  corporate culture are still d iverse and m ulti-v isional. T his study 

uses the single m odel to stand for the concept o f  corporate culture. This usage could  be 

inappropriate.

Future R esearch

For future research, there are som e orientations that can be follow ed. A longitudinal study is 

recom m ended. A tim e series study w ould be useful for understanding lead and lag tim es for 

corporate culture and corporate perform ance. D enison (1982) found that the corporate  culture
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could have a lag effect on corporate perform ance. In his dissertation study in 1982, he found that 

the lag effect w ould  be from  tw o to  three years. Thus, to  better understand the influence o f  

corporate culture on corporate perform ance and effectiveness, future researchers should  conduct 

longitudinal studies. It w ould be helpful for future researchers to  w ork w ith one or tw o large 

com panies over tw o or th ree years or m ore. For exam ple, com pany partic ipants could  be 

surveyed or in terview ed annually  at a specific tim e for three consecutive years.

Future studies could  include national culture to extend the generality o f  the cu lture and 

effectiveness m odel. H ofstede (2001) investigated four d im ensions o f  national cu lture by 

surveying IB M ’s branch offices spread throughout 64 countries during the 1980s. In his findings 

on national cu lture d ifferences in 64 countries, the U .S. and T aiw an displayed cultural 

d ifferences. For instance, Taiw an w as higher in pow er d istance, lower in uncertain ty  avoidance, 

low er in individualism  (higher in collectiv ism ), and low er in m asculin ity  com pared  to  the  U.S. 

(Flofstede, 2001). Future research could collect culture and effectiveness data from  com panies 

located in som e o f  the countries listed in F lofstede’s national culture study and exam ine the 

linkages am ong national culture, corporate culture and effectiveness. T his kind o f  research w ould  

add greater generalizability  to  the study o f  culture and effectiveness linkages.

A com parison group study w ould provide variable insight. A ccording to  F isher (1997), even 

sim ple survey studies that utilize com parison studies can extend w hat w e know  abou t cu lture and 

perform ance linkages by exam ing the culture variance betw een high and low  perform ance 

com panies. A dditional studies should com pare the perception o f  perform ance w ith  objective 

perform ance data. It could  be m ore d ifficult to collect both subjective perform ance data  and 

objective perform ance data for the sam e com pany; th is w ould require w orking w ith  sensitive 

financial data. H ow ever, the results w ould be w ell w orth the effort if  such research could 

d iscover the gap betw een m anagers’ perception o f  com pany perform ance and actual objective
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perform ance. From  th is stu d y ’s view point, a good sam ple to  w ork from w ould  be the m an ag ers’ 

perceptions on objective reflected perform ance indicators such as, ROI and ROS.

It w ould  be especially  useful to  select a specified industry culture and effectiveness. 

R epresentative sam ples o f  organizations should be included in any future em pirical studies o f  

organizational clim ates. (G lick, 1985) This study suggests that future researchers, w ho are 

interested in the linkage betw een corporate culture and corporate perform ance, should focus on 

only one industry. L im ited focus w ill provide m ore specific conclusions and re la tionships. In 

m atching unique needs to diverse industries, it w ould  be m ore useful to d iscover the re la tionship  

betw een culture and effectiveness for each industry. Thus, single industry studies are necessary  

and encouraged.

Fortune 500 com panies can be targeted as the m ain sam ples for fu ture em pirical research. 

T hrough em pirical study, academ icians can trim  their m odels to the practical study o f  specific 

com panies. T his study successfully  collected 18 com pleted  questionnaires from  C E O s/sen io r 

m anagers o f  Fortune 500 com panies. T here w as even one com pany that w as w illing  to  share its 

cu lture survey results w ith  th is d issertation study. It w ill be a big step forw ard i f  fu ture 

researchers can secure the involvem ent o f  m ost o f  the Fortune 500 com panies in a cu lture and 

effectiveness study.

Sum m ary

T he current study added another country, Taiw an, to  the body o f  research on D en iso n ’s 

cu lture and effectiveness studies. The T aiw anese sam ple was alm ost th ree tim es as large as the 

U.S. sam ple. T his strategy w as designed for com pensating w ith the possib le p itfalls  from  

D enison and M ish ra’s study in 1995. D enison and M ishra (1995) sam pled only  U .S. com panies, 

so they  m ight not have found enough predictability  on the culture dim ension. T his study recruits
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U.S. sam ples to  ach ieve tw o benefits. First, general results can be gained by m ulti-country  

sam ples. Secondly, the results o f  com parisons on sim ilarities and differences betw een the tw o 

countries can add m ore know ledge to existing research findings.

To avoid p itfalls  com m on to survey sam pling, the researcher initiated controls, such as 

including hom ogeneous populations (universities and Fortune 500 com panies), p ilo t testing  o f  

the C hinese version  o f  the questionnaire , the use o f  a pre-tested  questionnaire , etc.

U niversities provided the m ajor source o f  respondents for th is study. C ollecting  

questionnaires w ith  the assistance o f  course instructor enabled a high response rate. A lthough 

this approach cannot obtain the com plete involvem ent o f  any from  certain com pany, the 

researcher still w as able to  collect in-depth data through face-to-face interactions. Fortune 500 

com panies provided  the second m ajor source o f  respondents. Satisfactory responses w ere 

received from  large com pany populations. T he researcher m ailed invitation letters (see A ppendix  

S) to  each surveyed com pany’s C EO  to ask for partic ipation. O ut o f  260 requests, 26 responded, 

p rovided a 10 %  response rate. A lthough m ost o f  the com panies declined to  partic ipa te  (see 

append ix  S), som e com panies w ere m ore than w illing  to  provide further fo llow -up inform ation.

T he findings o f  this study are provisional, but indicative o f  the assum ption tha t corporate 

cu lture m ay produce differen t effects in d ifferen t countries. T his study contribu tes to  the existing 

research in several ways. First, th is study expands the D enison m odel to  T aiw an. C om pared to 

D en ison ’s findings, there are sim ilarities and differences in the culture -  effectiveness 

re lationship  betw een the tw o countries. M ission w as found to  be a strong p red ic to r o f  corporate 

perform ance. W hether it w as the U .S., Taiw an, or the com bined sam ple for generalization 

purposes, m ission had the strongest relationship  to  corporate effectiveness. T his finding indicates 

that m ission statem ents are easily understood by em ployees, and they effect w ork  behaviors and 

norm s in achieving corporate goals. T his study also found that adaptability  w as positive ly  related
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to em ployee satisfaction  in U.S. firm s. This resu lt adds som ething new  to the p rev ious ex tensive 

research on the  m odel.

Som e o f  D en iso n ’s findings are not supported  in this study. The predic tab ility  o f  the 

adaptability  tra it to  sales grow th and m arket share w as not supported. T he pred ic tab ility  o f  

consistency  to  the profit/R O A  indicator w as not supported. A nd, the pred ic tab ility  o f  the 

involvem ent tra it to  quality  o f  product and service w as not supported.

Som e o f  D en iso n ’s findings are fully supported by this study. T he p red ic tab ilities o f  the 

m ission trait to the three financial indicators - sales/revenue grow th, m arket share and 

p rofit/R O A  - are fully supported  by th is study. The pred ic tab ility  o f  the consistency  tra it to 

em ployee satisfaction w as com pletely supported.

Som e re la tionsh ips could  not be predicted  by the m odel. For instance, in T a iw an ’s case, 

consistency  w as detected  to be a p red ic tor o f  sales/revenue grow th. In the U .S., adaptab ility  w as 

found to be a p red ic tor o f  em ployee satisfaction.

T he effectiveness indicator added to th is study - budget achievem ent - show ed differences 

betw een the tw o countries. In the U .S., m ission w as the only predictor; In T aiw an, consistency  

w as the only predictor. T his could  indicate d ifferen t business philosophies in the com panies o f  

these tw o countries. U.S. firm s w ere m ore externally  focused; w hereas, T aiw anese firm s 

appeared to be m ore internally focused and to have m ore stable oriented w orking  environm ents.

T he tw o research  questions in this study w ere com pletely  answ ered. G enerally , the resu lts o f  

th is study support D en iso n ’s finding that corporate culture is positively  related  to  a firm ’s 

effectiveness. T his study extended D en ison ’s m odel to T aiw anese firm s, and found sim ilarities 

and differences. M ore studies w ith m ore com panies from  countries w ith d iversified  national 

cultures should be undertaken. Future efforts w ill m ake the results o f  research into corporate 

culture and effectiveness even m ore persuasive and practical in m eeting business needs.
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N onetheless, the study is open to a num ber o f  fair criticism s. One criticism  concerns the 

strength o f  the findings. This study used convenience sam pling to  secure additional respondents, 

m ainly  from  universities. These sam ples did no t represent any specific group. W hile the 

researcher used m ailed surveys to collect data from  com panies directly, the ex ternal valid ity  o f  

the findings could  be lim ited. H ow ever, given a lim ited research budget, and the need to  avoid  a 

low  response rate, these tw o approaches provided an adequate size sam ple and balanced the bias 

risk. It w as a w orthw hile  trad e -o ff to facilitate th is study.

A m ore serious problem  concerns the cross-sectional design o f  the study. D en iso n ’s (1982) 

d issertation found that corporate culture could have a tw o-to-three year lag effect on corporate 

perform ance. H is findings im plied that the study o f  culture and effectiveness should be done 

w ith  longitudinal designs. O ne w ay to study the relationship  w ould be to cooperate w ith  certain  

com panies to track  the dynam ic progress o f  their culture and effectiveness over a longer term . 

H ow ever, although the cross-sectional design in this study cannot establish  causations, it still is 

valuable in that it supports m ost o f  D en ison ’s findings, and it applied D en iso n ’s m odel to  T aiw an 

for the very  first tim e.

In one sense, the findings confirm  the im portance o f  corporate culture to  corporate 

perform ance. T his study provides a good basis for in-depth studies focused on a single industry 

or on additional countries and cultures.
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Em pirical S tudies on the O rganizational C ulture-Perform ance Lin <

R efe re n ce O rg a n iza tio n a l C u ltu re  D im ension P erfo rm an c e
M ea su re m e n t

O rg an iza tio n  
s Invo lved

R esp o n d en ts
In v o lv em en t

E v id e n c e  fo r  th e  cu ltu re - 
p e rfo rm a n c e  link

D en iso n
(1 9 9 0 )

(a) in vo lvem en t,
(b ) co n s is te n cy ,
( c ) ad a p tab ility
(d ) m iss io n

A v erag e  o v e r  6  y ea rs  o f  
(a )  re tu rn  on  sa le s, (b ) 
re tu rn  on  investm en t, (c )  
in co m e/sa les , (d ) 
in c o m e/in v es tm en t ra tio

34  la rg e  U .S. 
firm s from  
25 d iffe re n t 
in d u strie s

4 3 ,4 7 4
em ployees
w ith in
6,6711
groups

1. In v o lv e m en t is 
p o s itiv e ly  re la ted  to  
sh o rt-a n d  lo n g  te rm  
p e rfo rm a n ce

2. C o n s is te n c y  is 
p o s itiv e ly  re la ted  to  
sh o rt-te rm  
p e rfo rm a n c e , but 
n e g a tiv e ly  re la ted  to  
lo n g -te rm  p e rfo rm a n c e

R o u sse au ) 19 
90 c)

(a )  te am -o r sa tis fa c tio n - o rien ted  
no rm s , (b ) secu rity -o rien ted  norm s

A m o u n t o f  m oney  
ra ise d  fo r  com m un ity

32 la rge  
un its  o f  a
U .S.
n a tio n w id e
v o lun tary
serv ice
o rg an iza tio n

263 paid
s ta ff
m em bers

L ittle  em p h as is  o n  secu rity - 
o rie n te d  n o rm s is 
s ig n ifican tly  re la ted  to  h igh  
p e rfo rm a n ce

C alo ri &  
S am in (1 9 9 1 )

W o rk  re la ted  v a lu es(1 2  
d im en s io n s )  and  m an ag em e n t 
p rac tice s  (1 7  d im en s io n s /cu ltu re  
s tren g th )

A v e rag e  o v e r 3 y ea rs  o f
(a )  re tu rn  on  in v estm en t,
(b )  re tu rn  on  sa les, (c )  
g ro w th

5 F ren ch  
firm s  w ith  a 
s ing le  
b u s in ess , in 
m a tu re  
in d u stries  
p u rsu in g  a 
d iffe re n tia tio  
n stra teg y

280
m an ag ers
and
em ployees ,
ex c lu d in g
fron tline
w o rk ers

1. M an y  v a lu e s  an d  th e ir  
co rre s p o n d in g  
m a n a g e m e n t p rac tice s  
w e re  re la te d  to  co m p an y  
g ro w th

2. S tren g th  o f  cu ltu re  is 
p o s itiv e ly  re la ted  to  h igh  
g ro w th

3. O n ly  a  few  v a lu es  and 
p rac tic e s  w e re  re la ted  to  
p ro fitab ility

G o rd o n  &
D iT o m a s o d
9 9 2 )

(a )  S tren g th  o f  cu ltu re , (b ) 
ad a p tab ility , (c )  s tab ility

6 years: (a )  g ro w th  o f  
asse ts , (b ) g ro w th  o f  
p rem ium s

11 U .S.
in su ran c e
co m p an ies

850
m an ag ers

C u ltu re  s tren g th  and  
ad a p tab ility  a re  both  
p re d ic tiv e  o f  sh o rt-te rm  
p e rfo rm a n c e

K o tte r & 
H esk e tt(1 9 9  
2 )

(a ) s tren g th  o f  cu ltu re
(b ) s tra teg y -cu ltu re  fit
(c )  ad a p tab ility

A v e rag e  o v e r 11 y ea rs  
o f  (a )  yea rly  in c rea se  in 
n e t incom e,
(b ) y ea rly  re tu rn  on 
investm en t 
( c )  yea rly  in c rease  in 
s tock  price

2 0 7  U .S. 
firm s  from  
22  d iffe re n t 
in d u stries

600  top  
m an ag ers

T h e re  is a  p o s itiv e  b u t 
m o d e ra te  re la tio n sh ip  
b e tw e e n  cu ltu re  s tren g th  
an d  lo n g -te rm  e c o n o m ic  
p e rfo rm a n ce

M arco u lid es  
&  H eck  
(1 9 9 3 )

(a) o rg an iza tio n a l s tru c tu re
(b ) o rg an iza tio n a l va lues
(c ) ta sk  o rg an iza tio n
(d )  o rg an iza tio n a l c lim a te
(e ) em p lo y ee  a ttitu d e

(a )  g ro ss  
re v e n u e /p ro d u c t 
v a lue  ra tio

(b )  m a rk e t share ,
(c )  p ro fit,
(d )  re tu rn  on in v e stm en t

2 6  g rea tly  
v a ry in g  U .S. 
firm s

392
em ployees

A ll c u l tu re  d im e n s io n s  h av e  
so m e d ire c t o r  in d irec t 
e f fe c t on  p e rfo rm a n c e

D en iso n  &  
M ish ra  
( 1 9 9 5 )

(a ) in v o lv em e n t
(b ) c o n s is te n cy
(c ) ad a p tab ility ,
(d ) m ission

(a )  p e rce iv ed  
perfo rm a n ce ,

(b ) o b jec tiv e  
p e rfo rm a n ce  as 
av e ra g e  o v e r  3 yea rs  
o f  re tu rn  on  asse ts  
an d  sa les  g row th

7 64  firm s in 
five  d iffe re n t 
U .S.
in d u stries

764  top  
m an ag ers

1 F o r  la rg e  firm s 
p ro fitab ility  is best 
p red ic ted  by  s tab ility  tra its  
su c h  as  m iss io n  and  
co n s is te n cy .
2 S ales  g ro w th  is b es t 
p red ic ted  by  flex ib ility  
tra its  su ch  as in v o lv em e n t 
and  ad a p tab ility
3 A ll c u ltu ra l tra its  w e re  
po s itiv e ly  re la ted  to  re tu rn  
on  a sse ts , w h ic h  m iss io n  as 
th e  s tro n g e s t p re d ic to r

Petty  e t al. 
(1 9 9 5 )

(A ) te am w o rk
(B ) tru s t and  cred ib ility ,
(C  ) p e rfo rm a n ce  im p ro v em en t and  
com m on  goals,
(D ) o rg an iza tio n a l fu n c tio n in g

(A ) o p era tio n s ,
(B ) cu s to m er 
acco u n tin g ,
(C ) su p p o rt se rv ic e s
(D ) em p loyee  sa fe ty  and  
hea lth
(E )  m a rk e tin g

12 se rv ice  
un its  w ith in  
a  U .S. firm  
in the 
e lec tric  
utility  
industry

832
em ployees

M u c h  te am w o rk  is 
asso c ia te d  w ith  h ig h  
p e rfo rm a n ce
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K o en e
(1 9 9 6 )

(A ) p ro c e ss  vs. re su lts  o r ie n ta tio n ,
(B ) em p lo y ee  vs. jo b  o r ie n ta tio n ,
(C ) p ro fe ss io n a l vs. paro ch ia l 
o r ie n ta tio n ,
(D ) o p en  vs. c lo sed  cu ltu re ,
(E )  tig h t vs. loose con tro l,
(F ) n o rm a tiv e  vs. p rag m atic

(A ) s to re  p erfo rm a n ce ,
(B ) co s t p e rfo rm a n ce
(C ) p erso n n e l 
p e rfo rm a n ce

50  com pany - 
ow n ed  D u tch  
su p e rm a rk e t 
s to res  o f  a 
la rg e  retail 
cha in

1,228
em ployees

E m p lo y ee  o rie n ta tio n  and  
o p e n n e ss  in flu en ce  
p e rfo rm a n c e  bo th  d irec tly  
an d  in d irec tly  th ro u g h  th e ir  
im p ac t o n  th e  c lim ate  
v a riab le s  g en e ra l 
c o m m u n ic a tio n  an d  ta sk  
co m m u n ic a tio n .

S o ren sen
(2 0 0 2 )

1 th e  s ta tu s  o f  th e  ex te rn a l 
e n v iro n m en ts  w ill d ec id e  
th e  e f fe c t o f  s tro n g  cu ltu re  
on  firm  p e rfo rm a n c e s
2. In  re la tiv e  s tab le  
en v iro n m e n ts , s tro n g  
c u ltu re  firm s h a v e  m ore  
re liab le  p e rfo rm a n ce
3. In  v o la tile  en v iro n m en ts , 
th e  e f fe c t o f  s tro n g  cu ltu re  
is n o t s ig n ifican t.

T h o m as  E. 
S a w n e r  (

P a rs o n ’s fu n c tio n a l p rreq u is itie s

S a s h k in ’s o rg an iza tio n a l cu ltu re  
a sse s sm e n t q u es tio n n a ire

N o n -fin an c ia l m easu res

In sp ec tio n , safe ty , and  
perso n n e l ind ica to rs

A ir N a tio n a l 
G u ard  un its

A d d itio n  to  A sh k a n a sy ’s c o m p ariso n  tab le  in N eal M . A sh k a n asy , C e les te  P .M . W ild ero m ; M ark  F. P e te rso n  (2 0 0 0 ). “ H an d b o o k  o f  
o rg an iza tio n a l cu ltu re  &  c lim a te .”  S age P u b lic a tio n s, Inc ., 2 0 0 0 . p. 198-199 .
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A p p e n d i x  B

Denison’s Organizational Culture & Effectiveness Questionnaire
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Dimensions, Scales and items of Denison’s Organizational Culture Questionnaire.
D im ension Scale Item
Involvement Empowerment 1. M ost em ployees are highly involved in their work.

2. D ecisions are usually made at the level where the best 
information is available.

3. Information is widely shared so that everyone can get the 
information he or she needs when it’s needed.

4. Everyone believes that he or she can have a positive
impact.
5. Business planning is ongoing and involves everyone in the 

process to som e degree.
Team Orientation 6. Cooperation across different parts o f  the organization is 

actively encouraged.
7. People work like they are part o f  a team
8. Teamwork is used to get work done, rather than hierarchy.
9. Teams are our primary building blocks.
10. work is organized so that each person can see the 

relationship between his or her job and the goals o f  the 
organization

Capability
Developm ent

11. Authority is delegated so that people can act on their own.
12. The “ bench strength” (capability o f  people) is constantly 

improving.
13. There is continuous investment in the skills o f  em ployees.
14. The capabilities o f  people are viewed as an important 

source o f  com petitive advantage.
15. Problems often arise because w e do not have the skills 
necessary to do the job.

Consistency Core Values 16. The leaders and managers “ practice what they preach.”
17. There is a characteristic management style and a distinct 

set o f  management practices.
18. There is a clear and consistent set o f  values that governs 

the way w e do business.
19. Ignoring core values w ill get you in trouble.
20. There is an ethical code that guides our behavior and tells 

us right from wrong.
Agreement 21. When disagreement occur, w e work hard to achieve “win- 

w in” solutions.
22. There is a “strong” culture.
23. It is easy to reach consensus, even on difficult issues.
24. We often have trouble reaching agreement on key issues.
25. There is a clear agreement about the right way and the 

wrong way to do things.
Coordination and 26. Our approach to doing business is very consistent and
Integration predictable.

27. People from different parts o f  the organization share a 
common perspective.

28. It is easy to coordinate projects across different parts o f  
the organization.

29. Working with som eone from another part o f  this 
organization is like working with som eone from a 
different organization.

30. There is a good alignment o f  goals across levels.
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D im ension Scale Item
Adaptability Creating Change 31. The way things are done is very flexible and easy to 

change.
32. W e respond w ell to competitors and other changes 

in the business environment.
33. N ew  and improved ways to do work are continually 

adopted.
34. Attempts to create change usually m eet with
resistance.
35. Different parts o f  the organization often cooperate 

to create change.
Customer Focus 36. Customer comments and recommendations often  

lead to changes.
37. Customer input directly influences our decisions.
38. All members have a deep understanding o f  

customer wants and needs.
39. The interests o f  the customer often get ignored in 

our decisions.
40. W e encourage direct contact with customers by our
people.

Organizational Learning 41. We view  failure as an opportunity for learning and 
improvement.

42. Innovation and risk taking are encouraged and 
rewarded.
43. Lots o f  things “ fall between the cracks”.
44. Learning is an important objective in our day-to- 
day work.
45. We make certain that the “right hand knows what 

the left hand is doing.”
M ission Strategic Direction & 46. There is a long-term purpose and direction.

Intent 47. Our strategy leads other organizations to change the 
way they com pete in the industry.

48. There is a clear m ission that gives meaning and 
direction to our work.

49. There is a clear strategy for the future.
50. Our strategic direction is unclear to me.

Goals & Objects 51. There is widespread agreement about goals.
52. Leaders set goals that are ambitious, but realistic.
53. The leadership had “gone the record” about the 

objectives w e are trying to meet.
54. W e continuously track our progress against our

stated goals.
55. People understand what needs to be done for us to 

succeed in the long run.
V ision 56. We have a shared vision o f  what the organization 

w ill be like in the future.
57. Leaders have a long-term viewpoint.
58. Short-term thinking often comprom ises our long

term vision.
59. Our vision creates excitement and motivation for 

our em ployees.
60. We are able to meet short-term demands without 

comprom ising our long-term vision.
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A p p e n d i x  C

Cho, Hee-Jae’s (2000) the Validity and Reliability of the 
Organizational Culture Questionnaire
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4 Indexes & 
12 scales

Items N Mean SD a  a  
(for inter-items') (from 15 interitems')

a
( from 3 scales')

Involvement .90 .87
Empowerment 5 36542 3.19 .73 .77
Team Orientation 5 36542 3.30 .80 .83
Capability Development 5 36542 3.31 .71 .70

Consistency .88 .83
Core Values 5 36542 3.45 .67 .70
Agreement 5 36542 3.12 .68 .75
Coordination and
Integration 5 36542 3.00 .73 .78

Adaptability .87 .81
Creating Change 5 36542 3.06 .70 .76
Customer Focus 5 36542 3.36 .69 .73
Organizational Learning5 36542 3.06 .73 .75

Mission .92 .89
Strategic Direction
& Intent 5 36542 3.34 .80 .85
Goals & Objectives 5 36542 3.38 .71 .80
Vision 5 36542 2.97 .71 .78

Source: C ho, H ee-Jae (2000). The V alidity and R eliability  o f  the O rganizational C ulture 
Q uestionnaire . International Institute for M anagem ent D epartm ent.
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Cho’s (2000) Rotated factor matrix: Factor loadings by maximum likelihood method for
the “ Involvement” Scale Data

Item s
C om m unality

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Final

1 .24 .39 .23 .26
2 .32 .58 .25 .49
3 .29 .60 .26 .51
4 .36 .46 .28 .42
5 .35 .42 .31 .39
6 .43 .39 .30 .42
7 .59 .42 .28 .61
8 .61 .33 .20 .52
9 .68 .21 .24 .56
10 .40 .45 .29 .45
11 .38 .37 .31 .38
12 .31 .30 .31 .38
13 .21 .22 .69 .57
14 .29 .26 .59 .50
15 .06 .18 .20 .08

V ariance explained by 
Each factor (W eighted)

4.87 4.32 3.81

Source: C ho, H ee-Jae (2000). The V alid ity  and R eliability  o f  the O rganizational C ulture 
Q uestionnaire . In ternational Institute for M anagem ent D epartm ent.
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Rotated factor matrix: Factor loadings by maximum likelihood method for the
“ Consistency” Scale Data

Item s
C om m unality

F acto rl Factor 2 Factor 3 Final

16 .43 .27 .39 .41
17 .44 .15 .12 .23
18 .64 .28 .24 .55
19 .44 .06 .04 .20
20 .58 .10 .17 .38
21 .41 .24 .48 .46
22 .49 .21 .23 .36
23 .24 .29 .63 .54
24 .13 .24 .58 .42
25 .47 .31 .31 .41
26 .47 .32 .18 .35
27 .27 .60 .17 .47
28 .15 .70 .24 .57
29 .12 .57 .24 .40
30 .37 .54 .24 .49

V ariance explained by 
Each factor (W eighted)

4.28 4.04 3.03

Source: C ho, H ee-Jae (2000). The V alidity and R eliability  o f  the O rganizational C ulture 
Q uestionnaire . International Institute for M anagem ent D epartm ent.
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Rotated factor matrix: Factor loadings by maximum likelihood method for the
“ Adaptability” Scale Data

Item s
C om m unality

F acto rl Factor 2 Factor 3 Final

31 .58 .12 .21 .40
32 .50 .27 .21 .37
33 .65 .22 .22 .52
34 .41 .05 .34 .29
35 .51 .19 .21 .34
36 .23 .75 .11 .62
37 .15 .84 .11 .74
38 .33 .27 .40 .34
39 .18 .44 .46 .43
40 .32 .21 .19 .18
41 .55 .13 .20 .36
42 .57 .15 .19 .39
43 .33 .11 .58 .46
44 .50 .11 .18 .29
45 .47 .11 .48 .46

V ariance explained by 
Each factor (W eighted)

5.02 5.13 2.42

Source: C ho, H ee-Jae (2000). The V alidity  and R eliab ility  o f  the O rganizational C ulture 
Q uestionnaire . In ternational Institute for M anagem ent D epartm ent.
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Rotated factor rrmtrix: Factor loadings by maximum likelihood method for the
“ M ission” Scale Data

Item s
C om m unality

F actorl Factor 2 Factor 3 Final

46 .36 .57 .33 .57
47 .34 .37 .19 .29
48 .44 .58 .35 .65
49 .33 .79 .28 .82
50 .30 .59 .31 .53
51 .44 .38 .38 .48
52 .44 .26 .43 .45
53 .15 .27 .73 .62
54 .25 .24 .56 .43
55 .53 .33 .37 .52
56 .56 .41 .31 .57
57 .51 .38 .31 .51
58 .39 .15 .05 .17
59 .58 .31 .30 .53
60 .61 .22 .20 .46

V ariance explained by 
Each factor (W eighted)

6.12 8.00 4.80

Source: C ho, H ee-Jae (2000). T he V alidity  and R eliability  o f  the O rganizational C ulture 
Q uestionnaire . In ternational Institute for M anagem ent D epartm ent.
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A p p e n d i x  D

ISC Coded Industries In This study
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1001 A gricultural P roducts 
1006 C onstruction  
1010 A lum inum
1020 G old /Precious M etals M ining 
1030 Steel
1040 C ontainers/Packaging  (Paper)
1050 Paper &  Forest Products 
1060 M etal M ining
1070 C hem icals
1071 C hem icals (D iversified)
1072 C hem icals (Specialty)
2040 A utom obiles
2050 A uto Parts & E quipm ent
2060 B uild ing  M aterials G roup
2100 H ardw are &  Tools
2120 H om e B uild ing
2130 Lodging-H otels
2140 H ousehold  F urnishing & A ppliance
2170 Leisure T im e ( P roducts)
2175 C onsum er (Jew elry/N ovalities)
2180 Publishing
2190 Publish ing  (N ew spaper)
2215 G am bling  Lottery &  Pari-m utuel 
2220 R etail Specialty  (A pparel)
2230 R etail Specialty  (D ept Store)
2250 R etail S tores (G en M erchandise C hain)
2254 R etail ( D iscounters)
2255 R etail (C om puter/E lectronic)
2256 Retail (H om e Shopping)
2257 R etail ( B uild ing  Supplies)
2260 Retail (Specialty)
2265 D istribu tors ( D urables)
2270 Footw ear
2290 T extile (A pparel)
2291 T extile (H om e Furnishing)
2292 T extile  (Specialty)
2300 Photograph/Im aging
2400 Services (M arketing / A dvertising)
2410 Services (C om m ercial/C onsum er)
3010 B everage (A lcoholic)
3020 B everage (N on-A lcoholic)
3030 B roadcasting  (TV , R adio & Cable) 
3035 D istribu tors (Food/H ealth)
3040 Foods 
3050 T obacco
3060 H ousehold  P roducts (N on-D urable) 
3065 H ouse w are
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3070 Personal C are 
3080 E nterta inm ent 
3100 Specialty  Prin ting  
3140 Retail S tores ( D rug Stores)
3200 Service (E m ploym ent)
3210 Services (Facile /E nvironm ent) 
3220 Services (Payroll Process)
3230 Services (R entals)
3240 R etail S tores ( Food C hains)
3250 R estaurants
3510 H ealthcare D iversified
3520 H ealth  C are (D rugs)
3530 H ealth  C are ( D rugs/Pharm s)
3540 H ealth  C are ( H ospital M gm t)
3550 H ealth  C are ( Long-Term  Care) 
3570 H ealth  C are ( M anaged Care)
3580 Health C are ( Special Service)
3590 B iotechnology
3663 D igital E ncoding
4010 Oil &  G as ( R efin ing  & M K G )
4020 Oil &  G as ( D rilling  & E quipm ent)
4040 Oil ( In ternational Integrated)
4050 O il (D om estic Integrated)
4060 Oil &  G as ( E xploration /Prod) 
4783 T ransportation 
5010 Investm ent B anking/B rokerage 
5020 Savings &  Loan C om panies 
5025 B anks ( R egional)
5030 B anks (M ajor R egional)
5040 B anks ( M oney C enter)
5060 C onsum er Finance 
5070 Insurance B rokers 
5080 Insurance (L ife/H ealth)
5090 Insurance (M ult-L ine)
5100 Insurance ( P roperty /C asualty) 
5110 F inancial (D iversified)
5150 Investm ent M anagem ent 
6010 O ffice E quipm ent &  Supplies 
6015 T ruck  & Parts 
6020 A erospace/D efense 
6060 C ontainers ( M etal & G lass)
6070 Electrical E quipm ent
6071 E ngineering & C onstruction 
6100 M anufacturing  D iversified 
6110 M anufacturing  D iversified 
6115 M etal Fabricators
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6120 W aste M anagem ent
8030 C om m unication  E quipm ent
8040 C om puters (Softw are Services)
8050 C om puters (H ardw are)
8051 C om puter ("Networking)
8052 C om ptuer (Peripherals)
8053 E lectronics (C om ponent D ist.)
8070 E lectronics ( Instrum ents)
8080 E lectronics (S em i-C onductors)
8090 E lectronics (D efense)
8100 E quipm ent (Sem i-C onductors)
8200 Services ( C om puter System s)
8299 School & Educational Service
8300 Services ( D ata P rocessing)
8610 C ellu lar/W ireless T elecom m s 
8620 T elephone
8630 T elephone Long D istance
8721 A ccounting, A uditing  & B ookkeeping
8748 B usiness C onsulting  Services
9010 E lectronic C om panies
9020 N atural Gas (D istr-P ipe Line)
9040 W ater U tilities
9100 Pow er P roduct (Indepent)
9199 G eneral G overnm ent
9411 State E ducational D epartm ents
9500 Shipping
9510 A ir Freight
9520 R ailroads
9540 T ruckers
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A p p e n d i x  E

Data Examination: Data Graphical Distribution
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Involvement Consistency

Std Dev = 64
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Appendix F 

Four Culture Traits’ Normal P-P Scatterplots

R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.



www.manaraa.com

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 
Cu

m 
Pr

ob
 

Ex
pe

ct
ed

 
Cu

m 
Pr

ob

145

Normal P-P Plot of Involvement
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Normal P-P Plot of Adaptability
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Appendix G 

Statistic Data For Normality Tests
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D escrip tive S ta tis tic s

N Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis

Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic Std. Error
Budget Achievement 356 2.7384 1.6733 -.492 .129 -.957 .258
Sales/Revenue Growth 356 3.07 1.47 -.694 .129 -.326 .258

Market Share 356 3.06 1.51 -.641 .129 -.463 .258
Profitability/ROA 354 2.85 1.56 -.516 .130 -.682 .259
Quality of Products and 
Services 356 3.43 1.26 -.978 .129 .908 .258

New Product 
Development 356 2.85 1.49 -.474 .129 -.682 .258

Employee Satisfaction 356 2.95 1.30 -.414 .129 -.262 .258
Overall Organization 
Performance 356 3.36 1.18 -.767 .129 .456 .258

Involvement 356 3.5039 .7495 -.667 .129 .556 .258
Consistency 356 3.3212 .6396 -.369 .129 .333 .258
Adaptability 356 3.2488 .5816 -.412 .129 .085 .258
Mission 356 3.4305 .7750 -.570 .129 .374

COll>csj

Valid N (listwise) 354

Descriptive Statistics(Taiwan)

N M ean Std. S kew ness K urtos is

S ta tis tic S ta tis tic S ta tis tic S ta tis tic Std. Error S ta tis tic Std. E rror
B u dge t A ch ie ve m e n t 247 2.6048 1.6374 -.461 .155 -1.001 .309

S a les /R eve nue  G row th 247 3.04 1.39 -.735 .155 -.064 .309

M arke t S hare 247 2.96 1.46 -.560 .155 -.475 .309

P ro fitab ility /R O A 245 2.80 1.49 -.528 .156 -.559 .310

Q ua lity  o f P roducts and 
S e rv ices

247 3.30 1.26 -.966 .155 .976 .309

N ew  P rodu ct 
D e ve lop m en t

247 2.81 1.44 -.525 .155 -.607 .309

E m ployee  S a tis faction 247 2.90 1.29 -.527 .155 -.206 .309

O vera ll O rgan iza tion  
P e rfo rm ance 247 3.31 1.20 -.796 .155 .377 .309

Invo lve m en t 247 3.5683 .7232 -.766 .155 1.025 .309

C o ns is tency 247 3.2789 .6052 -.441 .155 .552 .309

A d ap ta b ility 247 3.3312 .4952 -.485 .155 .751 .309

M iss ion 247 3.4240 .7440 -.664 .155 .907 .309

Va lid  N (lis tw ise) 245

Descriptive Statistics (U.S.)

N M ean Std. S kew ness K urtos is

S ta tis tic S ta tis tic S ta tis tic S ta tis tic Std. E rror S ta tis tic Std. E rror

B udge t A ch ievem en t 109 3.0413 1.7215 -.645 .231 -.792 .459

S a les /R eve nue  G row th 109 3.14 1.66 -.673 .231 -.723 .459

M arke t S hare 109 3.29 1.58 -.888 .231 -.219 .459

P ro fitab ility /R O A 109 2.98 1.69 -.552 .231 -.871 .459

Q ua lity  o f P roducts  and 
S e rv ices

109 3.71 1.23 -1 .117 .231 1.073 .459

N ew  P roduct 
D e ve lop m en t

109 2.94 1.60 -.427 .231 -.833 .459

E m ployee  S a tis fac tion 109 3.06 1.32 -.190 .231 -.463 .459

O vera ll O rgan iza tion  
P e rfo rm an ce

109 3.49 1.13 -.668 .231 .615 .459

Invo lve m en t 109 3.3580 .7900 -.450 .231 -.061 .459

C o ns is tency 109 3.4171 .7050 -.385 .231 .009 .459

A d ap ta b ility 109 3.0620 .7091 .050 .231 -.693 .459

M iss ion 109 3.4451 .8444 -.434 .231 -.436 .459

V a lid  N (lis tw ise) 109
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Appendix H 

Partial Regression Plots of Four Culture Traits to Overall 
Organizational Performance
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Partial Regression Plot

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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Partial Regression Plot 

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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Appendix I 

Rotated Factor Analysis Table (Taiwan)
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Table A: Total Variance Explained
Initial

Eigenvalue
s

Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings

Componen
t

Tota % of 
Variance

Cumulativ 
e %

Totai % of 
Variance

Cumulativ 
e %

1 20.136 33.560 33.560 11.653 19.422 19.422
2 2.620 4.366 37.927 4.093 6.822 26.244
3 2.175 3.625 41.552 3.426 5.709 31.953
4 1.760 2.933 44.484 3.301 5.502 37.456
5 1.575 2.624 47.109 2.248 3.747 41.203
6 1.459 2.431 49.540 2.243 3.739 44.941
7 1.427 2.379 51.919 2.071 3.451 48.392
8 1.282 2.136 54.055 1.559 2.598 50.991
9 1.230 2.050 56.105 1.545 2.576 53.567

10 1.188 1.980 58.085 1.545 2.574 56.141
11 1.143 1.905 59.990 1.545 2.574 58.715
12 1.058 1.763 61.754 1.481 2.469 61.184
13 1.041 1.735 63.489 1.383 2.305 63.489

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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Table B: R otated  C om ponen t Matrix of Culture T ftits

Component
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Q49 .743 .179 4.399E-02 5.935E-02 3.972E-02 .174 4.976E-02 .148 -6.23E-02 U.47E-02 3.786E-02 3.891 E-02 -5.72E-02
Q51 .727 .246 M 14E -02 .115 3.047E-02 .114 -3.03E-03 -5.68E-02 -2.08E-02 1.668E-02 -5.49E-02 .104 -1.32E-03
Q46 .727 .119 .270 3.780E-02 3.401 E-02 5.346E-02 -5.65E-03 -1.62E-02 -4.19E-02 '.522E-02 .129 .125 -4.26E-02
Q54 .725 .235 5.300E-03 .155 5.475E-02 -4.86E-02 4.394E-02 -2.72E-02 3.513E-02 L2.15E-02 7.272E-02 .118 -3.26E-02
Q59 .714 .107 .237 .133 .106 .103 .106 3.362E-02 -4.69E-02 ,201 -4.77E-02 -1.54E-02 -1.67E-02
Q55 .698 .263 .192 .207 4.344E-02 -1.65E-02 .105 3.345E-02 2.825E-02 -1.32E-02 -4.50E-02 2.275E-02 1.234E-02
Q48 .694 .275 .174 .146 -1.52E-03 3.472E-02 4.222E-02 4.730E-02 -7.33E-02 ■9.65E-02 .141 3.731 E-02 -6.58E-02
Q56 .673 .266 3.263E-02 .204 .171 .214 331 E-02 -3.92E-02 -5.54E-02 .126 3.251 E-02 3.180E-02 .158
Q52 ,668 .132 3.868E-02 ,142 .129 3.705E-02 .150 .125 .119 I.815E-03 .197 3.199E-02 3.146E-02
Q57 .654 .235 .121 .155 .135 .159 .127 -8.17E-02 3.509E-02 1.604E-02 3.299E-02 .143 -5.83E-02

Q18 .637 .136 .396 3.226E-Q2 3.665E-02 .117 -4.32E-02 .200 -1.30E-02 .199 -9.52E-02 P.253E-02 3.063E-02
Q60 .628 .124 .119 .272 .151 3.034E-02 3.507E-02 -.146 3.877E-02 .246 -2.90E-02 -5.85E-02 3.631 E-02
Q53 .625 -1.24E-03 .188 .174 -.112 .216 3.870E-02 .122 -8.73E-02 .191 .102 5.479E-02 -4.31 E-03
Q17 .587 .258 .394 9.390E-02 3.148E-02 .121 -6.42E-02 3.060E-02 .685E-02 .164 -7.30E-02 3.722E-02 1.528E-02
Q47 .586 4.246E-02 .193 .135 -4.30E-04 .133 3.012E-02 .139 -.140 -3.34E-02 .397 -.178 4.740E-02

Q26 .542 .104 .260 .177 .100 2.010E-02 3.031E-02 .373 -.117 I.397E-02 3.172E-02 .200 2.504E-02
Q32 .541 ?.737E-02 3.219E-02 .204 .169 .261 .122 .317 -6.67E-02 t.451 E-02 .253 -7.66E-02 -8.11 E-02

Q50 -.524 -.105 -.138 .181 -.411 -.158 -3.27E-02 3.044E-02 .129 .117 -8.98E-02 -6.77E-02 .164

Q30 .482 -1.25E-02 .450 .322 4.988E-02 3.073E-02 2.352E-02 .290 -6.86E-02 -1.06E-02 B.425E-03 -2.65E-03 1.351 E-02

Q33 .475 .166 .230 .158 .182 .200 .197 ,279 -3.74E-03 .117 .158 -7.46E-02 -5.99E-02

Q10 .474 .336 .362 2.001E-02 3.927E-02 .170 3.015E-02 .199 .113 -.170 -4.91 E-02 2.467E-02 I.677E-02

Q13 .453 1.720E-02 .352 .162 .173 .380 -4.27E-03 -9.27E-02 -1.01E-02 -3.74E-02 5.079E-02 9.824E-02 1.414E-02

Q5 .382 ,320 .150 .293 .176E-02 .165 -.114 -.177 -.187 .159 .377 -2.34E-02 .128

Q42 .374 .317 .219 .297 -7.30E-02 3.106E-02 .221 -4.43E-02 -.212 .124 .165 4.526E-02 -.163

Q38 ,361 .200 .273 .325 -3.37E-02 .286 .308 -7.71 E-02 -8.80E-02 S.425E-02 -6.25E-02 .186 .158

Q21 .348 .173 .157 .287 .313 .144 4.807E-02 -.195 .129 .258 >.373E-02 .189 3.771 E-02

Q8 .190 .7116 7.333E-02 .166 .138 .139 t.096E-02 .105 .158 -6.17E-03 1.628E-02 \605E-02 .135

Q9 .375 .643 .257 -1.18E-02 3.452E-02 .134 I.511E-02 7.659E-02 I.253E-02 .139 M 25E -02 -2.58E-02 -3.61E-02

Q41 .364 .566 .182 .214 .930E-02 -.128 .134 3.379E-02 -2.42E-02 I.122E-02 .110 1.057E-02 -.293

Q7 .391 .546 .176 i.733E-02 7.890E-02 .341 -3.93E-02 -8.45E-03 -7.17E-02 .109 -3.35E-03 I.026E-02 1.383E-02

Q44 ,305 .533 .359 .191 -.112 2.653E-02 .109 -3.98E-02 -2.38E-02 1.622E-03 1.612E-02 ■8.78E-02 -.138

Q1 .378 .516 -2.56E-02 '.669E-02 .122 .138 -.126 .201 -.113 1.355E-02 J.708E-02 .124 .287

Q11 .289 .245 .697 .112 5.389E-02 .129 5.647E-02 4.175E-04 -3.87E-03 .106 1.878E-02 .108 1.502E-03

Q12 .342 .363 .495 .176 3.020E-02 .175 .110 -1.86E-02 -.148 .107 .135 ^.347E-02 -2.24E-02

Q20 .363 .203 .467 1.341 E-02 .189 1.469E-02 >.641 E-02 .220 .115 -2.75E-03 ,168 1.331 E-02 1.159E-02

Q45 .400 .112 .456 .320 -5.22E-02 1.711 E-02 .101 I.349E-02 I.234E-02 -.114 .213 ■4.50E-02 !.096E-02

Q23 .311 .198 .351 .294 .340 .176 1.522E-02 J.696E-02 .142 .158 -.104 .234 .117

Q27 .295 .174 1.664E-02 .648 .153 t.811 E-02 -3.51E-02 J.976E-02 -1.15E-02 U 20E -02 -2.41 E-02 .166 -1.91 E-02

Q28 .245 -4.80E-03 .271 .619 .190 -8.38E-02 -6.16E-02 .181 -3.50E-02 -1.58E-02 >.531 E-02 1.246E-02 .221

Q35 .406 .120 .214 .548 1.803E-02 U 46E -02 .172 1.061 E-02 3.735E-03 .196 -6.60E-02 -.117 -.152

Q6 .287 .327 -.119 .535 1.317E-03 .264 -6.88E-02 I.055E-03 5.026E-02 -.225 1.800E-02 -3.03E-02 -.155

Q31 .112 .191 .295 .393 1.287E-02 .310 1.332E-02 .176 .226 3.037E-02 M 35E -02 1.630E-02 5.546E-02

Q34 -.116 -5.94E-02 I.214E-02 -.122 -.728 j.991 E-02 ?.997E-02 -.161 .150 J.506E-02 -2.29E-02 1.144E-02 3.660E-02

Q24 -.103 -3.19E-02 -.103 -.123 -.724 -5.16E-02 .183 S.428E-02 ).611 E-02 -6.93E-02 >.660E-02 -8.88E-02 .142

Q2 .335 .210 .103 -1.85E-03 -.175 .556 -.135 .205 -.121 1.615E-03 -.175 .122 -8.89E-02

Q14 .156 .275 .128 1.518E-02 .161 .497 .192 1.891 E-02 >.881 E-02 -2.74E-02 .420 1.004E-02 -5.56E-02

Q3 .284 .201 .297 .362 -3.16E-02 .470 -.173 -2.97E-02 -.144 1.287E-02 3.191E-02 .119 -9.76E-02

Q16 .349 .122 .139 -2.45E-03 .100 .466 .269 -1.60E-02 .401 .104 5.765E-02 -1.64E-02 -2.02E-02

Q37 .148 1.477E-02 >.034E-02 -5.12E-02 -4.19E-02 1.488E-02 .827 1.374E-02 3.821 E-02 I.572E-02 .102 -5.92E-03 ).006E-02

Q36 .119 -3.54E-03 1.167E-02 I.740E-02 -.172 -9.03E-02 .798 -2.98E-02 I.115E-02 .101 -4.62E-02 1.648E-02 -9.71 E-02

Q25 .314 .323 .199 .157 1.398E-02 I.384E-02 5.787E-02 .587 T.270E-02 -1.75E-02 -3.37E-02 I.507E-02 -5.80E-02

Q39 -.252 -.139 -7.88E-02 .127 -.359 1.873E-02 -.192 .396 .124 .333 >.261 E-02 -6.35E-02 .221

Q15 -4.83E-02 3.248E-03 I.070E-02 '.676E-02 -.200 -3.19E-04 -3.85E-02 -5.63E-03 .752 -5.89E-02 .206 -3.27E-02 -5.59E-02

Q43 -.254 -3.63E-02 -.106 -.210 -.263 -.103 .161 1.920E-02 .447 .176 -.107 .205 -2.23E-02

G58 .209 .104 1.872E-02 -2.42E-02 -5.41 E-02 -2.26E-03 .159 !.358E-03 >.376E-02 .747 J.147E-02 I.712E-02 -.146

Q4 .254 .375 .159 .254 S.515E-02 .235 -9.10E-02 .108 -.142 .396 .118 .132 .135

Q19 .141 3.933E-0.2 3.814E-02 -7.76E-02 -6.56E-02 -4.67E-02 >.071 E-02 1.286E-03 .322 .136 .678 .164 1.287E-02

Q22 .312 -3.22E-02 .104 -2.91 E-02 M 88E-02 .104 3.517E-02 -.103 3.907E-02 3.369E-02 -1.90E-02 .695 3.197E-02

Q40 1.761E-02 .216 1.565E-02 .290 -6.75E-02 I.595E-02 1.373E-02 .236 -8.35E-02 -4.96E-02 .252 .637 -.103

Q29 I.209E-03 1.100E-02 3.628E-02 >.440E-03 -.191 -6.54E-02 2.035E-02 -1.67E-02 -5.27E-02 -9.43E-02 1.287E-02 -1.03E-02 .839

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a- Rotation converged in 17 iterations.
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Table C: Rotated Component Matrix of Cutlure Traits excluding Missibn items

Component
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Q18 .765 .243 816E-02 .148 1.38E-02 2.54E-02 .207 7.82E-02 7.03E-03 4.26E-02 .339E-02
Q30 .704 .868E-02 .349 .918E-02 .123E-02 5.37E-02 1.73E-02 4.60E-02 .157E-03 478E-02 .753E-02
Q17 .666 .361 .120 .157 3.02E-02 9.10E-03 .178 6.04E-02 .249E-02 3.43E-02 3.20E-02
Q26 .641 .131 .200 .614E-02 .196E-02 7.85E-02 .139 -.182 .141 8.08E-03 .347
Q20 .611 .251 .831 E-02 .390E-02 .174E-02 -.188 .100 .107 .227 .325E-02 .540E-02
Q11 .569 .421 .191 .941E-03 .093E-02 1.87E-02 .196 .122 3.18E-02 .178E-02 -.223
Q10 .543 .384 .320E-02 .243 .137E-02 6.04E-02 .029E-02 .905E-02 2.86E-02 .854E-02 .121
Q33 .495 .232 .227 .295 .232 -.169 2.27E-02 .991 E-02 590E-02 2.59E-02 .163
Q45 .493 .204 .360 .677E-02 .165 3.24E-02 7.15E-02 .113E-02 .183 .801 E-02 4.10E-02
Q32 .474 .91 IE-02 .248 .394 .167 -.172 4.34E-02 -.151 .209 8.94E-02 .255
Q13 .444 .196 .228 .368 .455E-02 -.193 .192 2.35E-02 .271 E-02 .731 E-02 -.182
Q23 .396 .267 .316 .138 .756E-02 -.254 .378 .220 -.160 .105 .790E-02
Q9 .346 .710 .705E-02 .176 .715E-02 7.16E-02 .051 E-02 .846E-03 786E-02 3.20E-02 .267E-02
Q8 861 E-02 .660 .146 .208 .579E-02 -.179 .818E-02 .152 .103 .179 .263
Q44 .295 .642 .269 .484E-02 .135 .192 E-02 -.108 .255E-02 635E-02 5.83E-02 7.67E-02
Q7 .248 .629 .107 .357 3.97E-02 -.103 .151 5.07E-02 4.16E-02 .765E-02 .518E-02
Q41 .257 .626 .254 -.107 .163 8.92E-02 430E-02 1.31 E-02 .144 -.273 .138
Q12 .439 .506 .270 .106 .121 2.75E-02 .133 7.29E-02 .589E-02 .206E-02 -.118
Q1 .255 .480 .241 E-02 .212 -.127 9.92E-02 .173 -.178 .910E-02 .246 .320
Q42 .274 .450 .392 .332E-02 .243 .373E-02 .486E-02 -.160 .940E-02 -.134 6.45E-02
Q4 .268 .410 .319 .203 9.99E-02 .029E-02 .243 -.127 .101 .149 .117E-02
Q5 .239 .406 .373 .191 6.84E-02 4.14E-02 .987E-02 -.249 .357 .148 -.185
Q27 .256 .162 .621 .315E-02 3.27E-02 -.163 .200 3.33E-02 .185E-03 4.56E-02 .152
Q28 .404 .923E-03 .596 -.149 7.60E-02 -.200 .867E-02 .880E-02 987E-02 .237 .113
Q6 218E-02 .282 .564 .323 5.05E-02 6.58E-02 -.121 1.71E-02 .506E-02 -.135 .114E-02
Q35 .420 .192 .559 .057E-02 .201 6.46E-02 1.95E-03 .119E-02 -.101 -.137 2.75 E-02
Q31 .211 .231 .464 .242 .429E-02 5.34E-02 .163E-02 .411 9.60E-02 .184 .106
Q3 .295 .296 .456 .405 -.154 .697E-02 .170 9.95E-02 2.70E-02 4.68E-02 9.49E-02
Q38 .332 .276 .356 .241 .316 .230E-02 .308 9.75E-02 7.00E-02 .138 4.69E-02
Q2 .296 .250 .341 E-02 .544 -.132 .200 .130 -.144 -.154 9.55E-02 .164
Q16 .313 .148 092E-02 .534 .263 7.92 E-02 .133 .306 .149 5.61 E-02 9.68E-02
Q14 .113 .285 .172 .488 .168 -.163 .030E-02 .782E-02 .372 1.99E-02 .046E-02
Q37 413E-02 425E-02 3.35E-02 .122 .822 .923E-02 .440E-03 .933E-02 .507E-02 .112 .696E-02
Q36 768E-02 326E-02 .011 E-02 6.56E-02 .815 .159 .194E-02 1.23E-04 1.89E-02 9.77E-02 3.13E-02
Q34 -.105 4.07E-03 -.116 1.32E-02 .104 .741 .239E-02 .OOOE-02 .916E-02 5.49E-03 -.160
Q24 -.117 3.88E-02 -.133 3.00E-02 .213 .696 -.196 .529E-02 .884E-02 .127 .771 E-02
Q39 1.59E-02 -.218 .117 4.55E-03 -.250 .520 4.82E-02 .220 5.69E-02 .206 .193
Q22 .186 922E-02 .920E-03 .672E-02 .847E-02 5.71 E-02 .761 292E-03 .347E-02 2.77E-02 006E-02
Q21 .238 .260 .292 .142 .350E-02 -.336 .355 .102 315E-02 .599E-02 -.147
Q15 1.60E-02 3.07E-02 858E-02 908E-02 3.35E-02 .171 7.47E-02 .691 .328 5.59E-02 2.91 E-02
Q43 -.205 7.51 E-02 -.255 -.127 .140 .313 .201 .487 4.47E-02 5.53E-02 666E-02
Q19 .120 .103 2.30E-02 392E-02 681 E-02 .106 .101 .190 .763 876E-03 007E-02
Q29 931 E-02 112E-02 2.15E-02 7.71 E-02 749E-02 .163 1.50E-02 3.98E-02 413E-02 .870 2.12E-02
Q25 .454 .308 .150 057E-02 378E-02 4.55E-02 3.40E-02 .147 6.42E-02 4.47E-02 .547
Q40 1.55E-02 .191 .389 1 95E-02 960E-02 917E-02 .414 2.63E-03 .245 4.02E-02 .418

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a Rotation converged in 30 iterations.
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Appendix J 

Four Culture Traits’ Measure Component Results
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R esults o f  Factor A nalysis

D
im

en
si

on

Scales C om m on A greem ent

E m pow erm ent 1. M ost em ployees are highly involved in their work. (.480)

+-J
4. Everyone believes that he or she can have a positive impact. (.410)
5. Business planning is ongoing and involves everyone in the process to som e degree. (.406)

C
a<D

"o
>c

Team
O rientation

7. People work like they are part o f  a team (.629)
8 . Teamwork is used to get work done, rather than hierarchy. (.660)
9. Teams are our primary building blocks. (.71)

hH
C apability
D evelopm ent 12. The “ bench strength” (capability o f  people) is constantly improving. (.506)

C ore V alues
17. There is a characteristic management style and a distinct set o f  management practices. (.6 6 6 )
18. There is a clear and consistent set o f  values that governs the way w e do business. (.765)

o
C3
V

m

20. There is an ethical code that guides our behavior and tells us right from wrong. (.611)

A greem ent 21. When disagreement occur, w e work hard to achieve “w in-w in” solutions. (.355)
22. There is a “strong” culture. (.765)
23. It is easy to reach consensus, even on difficult issues. (.611)

O
U C oordination  & 

Integration

26. Our approach to doing business is very consistent and predictable. (.641)

29. Working with som eone from another part o f  this organization is like working with som eone 
from a different organization. (.870)

30. There is a good alignment o f  goals across levels. (.704)
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D

im
en

si
on

Scales C om m on A greem ent

A
da

pt
ab

ili
ty

C reating
C hange

31. The way things are done is very flexible and easy to change. (.464)

34. Attempts to create change usually meet with resistance. (.741)
35. Different parts o f  the organization often cooperate to create change. (.559)

C ustom er Focus 36. Customer comments and recommendations often lead to changes. (.815)
37. Customer input directly influences our decisions. (.822)
38. All members have a deep understanding o f  customer wants and needs. (.356)
39. The interests o f  the customer often get ignored in our decisions. (.520)

O rganizational
Learning 42. Innovation and risk taking are encouraged and rewarded. (.392)

43. Lots o f  things “ fall between the cracks”. (.487)

M
is

si
on

Strategic 
D irection & 
Intent

46. There is a long-term purpose and direction. (.727)
47. Our strategy leads other organizations to change the way they com pete in the industry. (.586)
48. There is a clear m ission that gives meaning and direction to our work. (.694)
49. There is a clear strategy for the future. (.743)
50. Our strategic direction is unclear to me. ( - .  524)

G oals & 
O bjects

51. There is widespread agreement about goals. (.727)
52. Leaders set goals that are ambitious, but realistic. (.668)
53. The leadership had “gone the record” about the objectives w e are trying to meet. (.625)
54. W e continuously track our progress against our stated goals. (.725)
55. People understand what needs to be done for us to succeed in the long run. (.698)

V ision 56. We have a shared vision o f  what the organization will be like in the future. (.673)
57. Leaders have a long-term view point. (.654)
59. Our vision creates excitem ent and motivation for our em ployees. (.714)
60. W e are able to meet short-term demands without comprom ising our long-term vision. (.628)

* ( )  indicates factor loadings to  underlying dim ension.
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Appendix K 

Reliability Statistics Table for TTL Samples (USA + Taiwan)
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Reliability-lnvolvement

****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q1
Q4
Q5
Q7
Q8
Q9
Q12

Q1

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.4101 
. 3123 
. 4227 
.4069 
. 3791 
. 3869

Q4

. 0 0 0 0  

.4591 
,4602 
.4161 
. 3771 
.4666

Q5

1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 4337 
.4014 
.4096 
. 3889

Q7

1 . 0 0 0 0
.5985
.5995
.4977

Q8

1.

Q9
Q12

Q9

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.4343

Q12

1 . 0 0 0 0

N of Cases =

Statistics for 
Scale

Mean 
24 . 5833

410.0

Variance 
27 .0643

N of
Std Dev Variables 
5.2023 7

Reliability Coefficients 7 items

Alpha = .8470 Standardized item alpha = .8462

0 0 0 0
6198
3627
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Reliability-Consistency

****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis
~k k k k  k k

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E (A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q17 Q18 Q2 0 Q21 Q22

Q17 1.0000
Q18 . 6288 1. 0000
Q20 .3859 .4811 1.0000
Q21 . 3489 . 3345 .2683 1.0000
Q22 .2809 . 3119 .3067 .2511 1.0000
Q23 .3652 . 3872 .2205 .4423 .2363
Q26 .4689 . 5312 .4173 .2949 .2757
Q2 9 .0718 . 1241 . 1012 . 1471 .0542
Q30 .4560 . 5115 .3441 .3574 . 1763

Q23 Q2 6 Q2 9 Q30

Q23 1.0000
Q2 6 . 3759 1.0000
Q2 9 . 0970 . 1140 1.0000
Q30 .3901 .4881 . 1261 1.0000

N of Cases = 410.0

Statistics for Mean 
Scale 29.7843

Variance
32.9214

Std Dev 
5.7377

N of 
Variables 

9

Reliability Coefficients 9 items

Alpha = .8009 Standardized item alpha = .8020
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Reliability-Adlaptability

****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q31 Q34

Q31
Q34
Q35
Q36
Q37
Q38
Q39
Q43

. 0 0 0 0  

. 1745 
3894 
1085 
1598 
3813 
0344 
1640

. 0 0 0 0  
,2119 
.0410 
, 0219 
.1114 
, 2532 
,2991

Q35

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.2583 
.1948 
.4136 
. 1484 
.2349

Q36

1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 5963 
.2760 
. 1700 

-.0056

Q37

1 .0 0 0 0
.2949
.2345

-.0218

Q38
Q39
Q43

Q38

1. 0000
.2290
.2642

Q39

1. 0000 
. 2463

Q43

1. 0000

N of Cases =

Statistics for 
Scale

Mean
25.8378

410.0

Variance
20.6091

Std Dev 
4.5397

N of 
Variables

Reliability Coefficients 8 items

Alpha = .6740 Standardized item alpha . 6765
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Reliability-Mission

k k  k  k  k k 

k k  k  k  k k
Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S
A)

Correlation Matrix

S C A L E ( A L P H

Q46 Q4 7 Q4 8 Q49 Q50

Q46
Q47
Q48
Q49
Q50
Q51
Q52
Q53
Q54
Q55
Q56
Q57
Q59
Q60

1. 0000  
. 5050 
. 6336 
. 5931 
.4326 
.4851 
.4920 
.5012 
.5518 
.5811 
. 5347 
. 5770 
. 5973 
. 4742

1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 5701 
. 5556 
. 3365 
. 3871 
. 3610 
. 4782 
.4337 
.4839 
.4679 
.4388 
. 4707 
.3649

1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 6952 
. 5223 
. 5399 
. 5205 
.4938 
. 5918 
. 5680 
.5831 
.5393 
.5422 
.4844

1. 0000 
. 6141 
.5644 
.5360 
. 4814 
.5762 
. 5517 
. 6122 
.5671 
. 5958 
. 4577

1 . 0000  
. 4245 
. 4146 
.3328 
. 4311 
.4037 
.4169 
.4068 
.4627 
. 3813

Q51 Q52 Q53 Q54 Q55

Q51 1.0000
Q52 .4644 1.0000
Q53 .4289 .4698
Q54 .4693 .5317
Q55 .5406 .4623
Q56 .5758 .5287
Q57 .4616 .5293
Q59 .5146 .4478
Q60 .4996 .4335

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.5494 1.0000
.4955 .5446 1.0000
.4449 .5040 .6641
.4854 .5025 .5972
.4500 .4737 .6078
.3631 .4537 .5077

Q56 Q57 Q59 Q60

Q56 1.0000
Q57 .6104 1.0000
Q59 .6588 .5846 1.0000
Q60 .5662 .4671 .5812 1.0000
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R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

N of Cases = 410.0

N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables

Scale 47.8113 116.5761 10.7970 14

Reliability Coefficients 14 items

Alpha = .9343 Standardized item alpha = .9349
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Appendix L 

Reliability Statistics Results (Taiwan)
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Reliability-lnvolvement-Taiwan

****** Method ) (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis
k  k k  k k k

R E L I A B 1! L I T Y A N A L Y S I S S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q1 Q4 Q5 Q7 Q8

Q1 1.0000
Q4 .4553 1. 0000
Q5 .3795 . 4711 1.0000
Q7 .4384 . 4402 .4104 1.0000
Q8 .4185 . 4052 .3650 . 5247 1.0000
Q9 .4682 .4198 .4131 . 5872 . 5575
Q12 . 3787 .4869 .4396 .4919 .3783

Q9 Q12

Q9 1.0000
Q12 . 5190 1.0000

N of Cases = 289.0

N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables

Scale 25.1419 24 . 9486 4.9949 7

Reliability Coefficients 7 items

Alpha = .8518 Standardized item alpha = .8513

Reliability-Consistency
****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis
•k k k  k k  k

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix 

Q17 Q18 Q20 Q21 Q22
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Q17 1.0000
Q18 .7167 1.0000
Q20 .4839 .5177
Q21 .3574 .3590
Q22 .2519 .2646
Q23 .4551 .4477
Q26 .5081 .5674
Q29 -.0051 -.0116
Q30 .4772 .5623

Q23 Q26

Q23 1.0000
Q26 .3972 1.0000
Q29 .0042 -.0137
Q30 .4028 .5901

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.3726 1.0000
.2174 .2729 1.0000
.3547 .4648 .3027
.4406 .3210 .2357

-.0421 .0266 -.0158
.4142 .3458 .1313

Q29 Q30

1 . 0 0 0 0
-.0746 1.0000

N of Cases = 289.0

N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables

Scale 29.5536 30.0535 5.4821 9

Reliability Coefficients 9 items

Alpha = .7997 Standardized item alpha = .8005

Reliability-Adaptability
* * * * * *  Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis 
★*★***

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q31 Q34 Q35 Q36

Q31 1.0000
Q34 .0980 1.0000
Q35 . 3493 .1444 1. 0000
Q36 . 0211 - . 1711 . 2190 1. 0000
Q37 . 1251 -.0929 . 1812 .5665
Q38 . 3919 -.0239 . 4398 .2614

Q37

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.2682
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Q39
Q42
Q43

-.0558 
. 3130 
. 1138

.2059

.1196

.2543

. 0491 

. 4096 

.1995

. 0535 

.2546 
-.1095

. 1146 

. 1488 
-.1372

Q38
Q39
Q42
Q43

Q38

1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 1338 
.4486 
.2174

Q39

1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 1217 
. 2098

Q42

1 . 0 0 0 0  
. 1755

Q43

1 . 0 0 0 0

N of Cases =

Statistics for 
Scale

Mean 
29.9583

289.0

Variance
19.5801

N of
Std Dev Variables 
4.4249 9

Reliability Coefficients 

Alpha = .6412

9 items 

Standardized item alpha . 6437

Reliability-Mission-Taiwan

****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix 

Q46 Q47 Q48 Q49 Q50

Q46 1. 0000
Q47 . 5354 1. 0000
Q48 . 6507 .5905
Q49 .5809 . 5538
Q50 .4119 . 3400
Q51 . 5638 .4272
Q52 . 5502 .4392
Q53 .5331 .5006
Q54 . 5755 .4096
Q55 . 5844 . 4774
Q56 . 5278 .4587

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.6647 1.0000
.4140 .5759 1.0000
.6024 .6005 .4285
.5618 .5492 .3976
.4702 .4720 .3022
.5514 .5356 .4024
.5710 .5362 .3582
.5853 .6130 .4186

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

169

Q57 . 6118 .4577 . 5702 . 5701 . 3963
Q58 . 2414 .1910 .1651 .2117 . 0725
Q59 . 6295 .4594 . 5189 . 6100 .4426
Q60 . 5042 . 3502 .4485 .4293 . 3391

Q51 Q52 Q53 Q54 Q55

Q51 1.0000
Q52 .4866 1. 0000
Q53 . 5352 .5038 1.0000
Q54 . 5757 .5363 .4970 1.0000
Q55 .5675 . 5209 . 5367 .5811 1.0000
Q56 . 6032 .5611 .4856 . 5277 . 6465
Q57 . 5370 .5777 . 4715 .4963 . 6106
Q58 . 1868 . 1720 .2410 . 1788 .1634
Q59 . 5923 .4811 . 5403 . 5228 . 6038
Q60 . 5215 .4856 .4847 .5254 .5133

Q56 Q57 Q58 Q59 Q60

Q56 1.0000
Q57 . 6584 1.0000
Q58 .2613 .2461 1.0000
Q59 . 6535 . 6344 . 3110 1.0000
Q60 . 5726 . 5102 . 2547 . 5722 1.0000

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

N of Cases = 289.0

N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables

Scale 51.1626 112.3867 10.6013 15

Reliability Coefficients 15 items

Alpha = .9325 Standardized item alpha = .9324
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Appendix M 

Reliability Statistics Results for U.S. Samples

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

171

Reliability-lnvolvement-USA

****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

R E L I A B ]: L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q1 Q4 Q5 Q7 Q8

Q1 1.0000
Q4 . 3806 1. 0000
Q5 .3217 .3985 1.0000
Q7 .4629 . 4749 .4359 1.0000
Q8 .4517 .4134 .4254 .7186 1.0000
Q9 . 3628 .2434 .2876 . 6034 .7159
Q12 .4353 .4197 .3072 . 5118 .3299

Q9 Q12

Q9 1.0000
Q12 .2895 1. 0000

N of Cases = 121. 0

N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables

Scale 23.2269 29.8379 5.4624 7

Reliability Coefficients 7 items

Alpha = .8396 Standardized item alpha = .8397
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Reliability-Consistency-USA
* * * * * *  Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis
*  "k "k -k -k

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q17 Q18 Q20 Q21 Q22

Q17 1.0000
Q18 .4498 1.0000
Q20 . 1993 . 4090 1.0000
Q21 . 3614 . 3162 .1645 1.0000
Q22 . 3303 .4000 .4411 .2479 1.0000
Q23 .2419 . 3358 . 1319 . 3639 . 1757
Q26 . 3836 .4542 .3613 .2738 . 3449
Q2 9 .1968 . 3435 .2938 .3949 . 1756
Q30 . 4236 . 4279 .2634 . 3848 . 2836

Q23 Q2 6 Q2 9 Q30

Q23 1.0000
Q26 .4054 1.0000
Q29 . 3015 . 3176 1.0000
Q30 . 3803 . 3133 .4516 1.0000

N of Cases = 121.0

Statistics for Mean 
Scale 30.3445

Variance
39.7532

Std Dev 
6.3050

N of 
Variables 

9

Reliability Coefficients 9 items

Alpha = .8128 Standardized item alpha = .8133
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Reliability-Adaptability-USA

****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

Correlation Matrix

Q31 Q34

Q31 1.0000
Q34 .2483 1.0000
Q35 .3758 .3036
Q36 .2338 .1870
Q37 .1622 .2020
Q38 .2953 .3208
Q39 .0929 .3165
Q43 .3047 .3867

Q35 Q36 Q37

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.3193 1.0000
.1889 .6463 1.0000
.3262 .2912 .3183
.2832 .3605 .4129
.3174 .1798 .1742

Q38 Q39 Q43

Q38 1.0000
Q39 .3597 1.0000
Q43 .3611 .3138 1.0000

N of Cases = 121.0

N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables

Scale 24.3025 31.8399 5.6427 8

Reliability Coefficients 8 items

Alpha = .7700 Standardized item alpha = .7707
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Reliability-Mission-USA

****** Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S S C A L E  ( A L P H

Correlation Matrix

Q46 Q47 Q48 Q49 Q50

Q46 1.0000
Q47 .4524 1.0000
Q48 .6149 .5410
Q49 .6187 .5609
Q50 .4708 .3308
Q51 .3603 .3262
Q52 .3869 .2273
Q53 .4793 .4951
Q54 .5175 .4741
Q55 .5787 .4956
Q56 .5675 .4946
Q57 .5103 .4059
Q59 .5478 .4948
Q60 .4556 .4066

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.7557 1.0000
.6945 .6868 1.0000
.4386 .5068 .4220
.4527 .5113 .4444
.6442 .5686 .4340
.6655 .6570 .4791
.5625 .5821 .4814
.5784 .6204 .4219
.4900 .5607 .4271
.5774 .5725 .5017
.5391 .5308 .4700

Q51 Q52

Q51 1.0000
Q52 .4254 1.0000
Q53 .3673 .4867
Q54 .3359 .5366
Q55 .4950 .3571
Q56 .5155 .4683
Q57 .3297 .4370
Q59 .3716 .3845
Q60 .4442 .3462

Q53 Q54 Q55

1 . 0 0 0 0  
.6585 1.0000
.5027 .4996 1.0000
.5294 .5044 .7012
.5893 .5249 .5726
.3985 .4195 .6142
.3507 .4013 .5068

Q56 Q57 Q59 Q60

Q56 1.0000
Q57 .5215 1.0000
Q59 .6606 .4906 1.0000
Q60 .5299 .4016 .5883 1.0000
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R E L I A B I L I T Y  A N A L Y S I S  - S C A L E  ( A L P H
A)

N of Cases = 121.0

N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables

Scale 47.3529 141.4676 11.8940 14

Reliability Coefficients 14 items

Alpha = .9324 Standardized item alpha = .9329
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Appendix N 

Significant Test of Demographic Factors to corporate 
performance
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Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 .578 .334 .333 .98
2 .592 .350 .347 .97
3 .603 .363 .359 .96
4 .609__ .371 .364 .96
5 .614 .378 .370 .95

a Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency, Company Size
d Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency, Company Size, Gender
e Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency, Company Size, Gender, Age Range

Coefficients
Unstandardized

Coefficients
Std.
Error

Standardized Coefficients t Sig.

Model B Beta
1 (Constant) .229 .221 1.034 .302

Mission .902 .063 .578 14.301 .000
2 (Constant) -.187 .256 -.730 .466

Mission .670 .097 .430 6.884 .000
Consistency .365 .117 .194 3.107 .002

3 (Constant) -.433 .268 -1.619 .106
Mission .664 .096 .426 6.883 .000
Consistency .339 .117 .180 2.909 .004
Company Size 7.990E-02 .027 .117 2.910 .004

4 (Constant) -.733 .300 -2.441 .015
Mission .650 .096 .417 6.753 .000
Consistency .362 .117 .192 3.102 .002
Company Size 7.815E-02 .027 .114 2.858 .004
Gender .192 .089 .086 2.163 .031

5 (Constant) -.630 .303 -2.080 .038
Mission .619 .097 .397 6.391 .000
Consistency .402 .118 .214 3.419 .001
Company Size 9.005E-02 .028 .131 3.241 .001
Gender .249 .092 .111 2.697 .007
Age Range -8.581 E-02 .040 -.091 -2.138 .033

a Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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ANOVA
Sum of 
Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.

Budget Achievement Between Groups 3.661 E-04 1 3.661 E-04 .000 .984
Within Groups 18.038 21 .859
Total 18.038 22

Sales/Revenue Growth Between Groups .303 1 .303 .323 .576
Within Groups 19.697 21 .938
Total 20.000 22

Market Share Between Groups 1.211 1 1.211 1.025 .323
Within Groups 24.789 21 1.180
Total 26.000 22

Profitability/ROA Between Groups .387 1 .387 .416 .526
Within Groups 19.526 21 .930
Total 19.913 22

Quality of Products and 
Services

Between Groups 5.721 E-04 1 5.721 E-04 .001 .975

Within Groups 12.434 21 .592
Total 12.435 22

New Product 
Development

Between Groups 5.149E-03 1 5.149E-03 .003 .954

Within Groups 31.908 21 1.519
Total 31.913 22

Employee Satisfaction Between Groups 8.238E-02 1 8.238E-02 .093 .763
Within Groups 18.526 21 .882
Total 18.609 22

Overall Organization 
Performance

Between Groups 6.922E-02 1 6.922E-02 .116 .737

Within Groups 12.539 21 .597
Total 12.609 22
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Appendix O 

Regression Results of the Combined Sample
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Sum m ary o f  the R egression  R esults o f  C om bined Sam ple
D ependent
V ariables

M odel C oefficient
B

R 2 A djusted
R 2

S.E. F

B udget
achievem ent

C onstant 
C onsistency 
C om pany size 
M ission

-1.240
.608
.126
.409

.191 .184
1.5112 27.748

Sales/revenue
G row th

C onstant 
M ission 
C om pany size

- .3 4 7
.813
.142

.230 .226
.130 52.839

M arket share
C onstant 
M ission 
C om pany size

6.854E-02
.641
.180

.171 .167
1.37 36.458

P rofitability
/R O A

C onstant 
M ission 
C om pany size

-.3 1 1
.763
.124

.179 .174
.141 38.2

Q uality  o f  
products and 
services

C onstant 
C onsistency 
M ission 
C om pany size

8.931E-02
.503
.393

7.206E-02

.242 .236
1.1 37.535

N ew  product 
developm ent

C onstant
M ission
C onsistency

- .312 
.517 
.419

.178 .173
1.36 38.239

Em ployee
satisfaction

C onstant
M ission
C onsistency
Involvem ent

-1.024
.419
.515
.235

.106 .336
1.06 59.242

Overall
organization
Perform ance

C onstant 
M ission 
C onsistency 
C om pany size

- .3 3 3
.648
.356

6.584E-02

.94 .364
.94 68.766
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B udget A chievem ent

Model Sum m ary1

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,399a .159 .157 1.5368
2 ,420b .176 .171 1.5231
3 .437c .191 .184 1.5112

a- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency
b- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Company Size
c- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Company Size, 

Mission
d- Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

ANOVAd

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean
Square F Sig.

1 Regression 157.977 1 157.977 66.892 ,000a
Residual 836.035 354 2.362
Total 994.011 355

2 Regression 175.100 2 87.550 37.739 ,000b
Residual 818.911 353 2.320
Total 994.011 355

3 Regression 190.112 3 63.371 27.748 ,000c
Residual 803.899 352 2.284
Total 994.011 355

a. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Company Size 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Company Size, Mission 
d- Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
C oeffic ients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
C ollinearit} S tatistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -.726 .431 -1.682 .093

Consistency 1.043 .128 .399 8.179 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -1.088 .448 -2.429 .016

Consistency .985 .128 .376 7.685 .000 .972 1.029
Company Size .125 .046 .133 2.717 .007 .972 1.029

3 (Constant) -1.240 .448 -2.767 .006
Consistency .608 .194 .232 3.129 .002 .416 2.402
Company Size .126 .046 .134 2.748 .006 .972 1.029
Mission .409 .159 .189 2.564 .011 .421 2.373

a. Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

%  %  %  %

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement
00

75

.50

.25

00
0 00

Observed Cum Prob
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S ales/R evenue G row th

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Sales/Revenue Growth 3.07 1.47 356
Company Size 4.42 1.78 356
Involvement 3.5039 .7495 356
Consistency 3.3212 .6396 356
Adaptability 3.2488 .5816 356
Mission 3.4305 .7750 356

Model S u m m a r/

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,449a .202 .199 1.32
2 ,480b .230 .226 1.30

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
h- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth

ANOVAc

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 155.423 1 155.423 89.419 ,000a

Residual 615.305 354 1.738
Total 770.728 355

2 Regression 177.573 2 88.787 52.839 ,000b
Residual 593.154 353 1.680
Total 770.728 355

a Predictors: (Constant), Mission
h- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearih Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .141 .318 .445 .657

Mission .854 .090 .449 9.456 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.347 .340 -1.021 .308

Mission .813 .089 .428 9.092 .000 .985 1.016
Company Size .142 .039 .171 3.631 .000 .985 1.016

a- Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth 

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth

Std Dev = 1 00 

Mean = 0 00 

N = 356 00

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth
00

75

50

25

00

0
O bserved Cum Prob
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Market Share

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Market Share 3.06 1.51 356
Company Size 4.42 1.78 356
Involvement 3.5039 .7495 356
Consistency 3.3212 .6396 356
Adaptability 3.2488 .5816 356
Mission 3.4305 .7750 356

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .356a .127 .125 1.41
2 ,414b .171 .167 1.37

a Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Market Share

ANOVAc

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 102.243 1 102.243 51.519 ,000a

Residual 702.536 354 1.985
Total 804.780 355

2 Regression 137.776 2 68.888 36.458 ,000b
Residual 667.003 353 1.890
Total 804.780 355

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c. Dependent Variable: Market Share

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

186

Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearih Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .687 .339 2.026 .044

Mission .692 .096 .356 7.178 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) 6.854E-02 .360 .190 .849

Mission .641 .095 .330 6.760 .000 .985 1.016
Company Size .180 .041 .212 4.336 .000 .985 1.016

3 . Dependent Variable: Market Share

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Market Share

Std Dev = 1 00 

Mean = 0 00

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Market Share
00

75

50

25

00
0

Observed Cum Prob
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Profitability/ROA

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Profitability/ROA 2.85 1.56 354
Company Size 4.42 1.78 354
Involvement 3.5023 .7513 354
Consistency 3.3230 .6407 354
Adaptability 3.2520 .5816 354
Mission 3.4299 .7772 354

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,399a .159 .156 1.43
2 ,423b .179 .174 1.41

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c. Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

ANOVAF

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 135.735 1 135.735 66.493 ,000a

Residual 718.552 352 2.041
Total 854.287 353

2 Regression 152.708 2 76.354 38.200 ,000b
Residual 701.580 351 1.999
Total 854.287 353

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearih Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .117 .344 .339 .735

Mission .798 .098 .399 8.154 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.311 .371 -.840 .402

Mission .763 .098 .381 7.815 .000 .985 1.016
Company Size .124 .043 .142 2.914 .004 .985 1.016

a- Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA
00

75

50

25

00
0

Observed Cum Prob
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Quality of Products and Services

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Quality of Products 
and Services 3.43 1.26 356

Company Size 4.42 1.78 356
Involvement 3.5039 .7495 356
Consistency 3.3212 .6396 356
Adaptability 3.2488 .5816 356
Mission 3.4305 .7750 356

Model Summary*

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .456a .208 .206 1.12
2 .482b .232 .228 1.11
3 ,492c .242 .236 1.10

a- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency
b. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Mission
c. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Mission, 

Company Size
d- Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services

ANOVAd

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 117.373 1 117.373 92.887 ,000a

Residual 447.318 354 1.264
Total 564.691 355

2 Regression 131.214 2 65.607 53.427 ,000b
Residual 433.476 353 1.228
Total 564.691 355

3 Regression 136.863 3 45.621 37.535 .000°
Residual 427.827 352 1.215
Total 564.691 355

a. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency
b. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Mission
c. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Mission, Company Size
d. Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collineariti! Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .443 .315 1.403 .161

Consistency .899 .093 .456 9.638 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) .298 .314 .948 .344

Consistency .537 .142 .272 3.794 .000 .421 2.373
Mission .392 .117 .241 3.357 .001 .421 2.373

3 (Constant) 8.931 E-02 .327 .273 .785
Consistency .503 .142 .255 3.549 .000 .416 2.402
Mission .393 .116 .242 3.382 .001 .421 2.373
Company Size 7.206E-02 .033 .101 2.156 .032 .972 1.029

a. Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services
.00

75

50

25

00
0  00 25  50 .75 1 00

Observed Cum Prob
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New Product Development

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
New Product 
Development 2.85 1.49 356

Company Size 4.42 1.78 356
Involvement 3.5039 .7495 356
Consistency 3.3212 .6396 356
Adaptability 3.2488 .5816 356
Mission 3.4305 .7750 356

Model Summary^

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,406a .164 .162 1.36
2 ,422b .178 .173 1.36

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency 
c- Dependent Variable: New Product Development

ANOV/1P

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean
Square F Siq.

1 Regression 129.703 1 129.703 69.674 ,000a
Residual 658.996 354 1.862
Total 788.699 355

2 Regression 140.444 2 70.222 38.239 ,000b
Residual 648.255 353 1.836
Total 788.699 355

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency 
c- Dependent Variable: New Product Development
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearih Statistics>

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .177 .329 .538 .591

Mission .780 .093 .406 8.347 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.312 .384 -.814 .416

Mission .517 .143 .269 3.617 .000 .421 2.373
Consistency .419 .173 .180 2.418 .016 .421 2.373

a. Dependent Variable: New Product Development

Histogram

Dependent Variable: New Product Development
50 - -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

M ean = 0 00

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: New Product Development
1 00

Observed Cum Prob
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Employee Satisfaction

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Employee Satisfaction 2.95 1.30 356
Company Size 4.42 1.78 356
Involvement 3.5039 .7495 356
Consistency 3.3212 .6396 356
Adaptability 3.2488 .5816 356
Mission 3.4305 .7750 356

Model S u m m ar/1

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .537a .288 .286 1.10
2 ,572b .327 .323 1.07
3 ,579c .336 .330 1.06

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency, 

Involvement
d. Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction

ANOVAd

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Siq.
1 Regression 172.880 1 172.880 143.240 ,000a

Residual 427.252 354 1.207
Total 600.132 355

2 Regression 196.322 2 98.161 85.810 ,000b
Residual 403.810 353 1.144
Total 600.132 355

3 Regression 201.348 3 67.116 59.242 .000°
Residual 398.784 352 1.133
Total 600.132 355

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency 
c- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency, Involvement 
d- Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearitj Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -.141 .265 -.531 .596

Mission .900 .075 .537 11.968 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.863 .303 -2.849 .005

Mission .512 .113 .305 4.538 .000 .421 2.373
Consistency .619 .137 .304 4.527 .000 .421 2.373

3 (Constant) -1.024 .311 -3.291 .001
Mission .419 .121 .250 3.474 .001 .365 2.739
Consistency .515 .145 .253 3.562 .000 .373 2.683
Involvement .235 .112 .135 2.106 .036 .457 2.189

a- Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction
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Overall Organization Performance

D escriptive Statistics

Std.
Mean Deviation N

Overall Organization 
Performance 3.36 1.18 356

Company Size 4.42 1.78 356
Involvement 3.5039 .7495 356
Consistency 3.3212 .6396 356
Adaptability 3.2488 .5816 356
Mission 3.4305 .7750 356

Model Sum maiV1

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .584a .341 .340 .96
2 ,600b .360 .356 .95
3 .608c .370 .364 .94

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency,

Company Size
d. Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

ANOVAd

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 168.988 1 168.988 183.550 ,000a

Residual 325.916 354 .921
Total 494.904 355

2 Regression 178.158 2 89.079 99.275 ,000b
Residual 316.746 353 .897
Total 494.904 355

3 Regression 182.873 3 60.958 68.766 .000°
Residual 312.031 352 .886
Total 494.904 355

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency, Company Size
d. Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearih Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .310 .231 1.341 .181

Mission .890 .066 .584 13.548 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.142 .268 -.530 .596

Mission .647 .100 .425 6.478 .000 .421 2.373
Consistency .387 .121 .210 3.197 .002 .421 2.373

3 (Constant) -.333 .279 -1.191 .234
Mission .648 .099 .425 6.526 .000 .421 2.373
Consistency .356 .121 .193 2.939 .004 .416 2.402
Company Size 6.584E-02 .029 .099 2.306 .022 .972 1.029

a- Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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Appendix P 

Regression Results of Taiwan

195
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Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N

Budget Achievement 2.6154 1.6322 246
Involvement 3.5671 .7245 246
Consistency 3.2796 .6063 246
Adaptability 3.3302 .4960 246
Mission 3.4257 .7451 246

Model S u m m ar/’

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,391a .153 .149 1.5101

a- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency
b. Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

Coefficients3

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearity Statistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) 
Consistency

-.865
1.058

.530

.159 .391
-1.630
6.651

.104

.000
-1.909

.745
.180

1.372 1.000 1.000

a Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

R e g re s s io n  S ta n d a rd iz e d  R e s id u a l
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement
1 00
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50

25
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0 00 25 50 75 1 00

O bserved Cum Prob

Sales G row th

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Sales/Revenue Growth 3.04 1.39 247
Company Size 4.00 1.68 247
Involvement 3.5683 .7232 247
Consistency 3.2789 .6052 247
Adaptability 3.3312 .4952 247
Mission 3.4240 .7440 247

Model Sum m ary1

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .455a .207 .204 1.24
2 ,478b .229 .223 1.22
3 .492c .242 .233 1.21

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size, 

Consistency
d- Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Sales/Revenue

Growth
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Sales/Revenue
Growth

1.000

Involvement .368 1.000
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Consistency .437 .688 1.000
Adaptability .355 .556 .617 1.000

Mission .454 .708 .796 .672 1.000

ANOVAd

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 97.683 1 97.683 63.924 ,000a

Residual 374.388 245 1.528
Total 472.071 246

2 Regression 108.031 2 54.015 36.204 ,000b
Residual 364.040 244 1.492
Total 472.071 246

3 Regression 114.348 3 38.116 25.892 ,000c
Residual 357.722 243 1.472
Total 472.071 246

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size, Consistency
d. Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth

Coefficients9

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearity Statistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) .137 .371 .370 .712 -.594 .868
Mission .847 .106 .455 7.995 .000 .638 1.056 1.000 1.000

2 (Constant) -.186 .387 -.480 .632 -.947 .576
Mission .797 .106 .428 7.488 .000 .587 1.006 .968 1.033
Company Size .124 .047 .150 2.634 .009 .031 .216 .968 1.033

3 (Constant) -.639 .442 -1.445 .150 -1.510 .232
Mission .515 .172 .277 2.990 .003 .176 .854 .364 2.744
Company Size .119 .047 .145 2.550 .011 .027 .211 .966 1.036
Consistency .438 .211 .191 2.072 .039 .022 .854 .366 2.736

a. Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth
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Histogram

Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth
00
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50 75 1 000 00 25

Observed Cum Prob

M arket Share

D escriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Market Share 2.96 1.46 247
Company Size 4.00 1.68 247
Involvement 3.5683 .7232 247
Consistency 3.2789 .6052 247
Adaptability 3.3312 .4952 247
Mission 3.4240 .7440 247
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Correlations
Market Share Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Market
Share

1.000

Involveme
nt

.266 1.000

Consistenc
y

.307 .688 1.000

Adaptabilit
y

.261 .556 .617 1.000

Mission .387 .708 .796 .672 1.000

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,388a .151 .147 1.35
2 .4110b .168 .161 1.34

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Market Share

ANOWSF

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 79.067 1 79.067 43.407 ,000a

Residual 446.270 245 1.822
Total 525.337 246

2 Regression 88.122 2 44.061 24.589 ,000b
Residual 437.215 244 1.792
Total 525.337 246

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c. Dependent Variable: Market Share

C o effic ien ts

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearitv Statistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) .351 .405 .867 .387 -.447 1.149
Mission .762 .116 .388 6.588 .000 .534 .990 1.000 1.000

2 (Constant) 4.930E-02 .424 .116 .907 -.785 .884
Mission .715 .117 .364 6.132 .000 .485 .945 .968 1.033
Company Size .116 .052 .133 2.248 .025 .014 .217 .968 1.033

a  Dependent Variable: Market Share
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Histogram

Dependent Variable: Market Share

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Market Share
00
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00
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Observed Cum Prob

Profitability /R O A

D escriptive S tatistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Profitability/ROA 2.80 1.49 245
Company Size 3.99 1.69 245
Involvement 3.5665 .7259 245
Consistency 3.2811 .6068 245
Adaptability 3.3366 .4934 245
Mission 3.4231 .7470 245

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

204

Correlations
Profitability/

ROA
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Pearson
Correlation

Profitability/
ROA

1.000

Involvement .330 1.000

Consistency .398 .690 1.000

Adaptability .298 .564 .618 1.000

Mission .417 .708 .798 .679 1.000

Model SummaiV3

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .417a .174 .170 1.36

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
b- Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

ANOVAf5

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 94.428 1 94.428 51.066 ,000a

Residual 449.338 243 1.849
Total 543.766 244

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
b. Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

Coefficient#

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearity Statistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) 
Mission

-5.39E-02
.833

.408

.117 .417
-.132
7.146

.895

.000
-.858
.603

.750
1.062 1.000 1.000

a- Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA
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Histogram

Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA
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Observed Cum Prob

Q uality  o f  P roducts and Services

D escriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Quality of Products 
and Services 3.30 1.26 247

Company Size 4.00 1.68 247
Involvement 3.5683 .7232 247
Consistency 3.2789 .6052 247
Adaptability 3.3312 .4952 247
Mission 3.4240 .7440 247
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Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Quality of 

Products and 
Services

Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Quality of Products and 
Services

1.000 .307 .454 .353 .434

Involvement .307 1.000 .688 .556 .708
Consistency .454 .688 1.000 .617 .796
Adaptability .353 .556 .617 1.000 .672
Mission .434 .708 .796 .672 1.000

Model S u m m a r/

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .454a .206 .203 1.12
2 ,470b .221 .214 1.11

a. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency
b. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Mission
c. Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services

ANOVtf

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 79.827 1 79.827 63.538 ,000a

Residual 307.810 245 1.256
Total 387.637 246

2 Regression 85.578 2 42.789 34.564 ,000b
Residual 302.059 244 1.238
Total 387.637 246

a- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Mission
c- Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services

Coefficients

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Siq.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearitv Statistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) .217 .394 .552 .581 -.558 .993
Consistency .941 .118 .454 7.971 .000 .709 1.174 1.000 1.000

2 (Constant) .144 .392 .368 .713 -.628 .917
Consistency .609 .194 .294 3.145 .002 .228 .991 .366 2.730
Mission .339 .158 .201 2.155 .032 .029 .650 .366 2.730

a- Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services
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Histogram

Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services

Std  D ev = 1 00 

M ean = 0 00

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services
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Observed Cum Prob

N ew  Product D evelopm ent

D escriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
New Product 
Development 2.81 1.44 247

Company Size 4.00 1.68 247
Involvement 3.5683 .7232 247
Consistency 3.2789 .6052 247
Adaptability 3.3312 .4952 247
Mission 3.4240 .7440 247
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Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
New Product 
Development

Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

New Product 
Development

1.000

Involvement .297 1.000
Consistency .401 .688 1.000
Adaptability .346 .556 .617 1.000
Mission .403 .708 .796 .672 1.000

Model Sum m ary

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .404a .163 .160 1.32
2 ,425b .181 .174 1.31

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Dependent Variable: New Product Development

ANOVtf

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean
Square F Sig.

1 Regression 83.098 1 83.098 47.778 ,000a
Residual 426.114 245 1.739
Total 509.212 246

2 Regression 91.979 2 45.989 26.895 ,000b
Residual 417.234 244 1.710
Total 509.212 246

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c- Dependent Variable: New Product Development
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C oeffic ien t#

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearity Statistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) .138 .396 .348 .728 -.642 .918
Mission .781 .113 .404 6.912 .000 .559 1.004 1.000 1.000

2 (Constant) -.413 .461 -.896 .371 -1.321 .495
Mission .445 .185 .230 2.405 .017 .081 .810 .366 2.730
Consistency .519 .228 .218 2.279 .024 .070 .967 .366 2.730

a. Dependent Variable: New Product Development 

Histogram

Dependent Variable: New Product Development

Std D ev = 1 00 

M ean = 0 00 
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Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 
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E m ployee Satisfaction

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Employee Satisfaction 2.90 1.29 247
Company Size 4.00 1.68 247
Involvement 3.5683 .7232 247
Consistency 3.2789 .6052 247
Adaptability 3.3312 .4952 247
Mission 3.4240 .7440 247

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Employee

Satisfaction
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Employee
Satisfaction

1.000 .441 .489 .383 .505

Involvement .441 1.000 .688 .556 .708
Consistency .489 .688 1.000 .617 .796
Adaptability .383 .556 .617 1.000 .672
Mission .505 .708 .796 .672 1.000

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .506a .256 .253 1.12
2 ,526b .276 .270 1.10

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction
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ANOVA=

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 105.221 1 105.221 84.386 ,000a

Residual 305.491 245 1.247
Total 410.712 246

2 Regression 113.429 2 56.714 46.549 ,000b
Residual 297.283 244 1.218
Total 410.712 246

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction

Coefficient#

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearit\ Statistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) -.111 .335 -.332 .740 -.772 .549
Mission .879 .096 .506 9.186 .000 .691 1.067 1.000 1.000

2 (Constant) -.641 .389 -1.647 .101 -1.408 .126
Mission .556 .156 .320 3.559 .000 .248 .864 .366 2.730
Consistency .499 .192 .234 2.595 .010 .120 .877 .366 2.730

a ■ Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction 

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction

Jk
Regression Standardized Residual
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction
00
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Observed Cum Prob

O verall O rganization Perform ance

D escriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Overall Organization 
Performance 3.31 1.20 247

Company Size 4.00 1.68 247
Involvement 3.5683 .7232 247
Consistency 3.2789 .6052 247
Adaptability 3.3312 .4952 247
Mission 3.4240 .7440 247

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Overall Organization 

Performance
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Overall
Organization
Performance

1.000

Involvement .397 1.000
Consistency .478 .688 1.000
Adaptability .375 .556 .617 1.000
Mission .526 .708 .796 .672 1.000
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Model SummaiV*

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .526a .276 .273 1.02

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sip.

95% Confidence 
Interval for B Collinearitv S tatistics

B Std. Error Beta
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) 
Mission

.402

.848

.307

.088 .526
1.309
9.673

.192

.000
-.203
.676

1.008
1.021 1.000 1.000

a - D ependent Variable: Overall Organization Perform ance

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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Appendix Q 

Regression Results o f U.S.
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Descriptive Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N

Budget Achievement 3.0413 1.7215 109
Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109
Agreement Scale 3.3181 .7336 109

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Budget

Achievement
Company Size Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Budget
Achievement

1.000

Company Size .255 1.000
Involvement .233 .119 1.000
Consistency .393 .080 .752 1.000
Adaptability .222 -.068 .607 .672 1.000
Mission .450 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .450® .203 .195 1.5443
2 .513b .263 .249 1.4920

a' Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

ANOV4P

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 64.887 1 64.887 27.208 .000®

Residual 255.178 107 2.385
Total 320.064 108

2 Regression 84.100 2 42.050 18.890 ,000b
Residual 235.964 106 2.226
Total 320.064 108

a Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearih Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -.121 .624 -.194 .846

Mission .918 .176 .450 5.216 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -1.504 .765 -1.967 .052

Mission .907 .170 .445 5.332 .000 1.000 1.000
Company Size .264 .090 .245 2.938 .004 1.000 1.000

3 - Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Budget Achievement

J
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Sales/Revenue Growth

Descriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Sales/Revenue Growth 3.14 1.66 109
Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Sales/Revenue

Growth
Company Size Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Sales/Revenue
Growth

1.000 .232 .263 .300 .200 .439

Company Size .232 1.000 .119 .080 -.068 .022
Involvement .263 .119 1.000 .752 .607 .698
Consistency .300 .080 .752 1.000 .672 .707
Adaptability .200 -.068 .607 .672 1.000 .646
Mission .439 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,439a .193 .186 1.50
2 .492b .242 .228 1.46

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
h- Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c- Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth
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ANO VP?

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean
Square F Sig.

1 Regression 57.487 1 57.487 25.597 ,000a
Residual 240.300 107 2.246
Total 297.787 108

2 Regression 72.168 2 36.084 16.953 ,000b
Residual 225.618 106 2.128
Total 297.787 108

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c. Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth

Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
CollinearitN Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .168 .606 .277 .782

Mission .864 .171 .439 5.059 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -1.041 .748 -1.392 .167

Mission .854 .166 .434 5.137 .000 1.000 1.000
Company Size .231 .088 .222 2.626 .010 1.000 1.000

a- Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: Sales/Revenue Growth
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M arket Share

D escriptive S tatistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Market Share 3.29 1.58 109
Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Market Share Company

Size
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Market Share 1.000
Company Size .309 1.000
Involvement .186 .119 1.000
Consistency .226 .080 .752 1.000
Adaptability .138 -.068 .607 .672 1.000
Mission .300 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000
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Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .309a .096 .087 1.51
2 ,426b .182 .166 1.45

3 . Predictors: (Constant), Company Size 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Company Size, Mission
c. Dependent Variable: Market Share

ANO VAF

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 25.886 1 25.886 11.301 .001a

Residual 245.100 107 2.291
Total 270.985 108

2 Regression 49.190 2 24.595 11.754 ,000b
Residual 221.795 106 2.092
Total 270.985 108

a- Predictors: (Constant), Company Size 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Company Size, Mission 
c- Dependent Variable: Market Share

Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearit\ Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 1.645 .512 3.214 .002

Company Size .306 .091 .309 3.362 .001 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.216 .742 -.291 .772

Company Size .300 .087 .303 3.442 .001 1.000 1.000
Mission .550 .165 .293 3.337 .001 1.000 1.000

a- Dependent Variable: Market Share
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Histogram

Dependent Variable: Market Share

Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Market Share
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Profitability/R O A

Descriptive S tatistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Profitability/ROA 2.98 1.69 109
Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109
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Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .366a .134 .126 1.58
2 ,448b .201 .186 1.52

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
t>. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c. Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Profitability/

ROA
Company

Size
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Profitability/ROA 1.000
Company Size .267 1.000
Involvement .235 .119 1.000
Consistency .274 .080 .752 1.000
Adaptability .282 -.068 .607 .672 1.000
Mission .366 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000

ANOWP

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean
Square F Sig.

1 Regression 41.337 1 41.337 16.588 ,000a
Residual 266.637 107 2.492
Total 307.974 108

2 Regression 61.910 2 30.955 13.335 ,000b
Residual 246.064 106 2.321
Total 307.974 108

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Company Size
c. Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
C oeffic ients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
C ollinearih Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .456 .638 .715 .476

Mission .733 .180 .366 4.073 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.975 .781 -1.248 .215

Mission .721 .174 .361 4.152 .000 1.000 1.000
Company Size .273 .092 .259 2.977 .004 1.000 1.000

a- Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Profitability/ROA
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Q uality  o f  Products and Services

Descriptive Statistics

Std.
Mean Deviation N

Quality of Products 
and Services 3.71 1.23 109

Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Quality of 

Products and 
Services

Company
Size

Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Quality of Products 
and Services

1.000 .072 .351 .442 .398 .489

Company Size .072 1.000 .119 .080 -.068 .022
Involvement .351 .119 1.000 .752 .607 .698
Consistency .442 .080 .752 1.000 .672 .707
Adaptability .398 -.068 .607 .672 1.000 .646
Mission .489 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000

Model Sum m ary1

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 ,489a .239 .232 1.08

a- Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b- Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services

ANO

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 39.296 1 39.296 33.577 ,000a

Residual 125.226 107 1.170
Total 164.522 108

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearit\ Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) 

Mission
1.250
.714

.437

.123 .489
2.859
5.795

.005

.000 1.000 1.000
a- Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services 

Histogram
Dependent Variable: Quality of Products and Services
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New Product D evelopm ent

D escriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
New Product 
Development 2.94 1.60 109

Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109

Correlations
New Product 
Development

Company
Size

Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

New Product 
Development

1.000

Company Size .090 1.000
Involvement .233 .119 1.000
Consistency .349 .080 .752 1.000
Adaptability .400 -.068 .607 .672 1.000
Mission .408 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .408a .166 .159 1.47
2 ,445b .198 .183 1.45

a - Predictors: (Constant), Mission 
P Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Adaptability 
c- Dependent Variable: New Product Development
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ANOVA=

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean
Square F Sig.

1 Regression 46.302 1 46.302 21.364 ,000a
Residual 231.902 107 2.167
Total 278.204 108

2 Regression 55.124 2 27.562 13.096 ,000b
Residual 223.081 106 2.105
Total 278.204 108

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Adaptability
c. Dependent Variable: New Product Development

Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearit\ Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .271 .595 .456 .649

Mission .775 .168 .408 4.622 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.359 .662 -.542 .589

Mission .489 .217 .257 2.257 .026 .582 1.717
Adaptability .528 .258 .233 2.047 .043 .582 1.717

a- Dependent Variable: New Product Development

Histogram

Dependent Variable: New Product Development
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual

Dependent Variable: New Product Development
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Em ployee Satisfaction

D escriptive Statistics

Mean
Std.

Deviation N
Employee Satisfaction 3.06 1.32 109
Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109

Correlations
Employee

Satisfaction
Company

Size
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Employee
Satisfaction

1.000

Company Size .058 1.000
Involvement .619 .119 1.000
Consistency .625 .080 .752 1.000
Adaptability .582 -.068 .607 .672 1.000
Mission .600 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000
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Model Sum m ary1

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .625a .391 .385 1.03
2 ,665b .442 .431 .99
3 .688° .473 .458 .97

a. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency 
b- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Involvement
c. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Involvement, 

Adaptability
d. Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction

ANOVAd

Model
Sum of 

Squares df
Mean

Square F Sig.
1 Regression 73.284 1 73.284 68.718 .000®

Residual 114.110 107 1.066
Total 187.394 108

2 Regression 82.810 2 41.405 41.965 ,000b
Residual 104.585 106 .987
Total 187.394 108

3 Regression 88.587 3 29.529 31.379 .000°
Residual 98.808 105 .941
Total 187.394 108

a- Predictors: (Constant), Consistency
b. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Involvement
c. Predictors: (Constant), Consistency, Involvement, Adaptability
d. Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction
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Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearih Statistics.

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) -.931 .492 -1.893 .061

Consistency 1.168 .141 .625 8.290 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -1.204 .481 -2.502 .014

Consistency .688 .206 .368 3.345 .001 .435 2.301
Involvement .570 .184 .342 3.107 .002 .435 2.301

3 (Constant) -1.497 .484 -3.090 .003
Consistency .463 .220 .248 2.098 .038 .361 2.773
Involvement .476 .183 .286 2.599 .011 .416 2.404
Adaptability .450 .182 .242 2.478 .015 .524 1.907

a. Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Employee Satisfaction 
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Regression Standardized Residual

Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 
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O verall O rganizational Perform ance

Descriptive Statistics

Std.
Mean Deviation N

Overall Organization 
Performance 3.49 1.13 109

Company Size 5.39 1.60 109
Involvement 3.3580 .7900 109
Consistency 3.4171 .7050 109
Adaptability 3.0620 .7091 109
Mission 3.4451 .8444 109

Correlations (Pearson Correlation)
Overall

Organization
Performance

Company
Size

Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Overall
Organization
Performance

1.000

Company Size .113 1.000
Involvement .544 .119 1.000
Consistency .646 .080 .752 1.000
Adaptability .603 -.068 .607 .672 1.000
Mission .719 .022 .698 .707 .646 1.000

Model S u m m a r /

Model R R Square
Adjusted 
R Square

Std. Error 
of the 

Estimate
1 .719a .516 .512 .79
2 ,745b .554 .546 .76

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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ANOVA=

Model
Sum of 
Squares df

Mean
Square F Sig.

1 Regression 71.084 1 71.084 114.292 ,000a
Residual 66.549 107 .622
Total 137.634 108

2 Regression 76.298 2 38.149 65.930 ,000b
Residual 61.335 106 .579
Total 137.634 108

a. Predictors: (Constant), Mission
b. Predictors: (Constant), Mission, Consistency
c. Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

Coefficients?

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardi
zed

Coefficien
ts

t Sig.
Collinearit) Statistics

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF
1 (Constant) .182 .319 .571 .569

Mission .961 .090 .719 10.691 .000 1.000 1.000
2 (Constant) -.428 .368 -1.161 .248

Mission .701 .123 .524 5.718 .000 .500 1.999
Consistency .441 .147 .275 3.002 .003 .500 1.999

a Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

Histogram

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance

Std . D ev  = .99 

M e an  = 0 .0 0  

N = 109  00

Regression Standardized Residual
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Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual 

Dependent Variable: Overall Organization Performance
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Appendix R 

Twelve Sub-Scales’ Descriptive Statistics Results
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Descriptive Statistics- TTL
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Empowerment Scale 356 1.00 5.00 3.4544 .7824
Team Orientation Scale 356 1.00 5.00 3.5841 .9340
Capability Development Scale 356 1.00 5.00 3.4129 .9820
Core Value Scale 356 1.00 5.00 3.4467 .8447
Agreement Scale 356 1.00 5.00 3.3962 .7465
Cooridination and Integration 356 1.00 5.00 3.1208 .7210
Creating Change Scale 355 1.00 5.00 3.0646 .7269
Customer Focus 356 1.00 5.00 3.5000 .7079
Organization Learning 356 1.00 5.00 3.0225 .8464
Strategic Direction and Intent 356 1.00 5.00 3.4691 .8747
Goals and Objects 356 1.00 5.00 3.4337 .7892
Vision 356 1.00 5.00 3.3785 .8520
Valid N (listwise) 355

Descriptive Statistics-U.S.

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Empowerment Scale 109 1.00 5.00 3.3611 .7952
Team Orientation Scale 109 1.00 5.00 3.3425 1.0559
Capability Development Scale 109 1.00 5.00 3.3945 .9815
Core Value Scale 109 1.33 5.00 3.7005 .8368
Agreement Scale 109 1.33 5.00 3.3181 .7336
Cooridination and Integration 109 1.00 5.00 3.2328 .8886
Creating Change Scale 109 1.00 4.67 2.7582 .7970
Customer Focus 109 1.00 5.00 3.3647 .8570
Organization Learning 109 1.00 5.00 2.9128 .9619
Strategic Direction and Intent 109 1.00 5.00 3.5064 .9686
Goals and Objects 109 1.00 5.00 3.5376 .8610
Vision 109 1.00 5.00 3.2546 .9097
Valid N (listwise) 109

Descriptive Statistics-Taiwan
N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Empowerment Scale 247 1.00 5.00 3.4955 .7748
Team Orientation Scale 247 1.00 5.00 3.6907 .8557
Capability Development Scale 247 1.00 5.00 3.4211 .9840
Core Value Scale 247 1.00 5.00 3.3347 .8252
Agreement Scale 247 1.00 5.00 3.4306 .7510
Cooridination and Integration 247 1.00 5.00 3.0714 .6289
Creating Change Scale 246 1.00 5.00 3.2004 .6505
Customer Focus 247 1.75 5.00 3.5597 .6237
Organization Learning 247 1.00 5.00 3.0709 .7874
Strategic Direction and Intent 247 1.00 5.00 3.4526 .8315
Goals and Objects 247 1.00 5.00 3.3879 .7527
Vision 247 1.00 5.00 3.4332 .8212
Valid N (listwise) 246

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



www.manaraa.com

236

Appendix S 

Chi-Square Scores of the Four Culture Traits
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Test Statistics
Involvement Consistency Adaptability Mission

Chi-Square 243.169 250.921 220.831 192.910
df 27 31 27 48
Asymp. Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000
a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 
12.7.
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 
11 . 1 .

c 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is 
7.3.
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Appendix T 

Survey Tools-Authorization Letter, Invitation Letters, 
Questionnaires
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Denison
Bringing Organizational Culture & Leadership to the Bottom Line

WWW.DSNtS1m m m

Kuo-Kuang Huang 
65! 44 NVV 70,h Avc. 
Tamarac, FL3332I

September 6 , 2002

This letter serves as permission for Kuo-Kuang Huang to utilize the 60-item Denison 
Organizational Culture Survey items for his dissertation research as part o f  his 
completion o f  a DBA degree. Permission is granted by Denison Consulting, LLC.

Authorized Signature

C - s -  .....  T............1 i t  - \Atp.kCurvctL y j ® <*■ '* 6. <\,c^

Stephanie Haaland, Ph.D. 
Director o f  Research
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Research Invitation Letter
To:
From : Jerem y K. H uang
Subject: C orporate  cu lture and C orporate Perform ance R esearch Invitation 
D ate: A pril 5 2003

D ear M r. :
M y nam e is Jerem y K. Huang. I am a D octorate C andidate o f  B usiness 

A dm inistration  at the N ova Southeastern U niversity  in Florida.
I w ould like to  invite you and your com pany to partic ipate in my dissertation  study 

by com pleting  the enclosed “C orporate C ulture and Perceived C orporate E ffectiveness 
Q uestionnaire .” I am doing the corporate cu lture-effectiveness research. The culture- 
effectiveness research has only been developed 1980s. M ore research and partic ipants 
on th is research w ill help the m anagem ent understanding m ore aspects on how  to 
im prove co rpo ra tion ’s effectiveness through corporate culture. M y study w ill com pare 
the linkage re la tionship  am ong the Fortune 500 com panies betw een tw o countries, U .S. 
and T aiw an. For getting  stronger verifications on the relationships, your com pany’s 
partic ipation  w ill be a big p lus to  the study.

M r . , I ’m really  eager to  get your partic ipation  on m y study. I understand tha t it’s 
very  d ifficu lt to  have the Fortune 500 com panies to  spend tim e on the tiny thing. 
H ow ever, my d issertation  w ill be very special and m ore valuable i f  I can get your 
support on this survey; thus, allow  m e to have th is try. I f  you got no tim e to fill up the 
questionnaire , w ould  you p lease assign one o f  the m anagem ent to  com plete the 
questionnaire  for m y study? O r if  you can allow  m e to  send m ore questionnaires, p lease 
do no t hesitate to inform  m e at kuohuang@ nova.edu . A lso, the on-line version  o f  the 
questionnaire  is ready to  send to  your com pany i f  convenient for your com pany. The o n 
line form at survey can also  be found at m y personal w ebsite: h ttp ://w w w .kuohuang .com .

O ne stam ped envelope is enclosed. T hat w ill be a big favor i f  the questionnaire can 
be sent by April 30, 2003. T he below  po in t w ill p rovide m ore understanding  about m y 
study.
Questionnaires & Anonymous Principle: M y study w ill use the D en iso n ’s C ulture 
and E ffectiveness Q uestionnaire  to d iagnose corporate culture. T he questionnaire 
com poses 60 item s for d iagnosing four culture d im ensions (M ission, C onsistency, 
A daptability , and Involvem ent), 8 item s o f  perceived perform ance indicators, and 
com pany profile. It w ill take no m ore than 15 m inutes to  com plete the questionnaire . All 
the individual inform ation collected through th is survey w ill be kept confidential and 
only used for th is d issertation only. C om pany nam e and partic ipan ts’ p rofiles w ill no t be 
displayed on the d issertation.

L ook forw ard to  hearing you and thanks for your tim e.

B est regards,

Jerem y K. H uang 
040503
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To:
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April 21, 2003

Mr, Jeremy K. Huang 
6514 NW 70 Ave.
Tamarac, Ft 33321

Dear Mr, Huang,

Enclosed is the Denison Culture Survey you requested from our CEO. Mr, Mark 
O'Brien, Mark asked me to forward it to you along with some information about Pulte's 
use of the Dennison Culture and Leadership Surveys, in case it may be of help to you in 
your dissertation.

Pulte Homes has been utilizing the Denison Survey sine© 2000. As I’m sure you know, 
studying the culture of an organization requires input from all levels to get a true picture.
Over the past 3 years, we have worked with Denison to survey almost all of our 47 
divisions, from the President of each division to hourly workers. We have had amazing 
response rates—averaging 85%. Because each of our divisions operates separately, 
we have been able to gain a true picture of each culture, compare it to metrics for the 
division such as customer satisfaction, and help each leadership team develop action 
plans for improvement. Denison has been especially interested in the correlation we 
have been able to provide them with customer satisfaction (measured by an outside 
firm) and culture. We also have conducted Denison's 360 Degree Leadership Survey 
with most of the top leaders in each market, so we can help the individuals drive the 
culture we are trying to achieve.

I have attached the composite scores from the 18 divisions we surveyed in 2001, the 
most recent large-scale survey we completed. As you can imagine, we are very proud 
of our results, but continue to strive for improvement. If you have any questions, or 
would like to discuss our use of the survey further, please feel free to call me at (248) 
360-1404.

Sincerely,
c„, /
/■ i . .  ,•— ;/ M *  -< ■ '

Elaine Kramer
Vice-President Leadership Development and Training 
Pulte Homes

v- i t  Hi.-!* ■;>. if-,.

VS- S!i ~ . : - U  <„■ H i,
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S A F E W A Y iINC m n n  k. mmw.u *-fic :>i

April 9, 2003

M r .  Jerem y K Huang 
6514 NW 70* Avenue 
Tamarac, FL 33321

Dear Mr. Huang:

Thank you for inviting me to complete an organizational culture survey in 
conjunction with your doctoral dissertation.

Unfortunately, I am unable to participate in this study. W e receive an inordinate 
number of such requests and could not possibly accom m odate each one. To 
remain consistent and impartial, we feel we must decline all of them.

I’m truly sorry but trust you will understand, Good luck with your dissertation.

Sincerely,

Steven A, Burd

SAB/tc
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Denison Organizational Culture Survey
Denison
Organizational
Cultural
Survey

Instructions:

M anagem ent practices and organizational strategies 
are rooted in the underly ing beliefs, values, and 
assum ptions held by the m em bers o f  an organization. 
T he approach tha t underlies the D e n i s o n  

O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  C u l t u r e  S u r v e y  is based on a m odel 
o f  four cultural traits  o f  o rganizations. These traits 
have been linked by research to  specific aspects o f  
perform ance and effectiveness such as return on 
assets, quality, sales grow th, and em ployee 
satisfaction.

T his survey presen ts a set o f  60 statem ents that 
describes d ifferen t aspects o f  an o rgan ization’s 
cu lture and w ays that o rganizational culture and 
w ays that organizations operate. T o com plete the 
survey, ju s t indicate how  m uch you agree or disagree 
to  the statem ents, th ink  o f  your organization  as a 
w hole and the w ay that th ing  are usually  done. I f  the 
statem ent is a good descrip tion  o f  the w ay that things 
indicate that you agree w ith  tha t statem ent. I f  the 
statem ent is no t a good descrip tion  o f  the w ay things 
typically  w ork  in your organization, then indicate 
that you disagree.

U sing  the response categories on the five-point scale 
below , p lease fill in the num ber nex t to  each 
statem ent to  indicate the  ex ten t to w hich you agree 
w ith  that statem ent.

Exam ple:

In my organization......
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I. Organizational Culture : In this organization

1. ®  ©  ©  @ ®  M ost employees are highly involved in their work

2. ©  ©  ©  ©  ©  decisions are usually made at the level where the best
information is available

3. ©  ©  ©  ©  ©  information is w idely shared so that everyone can get
the information he or she needs when it is needed

4. ©  ©  ©  © ©  everyone believes that he or she can have a positive
impact.

5. ®  ©  © ©  ©  business planning is ongoing and involves everyone in
the process to some degree.

6. ®  ©  ©  ©  ©  cooperation across different parts o f the organization
is actively encouraged.

7. ©  ©  ©  people work like they are part o f a team.

44. © © © • ©  learning is an im portant objective 
in our day to day work.

®  ©  (D ©  ©
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree

8. ®  ©  ©  ©  ©  teamwork is used to get w ork done, rather than
hierarchy.

9. ®  ©  ©  ©  ©  teams are our primary building blocks.

10. ®  ©  ©  ©  © work is organized so that each person can see the
relationship between his or her job and the goals o f  
the organization.

11. ®  ©  ©  ©  © authority is delegated so that people can act on their
own.

12. ®  ©  © ©  ©  the “bench strength” ( capability o f  people) is
constantly improving.

13. ©  ©  ©  ©  ©  there is continuous investm ent in the skills employees

14. ®  ©  © ©  ©  the capabilities o f people are viewed as an important
source of com petitive advantage.

15. ®  ©  © ©  ©  problems often arise because we do not have the
skills necessary to do the job.

16. ®  ©  ©  ©  ©  the leaders and managers “practice what they
preach.”

17. ®  ©  ©  ©  ©  there is a characteristic m anagement style and a
distinct set o f management practices.

18. ©  ©  ©  © ©  there is a clear and consistent set o f values that
governs the way we do business.

19. ®  ©  ©  ©  ©  ignoring core values will get you in trouble.

20. ®  ©  ©  © ©  there is an ethical code that guides our behavior and
tells us right from wrong.
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In this organization 
21. ® © © © ©

22. ® @ © © ®

23. ® © © © ®

24. ® © ® © ®

25. ® © ® © ®

26. ® © ® © ®

27. ® © ® © ®

28. ® © ® © ®

29. ® © ® © ®

30. ® © ® © ®

31. ® © ® © ®

32. ® © ® © ®

33. ® © ® © ®

34. ® © ® © ©

35. ® © ® © ©

36. ® © ® © ®

37. ® © ® © ©

38. ® © © © ©

39. ® @ © © ©

40. ® © © © ©
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when disagreem ent occur, we work hard 
to achieve “w in-w in”

there is a “strong” culture.

it is easy to reach consensus, even on 
difficult issues.

we often have trouble reaching agreement 
on key issues

there is a clear agreement about the right
way may and the wrong way to do things. 45. ® © © © ©

our approach to doing business is very
consistent and predictable. 46. ® © © ©' ©

people from different parts o f the 47. ® © © © ©
organization share a common perspective.

it is easy to coordinate projects across 48. ® © © © ©
different parts o f the organization.

working with someone from another part 49. ® © © © ©
o f this organization is like working with
someone from a different organization. 50. ® © © © ©

there is good alignment of goals across 51. ® © © © ©
levels.

52. ® © © © ©
the way things are done is very flexible
and easy to change. 53. ® © © © ©

we respond well to competitors and other
changes in the business environment. 54. ® © © © ©

new and improved ways to do work are
continually adopted. 55. ® © © © ©

attempts to create change usually meet
with resistence. 56. ® © © © ©

different parts o f the organization often
cooperate to create change. 57. ® © © © ©

In this Organization......
41. ® © © © ©  we view failure as an opportunity for learning

and improvement.

42. ® © © © © innovation and risk taking are encouraged and
rewarded.

43. ® © © © © lots o f things “ fall between the cracks.

44. ® © © © © learning is an im portant objective in our day-to-
day work.

what the left hand is doing.” 

there is a long-term purpose and direction.

the way they compete in the industry.

direction to our work.

customer comments and 
recommendations often lead to changes.

customer input directly influences our 
decisions.

all members have a deep understanding 
o f customer wants and needs.

the interests o f the customer often get 
ignored in our decisions.

we encourage direct contact with 
customers by our people.

objectives we are trying to meet.

we continuously track our progn  
stated goals.

people understand w hat needs to 
to succeed in the long run.

we have a shared vision o f  what i 
will be like in the future.

58. ®  ©  ©  © ©  short-term thinking often compromises our long
term vision.

59. ®  ©  © © ©  our vision creates excitem ent and motivation for
our employees.

60. ®  ©  ©  ©  ©  we are able to meet short-term demands without
compromising our long-term vision.

Continue
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II. Corporate Performance

This final set of questions asks about the performance of your organization. Compared to companies like 
yours, how would you assess your organization’s performance in the following areas? Please mark one 
response for each item.

Don’t Low Average High
K n ow P erform er P er fo rm er

Budget Achievement ® © © © © ©
Sales/Revenue Growth © © © © © ©
Market Share ® © © © © ©
Proflt/ROA ® © © © © ©
Quality of Products and Services © © © © © ©
New Product Development ® © © © © ©
Employee Satisfaction ® © © © © ©
Overall Organization Performance © © © © © ©

III. The following items will be3 used to support this 
research. Your responses will be treated confidentially 
and will never be used to identify specific individuals.

Age
® Under 20 
© 20 to 29 
® 30 to 39 
© 40 to 49 
© 50 to 59 
© Over 60
© Prefer not to respond

Gender 
© Female 
© Male
© Prefer not to respond

Education (  Mark the highest Level) 
© High School 
© Some college
© Associate’s/ Technical degree 
© Bachelor’s degree 
© Some graduate work 
© Master’s degree 
© Doctoral degree
© O ther_______________
© Prefer not to respond

Organizational Level 
© Line Management 
© Middle Management 
® Senior Management 
© Executive/ Senior Vice President 
© CEO/President 
© Owner
© Prefer not to respond

Function in your organization 
® Financial and Accounting 
© Engineering
© Manufacturing and Production 
© Research and Development 
© Sales and Marketing 
© Purchasing 
© Human Resources 
© Administration 
® Support Staff 
®. Prefer not to respond

Years with your organization 
© Under 6 months 
© 6 months to 1 year 
© 1 year to 2 years 
© 2 to 4 years 
© 4 to 6 years 
© 6 to 10 years 
© 10 to 15 years 
® Over 15 years 
® Prefer not to respond

Company Profile

Company Nam e:_________________________

Industry:__________________
(please refer the attached industry index)

Size:____________ People

Time to complete: © 15-20 minutes © Over 30 minutes
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