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Abstract/Kurzfassung 

 

Abstract: 

The pioneering research by Hofstede et al. on organizational culture (1990), imple-

mented in the 1980s in Denmark and the Netherlands, could be partly replicated in 

Austria with a different sample about 25 years later. Five of the six dimensions (P1 

“process-oriented versus results-oriented”, P2 “employee-oriented versus job-

oriented”, P4 “open system versus closed system”, P5 „loose versus tight control“, P6 

“normative versus pragmatic“) could be replicated, whereas one dimension (P3 “pa-

rochial versus professional”) did not present significant results. A replication of Hofs-

tede’s method of factor analysis again brought six dimensions, whereby one Hofstede 

dimension loaded on two characteristics (P2 “employee-oriented versus job-oriented”), 

and Hofstede’s dimension P3 “parochial versus professional” again not showed any 

significant results at all. The author’s dimensions were related to the empirical GLOBE 

results for Austria (Szabo & Reber, 2007). As two dimensions especially matched well 

with GLOBE’s research on Austria, they were therefore labeled “Performance Orienta-

tion” and “Participative Leadership”, thereby supporting the author’s expectation of a 

national influence on organizational cultures. This new scale was put into relation with 

the companies’ turnover growth in order to detect a possible culture/performance-link. 

The work consists of a literature review and an empirical section. In the literature part 

the author examines established models of organizational culture and investigates into 

the organizational culture/performance-relationship. The empirical part presents the 

methodology and the analysis of the quantitative research data. An adjusted model of 

six organizational culture dimensions with regard to the Austrian cultural setting is 

elaborated. Following this, the author’s results are tested for conformity by comparing 

them with the well-established research on organizational culture in Austria of GLOBE 

(Szabo & Reber, 2007) and Sagiv and Schwartz (2007). Furthermore, the author ap-

plies Hofstede’s national values to the Austrian sample and compares these scores to 

Hofstede’s (2001) results on an experimental basis. 
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The connection of this new scale to turnover growth results in a moderate correlation 

(explained variance of about 7%), which is explained due to many intervening va-

riables. 

The work is completed with a discussion on the results and associated managerial im-

plications. 

Keywords: 

Hofstede, organizational culture, national culture, GLOBE, Austrian managers, turno-

ver growth 

 

Kurzfassung:  

Die herausragende Arbeit von Hofstede et al. über Unternehmenskultur (1990), die in 

den 1980er Jahren in Dänemark und den Niederlanden durchgeführt wurde, konnte 

teilweise in Österreich mit einer unterschiedlichen Stichprobe rund 25 Jahre später 

repliziert werden. Fünf der sechs Dimensionen (P1 „Prozessorientierung vs. Ergebnis-

orientierung“, P2 „Mitarbeiterorientierung vs. Aufgabenorientierung“, P4 „Offenes 

System vs. Geschlossenes System“, P5 „Geringe Kontrolle vs. Strenge Kontrolle“, P6 

„Normativ vs. Pragmatisch“) konnten repliziert werden, eine Dimension (P3 „Organi-

sation vs. Profession“) zeigte keine signifikanten Ergebnisse. Eine Replizierung von 

Hofstede’s angewandter Methode einer Faktoranalyse brachte erneut sechs Dimensio-

nen, wobei eine Hofstede Dimension mit beiden Ausprägungen aufschien (P2 „Mitar-

beiterorientierung vs. Aufgabenorientierung“), und die Hofstede Dimension P3 „Orga-

nisation vs. Profession“ wiederum keine signifikanten Ergebnisse brachte. Die neuen 

Dimensionen wurden mit den empirischen GLOBE Österreich-Ergebnissen (Szabo & 

Reber, 2007) in Verbindung gebracht. Da zwei der neuen Dimensionen sehr gut mit 

den österreichischen GLOBE-Ergebnissen übereinstimmten, wurden sie „Leistungs-

orientierung“ und „Partizipative Führung“ genannt. Die gute Übereinstimmung mit 

den GLOBE-Ergebnissen unterstützte die Hypothese vom nationalen Einfluss auf Or-

ganisationskultur. Die neuen Dimensionen wurden mit einem Leistungsindikator (Um-
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satzentwicklung der befragten Unternehmen) in Zusammenhang gebracht, um eine 

mögliche Organisationskultur/Performanz-Verbindung zu untersuchen. 

Die Arbeit besteht aus einem Literatur- und einem empirischen Teil. Im Literaturab-

schnitt untersucht der Autor aktuelle Modelle der Organisationskultur und Studien, die 

sich mit der Beziehung zwischen Unternehmenskultur und Leistung befassen. Der em-

pirische Abschnitt präsentiert die Methoden und die Analyse der quantitativen For-

schungsdaten. In der Folge wird ein adaptiertes Organisationskultur-Modell mit Bezug 

auf österreichische Kultureinflüsse entwickelt. Die Ergebnisse werden mit den etab-

lierten Forschungsergebnissen von GLOBE (Szabo & Reber, 2007) und Sagiv und 

Schwartz (2007) zur Organisationskultur in Österreich in Beziehung gestellt. Weiters 

vergleicht der Autor die Ergebnisse von Hofstede’s (2001) Nationalkultur-Werten für 

Österreich mit den denen seiner Stichprobe auf experimenteller Basis. 

Die Verbindung dieser neuen Skala mit finanzieller Leistung als Leistungsindikator 

resultiert in einer moderaten Korrelation (erklärte Varianz von rund 7%), was sich aus 

dem Einfluss zahlreicher Variablen erklärt.    

Diese Arbeit wird mit einer Diskussion über die Resultate und die damit verbundenen 

Management-Empfehlungen abgeschlossen. 

Schlagworte: 

Hofstede, Organisationskultur, Nationalkultur, GLOBE, Österreichische Manager, 

Umsatzwachstum 
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1 Introduction 

Some companies are more successful than others. Which factors make these organiza-

tions doing better? A lot of research has been undertaken on cross-national and cross-

cultural differences, thereby identifying specific national factors (e.g., Hofstede, 2001). 

But also within a nation there are more and less profitable companies. It can be ex-

pected that in addition to their national also organization-specific aspects make these 

firms performing better. 

Furthermore, in recent years important changes in the economic environment and a 

radical increase in competitive pressures due to the globalization of business have put  

a premium on business strategy and a company’s capacity to implement it. Having the 

ability not only to formulate appropriate strategic responses, but also to implement 

them quickly, now represents a competitive advantage. To tap this advantage, corpora-

tions have to act fast and thereby know more about their corporate culture. Or, as Da-

vis (1984, p. 2) puts it, “Perhaps the single most promising catalyst – and in many un-

lucky cases, the single greatest barrier – has come to be recognized as corporate cul-

ture.” 

The relation between organizational culture and a company’s success has received in-

creasing attention among many organizations. This attention to organizational culture 

is relatively recent, and some skeptics certainly remain, but culture is taken seriously 

today in many organizations, including many of the most successful companies in the 

world. The aspect of organizational culture is also an active focus of research and con-

sultation by management scholars and consultants (Rollins & Roberts, 1998). 

Since the 1970s the topic of “Organizational/Corporate Culture” was discussed within 

the scientific community, in the last two decades also related to organizational perfor-

mance. Peters and Waterman (1982) became widely known for their promotion of the 

so-called “strong culture” as the distinguishing factor between successful and less suc-

cessful companies. They argued that excellent performance could only be achieved by 

moving away from a pure technical, rationalistic approach (i.e. financial results) to-
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ward a more flexible and humanistic attitude in corporate culture. In a similar attempt, 

Deal and Kennedy (1982) characterized a company’s strong culture to be not only able 

to respond well to its environment but to be able to adapt to changing circumstances 

(C. Wilderom, Glunk, & Maslowski, 2000). Both ideas were criticized for their uncrit-

ical claim of a direct culture-performance link in the following years (Carroll, 1983; 

Reynolds, 1986; Saffold & Guy, 1988). 

Despite this criticism, the 1990s witnessed a relatively large number of empirical stu-

dies dealing with the assumed culture-performance link (C. Wilderom et al., 2000). 

The majority of these large-scale quantitative studies were done in the United States 

(e.g., Beadles, Lowery, Petty, & Ezell, 2000; Denison & Mishra, 1989; 1995; G. G. 

Gordon & DiTomaso, 1992; Marcoulides & Heck, 1993; Rousseau, 1990), and to a 

minor ex-tent in Europe (Calori & Sarnin, 1991; C. P. M. Wilderom & Van den Berg, 

1998). A comparison between these studies is difficult, as no universal definitions of 

corporate culture and performance are employed. 

The common aspect for all these studies is the strong belief among the researchers that 

the performance of organizations is partly connected to organizational culture. Still, it 

is the question of evidence that keeps the researchers further engaged in this topic. The 

outcome could  “provide convincing evidence for the idea that deeply rooted positive 

sentiments on the part of the employees regarding their organizations are highly con-

ducive to positive organizational results.” (C. Wilderom et al., 2000, pp. 193-194). 

Richard Daft seems even more certain when declaring, “Organizational culture is 

found to be measurable and to be related to important organizational outcomes” (Deni-

son & Mishra, 1995). In consequence, this would tell the managers that the knowledge 

about how culture works in the organization would be crucial to its success. The right 

activity in the company’s culture would consequently optimize the organization’s per-

formance. 

It is impressive how much work has been done on this topic in recent years. Back in 

the “early days” of organizational culture/performance-research, Peters and Waterman 

(1982, p. 103) argued strongly in their bestseller for the link between organizational 

culture and organizational performance, but reported to be a distinct minority, “It is 
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surprising how little is said about the shaping of values in current management theories 

– particularly how little is said about companies as cultures”. 

Today the situation is different, as organizational culture is a “hot topic” (Rollins & 

Roberts, 1998) that is: 

• Identified by the managers of leading corporations as a key element of their 

long-term success 

• Taught in business schools as a standard part of the management curriculum, 

and featured prominently in faculty research, such as the work of Kotter and 

Heskett (1992) of Harvard Business School 

• Considered an important aspect of change planning and implementation by ma-

jor consulting firms 

It is apparent that company culture is a complex system with a broad variety of inter-

vening variables and interactions. As it is not possible to seriously deal with all these 

cultural aspects, the author’s target will be the replication of the organizational prac-

tice dimensions, introduced by Hofstede et al. (1990) after conducting an empirical 

study in Denmark and the Netherlands, for the Austrian business environment. The 

author wants to test, whether these organizational culture dimensions can also be de-

tected within Austrian companies, or if other dimensions emerge due to the influence 

of national characteristics. A further objective is to identify a possible linkage between 

these value dimensions and an economic performance indicator. As a result, this re-

search could support companies in further improving their mindset on corporate cul-

ture. 

The following structure is implemented: 

After this introduction, in chapter 2 the author will show the aspects of this topic by 

further defining the scope. Thereby the author will present the major theories of orga-

nizational culture with the work of Edgar Schein as one of the major models. Further-

more, the author will give an overview on empirical research on the topic of organiza-



 - 18 - 

  

tional culture together with a summary on the culture/performance research, with the 

work of the GLOBE team as well-known empirical research project with focus on the 

Austrian results. Chapter 3 portrays the work of Geert Hofstede with both, his research 

on national as well as organizational culture. As his work on organizational cultures 

will be the theoretical basis for the author’s research, this topic will be outlined in de-

tail, including a comparison with the work of Sagiv and Schwartz and the model of 

Schein. This leads to chapter 4, in which the research gap is presented. This results in 

the detailed elaboration of the hypotheses. The chapter is finalized with the presenta-

tion the author’s objectives. 

This is followed by the empirical part dealing with the methods of data collection and 

analysis (chapter 5), both for the qualitative pre-study phase and the quantitative study. 

Chapter 6 thoroughly deals with the empirical results of this research work by validat-

ing each of the author’s hypotheses. In chapter 7 the major findings with focus on the 

benefits and limitations as well as possible managerial implications are presented. 

Chapter 8 gives a summary, which is concluded by an executive summary in chapter 9. 

The appendices and the bibliography complete this work. 
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2 Defining the scope 

As the area of organizational culture comprises so many aspects, numerous publica-

tions have been published about this phenomenon. In this chapter the theoretical base 

of the aspects of organizational culture will be elaborated. Furthermore, an overview 

on the development of organizational culture research and different views on this topic 

will be presented. Among these different models the author will present the well-

established theoretical work of Sagiv and Schwartz (2007) and of Edgar Schein (1992), 

as well as the empirical research of the GLOBE (Chhokar, Brodbeck, & House, 2007; 

House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004) project on organizational culture. 

All these remarks together will help to “define the scope” of organizational culture for 

the combination with performance for this research work. Theoretical and empirical 

aspects on performance will be specified, as the author’s empirical results will be put 

into relation to aspects of economic performance. 

2.1 Development in organizational culture research 

The aspects of organizational culture are nowadays already well-introduced in research 

and numerous publications are available. Nevertheless, the attribution of culture to 

organizations has a relatively recent history. Up until the 1970s organizations were, for 

the most part, simply thought of as rational means by which to coordinate and control a 

group of people, including vertical levels, departments, and authority relationships. But 

organizations are more, having some sort of personality. They can be rigid or flexible, 

unfriendly or supportive, innovative or conservative. Organizational theorists then be-

gan to acknowledge this by recognizing the important role that culture plays in the 

lives of organization members. 

The term “organizational culture” first appeared in English literature in the 1960s as a 

synonym for climate. In American research this issue got into the focus in the late 

1970s with the increasing economic success of Japanese companies in the United 

States (Ouchi, 1981; Pascale & Athos, 1981). It became apparent that it were not the 
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differences in national culture which made the Japanese companies so successful, but 

aspects of organizational culture, as they were also very competitive in other countries 

with non-Japanese employees. 

Corporate culture gained popularity with the publication of the book “Corporate Cul-

tures: The Rites and Rituals of Corporate Life” by Terrence Deal and Allan Kennedy 

(1982). It became common parlance with the success of the book “In Search of Excel-

lence”, appearing in the same year, by Thomas Peters and Robert Waterman (1982). In 

the following years, an extensive literature developed on this topic. Management litera-

ture began to popularize the claim that organizational culture was key to success or 

“excellence” of an organization. 

At the beginning of the 1990s, after both some formerly successful Japanese compa-

nies (Ouchi, 1981) and the “excellent” American companies (Peters & Waterman, 

1982) had faced severe economic problems, this before one-sided view of organiza-

tional culture as main success factor diminished. 

In our days, organizational culture constructs try to further understand the numerous 

aspects of this phenomenon. In the light of an intensified globalization of business, 

accompanied by frequent company cooperations, mergers and acquisitions, organiza-

tional culture gets into the focus again as the growing-together of the particular com-

pany cultures is seen as key to success (Cartwright & Cooper, 1996). 

2.2 Organizational culture 

Before an attempt to define the term organizational culture can be made, the concept 

of culture has to be worked out – which is far more difficult than it might seem at first 

glance as there are so many perceptions of culture interfering. 

2.2.1 A definition of culture 

Kroeber and Kluckhohn have shown that there are about 170 different concepts of cul-

ture (1952, pp. 43-72). As culture is part of research in many different sciences, such 
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as anthropology, sociology, ethnography, psychology and economic sciences, the dif-

ferences depend very much on the specific traditions of research (Schuh, 1989, p. 18). 

Webster’s New World Dictionary (Neufeldt & Guralnik, 1989) defines culture as “a) 

the ideas, customs, skills, arts, etc. of a people or group that are transferred, communi-

cated, or passed along, as in or to succeeding generations b) such ideas, customs, etc. 

of a particular people or group of people in a particular period; civilization c) the par-

ticular people or group having such ideas, customs, etc.”. 

The word “culture” stems from the Latin “colere”, which can be translated as “to build 

on, to cultivate, to foster”. In anthropology, the term “culture” is used to describe the 

ways humans have learned to cope with experience (Gregory, 1983, p. 364). Culture 

can be considered as a phenomenon that comes “from within people …” (Hampden-

Turner, 1990, p. 12) in their endeavors to adapt to their environments and create stan-

dardized assumptions and behavioral guidelines (Schein, 1992, p. 9). Beyond that, cul-

ture is not something that can be readily explained or analyzed as there are many fac-

tors involved that can not be quantified or qualified easily. One evident reason for this 

is, as Schein (1989, p.4) states, the fact that “culture goes deeper than written or spo-

ken words, and in this lies its tendency to be carried out by tacit understandings and 

expectations”.  

One of the most commonly used definitions of culture is given by Kroeber and Kluck-

hohn, “Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit of and for behavior acquired 

and transmitted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievement of human groups, 

including their embodiment in artefacts; the essential core of culture consists of tradi-

tional (i.e., historically derived and selected) ideas and especially their attached values; 

culture systems may, on the one hand, be considered as products of action, on the oth-

er, as conditioning elements of future action” (1952, p. 181). 

The members of the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness 

Project (GLOBE) (House et al., 1999, p. 184) similarly define culture “as shared mo-

tives, values, beliefs, identities, and interpretations or meanings of significant events 
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that result from common experiences of members of collectives and are transmitted 

across age generations”. 

Apart from this common understanding of culture, sociologists and anthropologists 

focus on a variety of aspects, which range from extrinsic factors (visible representation 

of the underlying culture) to behavioral patterns and to intrinsic elements (as values 

and attitudes). The feature common to all definitions of culture is the concept of an 

underlying pattern. This means that culture does not exist randomly or behave errati-

cally but rather follows certain guidelines society has chosen to set up and adhere to. 

These rules, being institutionalized regulations and norms or implicit beliefs, values 

and premises, have been accepted by its members, who in turn adapt their behavior and 

conduct to these commonly agreed rules (Beer, 1996, pp. 62-63). 

Pedersen and Soerensen (1989, p. 28) view artefacts (i.e., the visible elements of cul-

ture) as an important key to understanding the culture that lies beneath the outward 

appearance. They classify the various aspects into four different clusters, namely phys-

ical symbols (e.g., architecture), language (jargon), traditions (rites), and stories (le-

gends). 

While many of the observations on culture made before are true also for organizational 

cultures, several differences do exist that set organizational culture apart from culture 

in a more general sense. Therefore, the next chapter will attempt to give a clear picture 

of the specific aspects of organizational cultures. 

2.2.2 A definition of organizational culture 

The question can be raised, why companies try to develop in some way there own in-

dividual culture and thereby distinguishing themselves from the commonly shared val-

ues and beliefs that form the cultural setting. The answer appears to be quite simple: In 

order to be successful, companies need to work out their own standards and guidelines, 

such as a common language or a frame of reference (Schein, 1989, p.3). The essential 

point, however, is the fact that they are not trying to set themselves apart from the cul-

ture in which they are embedded, but rather from their competitors. To get better re-
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sults compared with the other players on the market, the company must work in a dif-

ferent way, including its organizational culture (Beer, 1996, p. 65). 

Although numerous publications deal with the topic of organizational culture, a gener-

ally accepted definition for this phenomenon has not yet been given. Simply put, orga-

nizational culture is the general culture of the given cultural setting applied to a more 

limited framework - in this case the organization – with all the adaptations stemming 

from the difference in motives of a society as a whole and an organization in particu-

lar. 

Before going into the details, some general conditions have to be mentioned: Several 

researchers, in particular in German organizational research, distinct between organi-

zational culture and corporate culture. In their view, organizational culture is a kind of 

“mega-symbol”, suitable for all social systems (e.g., schools, hospitals,..) whereas cor-

porate culture should only be used in connection with business companies (Kasper, 

1987, p. 3). Nevertheless, in general it is common to use these terms synonymously in 

academic literature (Baetge, Schewe, Schulz, & Solmecke, 2007; Kasper, 1987). Fur-

thermore, Denison (1996) proposes not to make a differentiation between organiza-

tional culture and organizational climate. Climate refers to a situation and its link to 

thoughts, feelings, and behaviors of organizational members, thus being temporal and 

subjective. Culture, in contrast, refers to an evolved context, thus rooted in history and 

collectively held. In consequence, culture is being expressed in the climate. 

Basically, there are two ways in which the term “culture” is used in organizational 

theories: Both as an external and internal factor. Research on culture as external varia-

ble concentrates on the influence, which a country’s culture has on the form of an or-

ganization and the behavior of its participants. Culture in the sense of organizational 

culture is an internal variable. 

As explained, there is a huge variety of definitions of organizational culture to be 

found. Common to all is that “organizational culture refers to a system of shared mean-

ing held by members” (S. P. Robbins, 1993, p. 602). For Deal and Kennedy (1982) 

organizational culture represents “a cohesion of values, myths, heroes, and symbols 
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that has come to mean a great deal to the people, … the dominant values espoused by 

an organization”. Or, as Sathe states (1985, p. 10), “a set of important assumptions 

(often unstated) that members of a community share in common”. 

As organizational culture can be defined as the shared philosophies, ideologies, values, 

assumptions, beliefs, expectations, attitudes and norms that knit an organization to-

gether, all of these interrelated psychological qualities reveal a group’s agreement - 

implicit or explicit - on how to approach decisions and problems, “the way things are 

done around here” (Kilman, Saxton, & Serpa, 1985, p.5). 

Therefore, culture can never be imposed sensibly and successfully from above, but 

rather grows and develops over time, with members of a coherent group inevitably 

sharing their experiences and convictions with one another, thus forming a common 

thread that binds them together and is highly consistent in form and content (Beer, 

1996, p. 63). In accordance to that, Schein (1992, p. 12) defines the culture within an 

organizational group, as “a pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned 

as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration that has worked 

well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the 

correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems”. 

Hofstede (1990, p. 286) defines organizational culture as follows: “It is (1) holistic, (2) 

historically determined, (3) related to anthropological concepts, (4) socially con-

structed, (5) soft, and (6) difficult to change.“ Therefore , Hofstede defines organiza-

tional culture as “the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the 

members of one organization from another” (1991, pp. 179-180). Hofstede thereby 

distinguishes between the “software” for national cultures, mainly expressed in values, 

and the “software” for organizational cultures, which is revealed through practices. 

This clear distinction will be an important part for the generation of the author’s hypo-

theses and will therefore be elaborated in detail in the following chapters. 

Concerning the question how culture is affecting organizations, two main views do 

exist (Smircich, 1983, p. 347). One view claims that organizations “have” culture. This 

approach is more instrumental; culture is, just like structure or technology, only one 
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more variable which can be used to describe a firm: “Organizations are seen as social 

instruments that produce goods and services, and, as a by-product, they also produce 

distinctive cultural artefacts such as rituals, legends, and ceremonies” (Smircich, 1983, 

p. 344). In consequence, this organizational culture can be manipulated to serve man-

agement’s goals. The underlying assumption that an organization’s size or structure is 

determined by external influences and rational decisions is sometimes called “social 

fact paradigm” (Kasper, 1987, p. 63). 

This view, however, is criticized by scientists who claim that structures and behavior 

in organizations are not primarily defined by rationality and external factors. Accord-

ing to this so-called “social constructivist paradigm”, organizations can not be de-

scribed in an objective, scientific manner as they are social constructs of reality, exist-

ing only in images in their members’ heads. Culture is embedded in the organization’s 

history and structural relationships, organizations “are” cultures (Schein, 1984, p. 14). 

Schein (1985b, pp. 5-8), who investigated the widespread meanings of the term “cul-

ture” arrived at the conclusion that most of those dealt with culture on the surface only. 

In order to improve the perception, Schein introduced his by now famous three-level 

model of culture – which will be explained in more detail in the next chapter. Culture, 

in his terminology, is the consequence of shared experiences of members within an 

independently defined stable social unit and can therefore only be observed if this de-

finable group shows  a common, significant history. Therefore, no organization can ex 

ante be expected to show an overall organizational culture which is shared and fol-

lowed by the company as a whole while there may very well be various subcultures at 

work at various levels of the organization (Beer, 1996, p. 67). 

Similar to Schein’s arguments, Handy (1995, p. 19) observes that “… organizations do 

not possess cultures, they are cultures, the cultural characteristics and the organization 

are embedded in each other rather than existing as parallel but separate entities”. So 

these distinctive organizational cultures grow and are established by similarities of 

required outlook and behavior over time. 

Smircich (1983, p. 353) mentions that “the mode of thought that underlies culture as a 

root metaphor gives the social world much less concrete status. The social world is not 
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assumed to have an objective, independent existence that imposes itself on human be-

ings. Instead, the social or organizational world exists only as a pattern of symbolic 

relationships and meanings sustained through the continued processes of human inte-

raction. Social action is considered possible because of consensually determined mean-

ings for experience that, to an external observer, may have the appearance of an inde-

pendent rule-like existence”. 

Organizational culture is also interdependent with other aspects of organizations – 

strategy, organization structure, work processes, pay systems, and so on. By “interde-

pendent”, Rollins and Roberts (1998, p. 4) mean that organizational culture influences 

these other things, and in turn they can influence culture. 

Concerning the main functions of organizational culture, Robbins (1992, p. 256) men-

tions, “First, it has a boundary defining role; that is, it creates distinctions between one 

organization and others. Second, it conveys a sense of identity for organization mem-

bers. Third, culture facilitates the generation of commitment to something larger than 

one’s individual self-interest. Fourth, it enhances social system stability. Culture is the 

social glue that helps hold the organization together by providing appropriate standards 

for what employees should say and do. Finally, culture serves as a sense-making and 

control mechanism that guides and shapes the attitudes and behavior of employees”. 

According to Schein (1992, p. 89), there are a number of significant factors to recog-

nize with regard to culture in an organization: 

• Cultures are critical because it is a strong culture which most often gives the 

organization a competitive edge – and, in the long run, success 

• The failure of top management to see themselves as the crucial part of the cul-

ture – and of any changes required – is a key cause of failure 

• The close value patterns of strong or harmonious cultures must also extend to 

sharing values on management’s roles. Clear views on responsibilities, authori-

ties and management priorities engender confidence toward the organization 
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• Successful organizations are those which know enough to be able to build on 

their strengths and compensate for their weaknesses; strong cultures are most 

likely to succeed 

• Cultural values vary from country to country and even from region to region 

Successful organizations normally cultivate stronger cultures, and the simple fact of 

being a successful company reinforces culture. Emphasis on certain virtues, for exam-

ple, is easily detectable by new-joiners to the organization. In-house management 

training and development do contribute to such culture building, and thus great empha-

sis should be placed on these things, for beyond their cognitive values. Such differenc-

es demand more management thinking and continuous monitoring. 

An organization’s culture can often be traced back to its founders whose way of think-

ing and doing things still has an influence on the current practices of members. Their 

visions often become the corporate philosophy of the initially small company. New 

employees will be chosen according to their similarity with the existing members and 

their willingness to adopt the present culture. When the firm grows, new members 

learn the behavior that is expected from them in a process of “socialization”. Some 

companies have formal training or mentorship programs to give newcomers an idea of 

the organization’s culture. Members of the organization are socialized throughout their 

career by being exposed to the artefacts of culture (S. P. Robbins & Barnwell, 1994, p. 

384). The most important means of transmitting culture are stories, slogans, rituals, 

material symbols, and language. Stories and myths are often told about the founders, 

important heroes, or significant events. Rituals are used in awarding ceremonies, regu-

lar speeches to employees, or at board meetings, to reinforce the current values and to 

proclaim who should be used as an example of desirable behavior (S. P. Robbins, 

1993, p. 616). Also Rollins and Roberts (1998, p. 5) mention the importance of an or-

ganization’s history: „This culture is certainly influenced by national, regional, or eth-

nic culture, but different organizations still have distinctive work cultures that are 

strongly influenced by the organization’s specific history and attributes”. 
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Research in this field has shown that the culture of an organization – the way it is or-

ganized, thinks and behaves – is critical to its success. But still, some managers are 

reluctant to accept such evidence – even sometimes in organizations where culture and 

success are clearly linked. Culture exists, whether managers acknowledge its existence 

or not. Every organization possesses a culture, this being the set of beliefs about the 

purpose of the organization, the values by which it executes that purpose and the struc-

tures and styles, which have evolved or have been developed to control the organiza-

tion. Without such a framework it would be difficult, if not impossible, for people to 

collaborate; with it, it is possible to give direction, at least to some extent, toward 

common goals. 

The following chapter deals with one of the most elaborated models on organizational 

culture, the three-level model of Edgar Schein (1985a, 1985b). This will be followed 

by an overview on the research of organizational culture with GLOBE’s (Chhokar et 

al., 2007; House et al., 2004) empirical research as a well-established example of em-

pirical research on this topic, finalized by a brief outline on the aspect of economic 

performance. 

2.2.3 Schein’s concept of culture as one major theo retical model of 
organizational culture 

One of the most important concepts used in organizational research is Edgar Schein’s 

three-level concept of culture (1985a; Schein, 1985b), which is presented hereby. As it 

is partly contrary to Hofstede’s assumptions, it will be later on put into relation with 

Hofstede’s model. 

Schein divides the culture of organizations into two broad categories, one externally 

focused and the other internally. Moreover, unlike Peters and Waterman (1982), who 

are interested in the more surface manifestations of culture, as material, social, or ideo-

logical, Schein’s rational approach probes into the deeper and more abstract realms of 

human thought, feeling and behavior. 
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He names some common meanings which see organizational culture as observed beha-

vioral regularities, such as the language and rituals used; the norms that evolve in 

working groups; the dominant values espoused by organizations; the philosophy that 

guides an organization’s policy toward employees and customers; the climate that is 

conveyed in an organization by the physical layout the way in which members of the 

organization interact with customers or other outsiders. 

Therefore culture is, or at least should be, more than just an artefact of an organization. 

He takes the view that the mere observation and interpretation of visible creations and 

artefacts is quite inadequate for the understanding of organizational culture. Schein 

refers to various “elements” of organizational culture and distinguishes between these 

elements in his concept on three different levels. He suggests that a description of an 

organization’s culture is not possible by only relating to easily observable elements at 

the surface level, called artefacts and norms. Behavior of people can only be unders-

tood by asking for the reasons and underlying values at the intermediate level. Accord-

ing to Schein, these values are not yet culture, but manifestations of culture, driven by 

the underlying basic assumptions that represent the deepest level of culture: 

“Because of the human need for consistency and order, the basic assumptions of a 

group gradually form a pattern, assuming that the group has a long enough life for this 

process to happen. Culture thus can be described as the pattern of underlying assump-

tions, a pattern that is implicit, taken for granted, and unconscious unless called to the 

surface by some process of inquiry” (Schein, 1985a, p. 23). 

In his model (Figure 1) Schein distinguishes between various cultural elements, such 

as the physical of an organization’s offices, rules of interaction, basic values that come 

to be seen as the organization’s ideology or philosophy, and the underlying conceptual 

categories and assumptions. He treats basic assumptions as the essence - what culture 

really is - and values and behaviors as observed manifestations of the cultural essence. 
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Figure 1: Levels of culture and their interaction (Schein, 1985, p.14) 

 

 

The first level artefacts and practices is the most visible level of culture and one can 

observe the technological output of the group, the written and spoken language, 

clothes, rites, ceremonies, and the overt behavior of its members. The main problem is 

not to observe such artefacts but to interpret how they interrelate with each other. In 

order to decipher such artefacts the deeper level of values has to be examined. 

Values as the second level represent the group’s sense of what “ought to be”. Values 

serve as first solutions to the new problems confronting a group. Many of these values 

are articulated explicitly and have the function of guiding the members of such an or-

ganization. Such values influence strongly the overt behavior that can be observed at 

the first level. Nevertheless this does not mean that members of a group really believe 

in such values. The only way to internalize values is via continuous social validation. 

If these values “work” it reduces anxiety and uncertainty for the group members. This 

process of learning and this view of a dynamic, shared history are one of the most im-
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portant prerequisites for initiating a transformation of value into belief and basic as-

sumptions. The inadequacy of focusing only on these values can be seen in the prob-

lem of possible “espoused values”. If values are not based on prior cultural learning 

they may predict what people will say in some situations but may fail in predicting 

what people will actually do in situations where those values should be operating. Only 

if such values are taken for granted they do gradually become basic assumptions and 

get treated as reality, which is the deepest of the three levels. 

The third level of underlying basic assumptions is a kind of “view of life”. As these 

basic assumptions are taken for granted group members find behavior based on any 

other premise inconceivable. Schein compares his basic assumptions with what Argy-

ris (1978) calls “theories-in-use”, which tell group members how to perceive, think 

about, and feel about things. Furthermore, these assumptions are also not to be con-

fronted nor debated (p. 18). These unconscious, underlying basic assumptions are the 

core of organizational culture and the most effective and adequate way of studying 

organizational culture is the continuous attempt to understand these assumptions. 

Schein criticizes that culture is too complex to be reduced to its artefacts, as Hofstede 

tries with his six dimensions of organizational practices (Hofstede et al., 1990), or to 

the possible influence on organizational effectiveness as elaborated by Peters and Wa-

terman (1982) or Deal and Kennedy (1982). 

2.3 Organizational culture and performance 

Organizations must cope with two principal challenges: Adapting to the external envi-

ronment and integrating their internal system (G Fink, 2003; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007; 

Edgar H. Schein, 1983). Adjusting to the conditions in their environment includes, for 

instance obtaining the human and material resources, deciding what to produce and 

how to do so, finding markets for the products and in the long run disposing of a con-

tinuing surplus of profits over the organization’s expenses. Internal integration com-

prises socializing organization members, managing relations among them and develop-

ing optimal decision-making processes. Facing those challenges, organizations develop 
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the set of preferences that form their value culture and should let them perform well (G 

Fink, 2003; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007). 

As to the unstable supply of resources, firms in general are required to continuously 

perform in order to access critical resources provided by specific agents within the firm 

environment (Aldrich & Pfeffer, 1976). Companies learn from their past behaviors and 

decision rules concerning the solving of problems that occur based on the interaction 

between the company and different counterparts of the environment. To secure a busi-

ness firm’s survival, enhance economic stability, and - most favorable -  to increase 

economic growth means to satisfy these environmental counterparts providing the 

most critical resources to the company (Penrose, 1959; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). To 

secure long-term survival within an environment, which is characterized by high insta-

bility and unforeseen business opportunities often emerging by chance rather than by 

long-range planning, achieving performance becomes the key to well-being and pros-

perity (Cyert & March, 1963). 

Despite the emphasized importance to satisfy resource providers, the question is about 

the concept of performance, its definition and its possible measurement. When looking 

up for the term “performance” in the “The free dictionary” (2009b), performance has, 

among others, the following meanings: „1) the act of performing; of doing something 

successfully; using knowledge as distinguished from merely possessing it; 2) any rec-

ognized accomplishment; 3) process or manner of functioning or operating”. The term 

“effectiveness”, frequently used when dealing with performance, is defined as “1) 

power to be effective; the quality of being able to bring about an effect, 2) capacity to 

produce strong physiological or chemical effects” (2009a). 

In order to clearly define organizational performance as a type of effectiveness indica-

tor, this term has to be distinguished from the more general construct of organizational 

effectiveness (Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1986). Organizational effectiveness is a 

broader construct that captures organizational performance, but with grounding in or-

ganizational theory that entertains alternate performance goals (Kim S. Cameron & 

David A. Whetten, 1983). Management research has taken a more limited empirical 
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view, emphasizing the central role of accounting, financial, and stock market out-

comes. Richard et al. (2009, p. 722) make the following distinction: 

Organizational performance encompasses three specific areas of firm outcomes: a) 

financial performance (profits, return on assets, return on investment, etc.); b) product 

market performance (sales, market share, etc.); and c) shareholder return (total share-

holder return, economic value added, etc.). 

Organizational effectiveness is broader and captures organizational performance plus 

internal performance outcomes normally associated with more efficient or effective 

operations and other external measures that relate to considerations that are broader 

than those simply associated with economic valuation (either shareholders, managers, 

or customers), such as corporate social responsibility. 

The author therefore sticks to the term of organizational performance for the linkage 

of the organizational culture dimensions with a performance indicator, as turnover and 

turnover growth have been implemented as signs of product market performance in the 

research. 

Definitions of performance can be distinguished into two competing schools of think-

ing: 

First, the performing management perspective neglects the possibility of measuring 

performance because performance is always seen as to perform for someone, some 

audience that validates it as a performance. Performance is a consequence of a result 

process. It is not the question to define performance since it is assumed that it is con-

structed and changed over time. The way in which performance is perceived depends 

on the participants of the constructed situation at that particular time. It depends on 

how to interpret and pre-understand the concept of performing and the context within it 

is valid and interpretable. Performance is not historically or culturally fixable to what it 

is and is not. Therefore, according to the performing management perspective, it can 

be everything and nothing depending on time, place and participants of the discussion 

(Aaltio-Marjosola, 2003). 
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Second, the management performance perspective, which is in the line with the ration-

al and closed strategy approach, takes a more specific approach toward the perfor-

mance concept (Richard P Rumelt, 1986). A closed system strategy is characterized by 

focusing on a determinate system in which relevant variables are controlled and relia-

bly predicted. Thereby, economic efficiency is a key criterion, and most scholars stud-

ying performance or efficiency use a closed system strategy because they assume out-

side forces on the firm are predictable to a certain extent. A popular method for mea-

suring organizational performance within a company is the balanced scorecard, which 

includes different kinds of indicators to evaluate performance. Indicators consider 

perspectives on customer, financials, marketing, innovation and learning issues (Kap-

lan & Norton, 1996). The performance management perspective is possible when clear 

boundaries of indicators can be defined, or at least assumed such as financial indicators 

or clearly specified perceived indicators. 

Based on these two different approaches organizational performance can be described 

as the manner in which or the efficiency with which something reacts or fulfills its 

intended purpose. Thus in this thesis, organizational performance means the compa-

nies’ manner in which they fulfill their intended purposes and is closer to the thinking 

of the management performance perspective than to the performance management 

perspective. 

The primary function of organizational culture from the management’s point of view is 

to increase the company’s effectiveness. Sandner (1988b, p. 656) lists the following 

direct functions of organizational culture: Motivation, loyalty, stability, coordination, 

integration, orientation, legitimation of actions, and definition of reality. In conse-

quence these factors have an impact on profits and performance. 

Smircich (1983, p. 344) sees culture as “social or normative glue that holds an organi-

zation together”. Cultural artefacts can help to “build organizational commitment, con-

vey a philosophy of management, rationalize and legitimate activity, motivate person-

nel, and facilitate socialization”. Furthermore, Smircich (1983, pp. 345-346) works out 

that most researchers mention similar functions of effective corporate cultures: 
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• Organizational culture provides a sense of identity for employees 

• It helps creating commitment to something larger than the person 

• It increases stability 

• Provides sense, thus influencing behavior 

Wallach (1983, p. 32) provides a summary of what cultures do for the organization: 

„There are no good or bad cultures per se. A culture is good – effective – if it rein-

forces the mission, purposes, and strategies of the organization. It can be an asset or a 

liability. Strong cultural norms make an organization efficient. Everyone knows what’s 

important and how things are done. To be effective, the culture must not only be effi-

cient, but appropriate to the needs of the business, company, and the employees”. 

Deal and Kennedy (1982, p. 5) also stress the distinction between strong and weak 

cultures. They refer to the early leaders of American business, such as Harley Procter 

from Procter & Gamble and General Johnson from Johnson & Johnson who believed 

that strong cultures brought success and that the lives and productivity of their em-

ployees were shaped by where they worked. Today, these corporations still have strong 

cultures and are still in a leading position in their businesses. According to them, a 

strong culture is “a system of informal rules that spells out how people are to behave 

most of the time.” By knowing what exactly is expected of them, employees will waste 

little time in deciding how to act in a given situation. In a weak culture, on the other 

hand, employees waste a good deal of time just trying to figure out what they should 

do and how they should do it. They also point out the impact of a strong culture on 

productivity. Furthermore, “a strong culture enables people to feel better about what 

they do, so they are more likely to work harder” (Deal & Kennedy, 1982, p. 16). 

Concerning the behavior of the organizational members, Daniels (1999) points out that 

the two aspects - behavior and results - have to be managed in order to perform well. 

Behavior as the activities of the organization, followed by the results of this behavior. 

In his opinion, performance is the sum of behavior and results, and cannot be viewed 
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as independent of either component. Therefore, good performance is the outcome of 

effective management. 

When assuming that organizational culture has an impact on the behavior of people in 

organizations, it is necessary to be aware of the following interdependent aspects of 

this influence: direction, pervasiveness, and strength (Kilman et al., 1985, p. 3). The 

direction of impact refers to the fact that an organization’s culture can help accomplish 

its targets, or be an obstacle. The second factor, pervasiveness, takes a look at the un-

iformity of the culture within the organization, i.e. the existence of various subcultures. 

Strength is the degree of pressure that is put on a person to behave in accordance with 

the norms and values of the others. They summarize the effects strong cultures have on 

the performance of the organization: 

“A culture has positive impact on an organization when it points behavior in the right 

direction, is widely shared among the members to follow the established cultural 

guidelines. Alternatively, a culture has negative impact on an organization when it 

points behavior in the wrong direction, is widely shared among group members, and 

exerts strong pressure on the group members. If a culture is mobilized against the mis-

sion of the organization, it is better for the organization to have a weak culture (wrong 

direction, but not strong or pervasive among group members) than to have a mobilized 

counter-culture (wrong direction, but very strong and pervasive)” (Kilman et al., 1985, 

p. 4). 

Fink (2003) also stresses the importance of performance, which is affected by interests, 

values and knowledge. He also mentions the goal-oriented view of performance: 

“Competence, the ability to act in the right way, is the unaccomplished promise. Per-

formance, ‘having done the right things and reached the goals’, is the fulfillment of 

this promise.” (2003, p. 165, translation by the author). Fink and Holden connect cor-

porate culture with performance, when they assume that “strong identification of staff 

with managerial values of the management is of great importance to secure of good 

performance of staff. If staff identifies with the vision, mission and values (guiding 

principles) of a firm, then it is expected that performance (labor productivity) is bet-

ter.” (2008, p. 3). 
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Rollins and Roberts (1998, p. 17) are quite conscious when declaring: „The evidence 

on the culture-performance link has used a variety of specific approaches, but the con-

clusions are all the same: Work culture contributes to organizational performance, as 

measured by outcomes such as stock price, revenues, and profitability”. 

Summarizing, several related forces are contributing to this belief in a culture-

performance link (Rollins & Roberts, 1998, p. 6): 

• Changes in the organizational landscape that have highlighted the importance 

of organizational culture (e.g., decentralization, mergers & acquisitions, ..) 

• The visibility of high-profile companies that consider organizational culture a 

key component of success (e.g., Johnson & Johnson, Hewlett-Packard,..) 

• A convergence of prominent frameworks that cite organizational culture as an 

important element of performance (e.g., Peters and Waterman, 1982) 

• Quantitative, empirical evidence of the culture-performance link (e.g., Kotter 

and Heskett, 1992) 

2.3.1 The “Global Leadership and Organizational Beh avior 
Effectiveness” (GLOBE) Project as one major empiric al research 
project with focus on the Austrian results 

The researchers of the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness 

(GLOBE) Project (Chhokar et al., 2007; House et al., 2004) viewed the cultural values 

that distinguish among societies as relevant for comparing organizations. Facing the 

consequences of globalization, their project aimed at identifying the impacts of cultural 

values on organizational practices and leadership effectiveness on a worldwide basis. 

Their global network of about 180 co-researchers could implement the survey on cul-

ture and leadership in 61 cultures (House et al., 2004), and in more detail in 25 socie-

ties (Chhokar et al., 2007). They were examining societies on nine dimensions on a 

societal and organizational level, and the aspect of leadership on six leadership factors. 

Concerning Hofstede’s national culture dimensions, they stated convergence in some 
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of the dimensions, and the difference of having both the values and practices aspects 

measured separately in two scales (House, Javidan, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002). 

The author’s motivation to present GLOBE’s theory and empirical research results for 

Austria is, apart from the fact of presenting a modern and global approach on organiza-

tional culture, the following: 

GLOBE’s research should be used as some sort of “reference” to Hofstede’s paradigm 

on national and organizational cultures. As it will be explained in detail in the chapter 

dealing with Hofstede’s work, the author just presents the key-point of Hofstede’s pa-

radigm: Hofstede differentiates between values and practices. He defines values as 

distinguishing national cultures, and practices as differing organizations. As Hofstede 

clearly sees no vital interference between these two aspects, it seems interesting to the 

author to present GLOBE’s concept which incorporates both, values and practices, in 

its model. Therefore the author tries to “compare” Hofstede’s model with the GLOBE 

results for Austria, which will be presented in detail in the elaboration of the hypothes-

es and in the results-chapter. 

Nevertheless, it should be mentioned that Hofstede’s work on organizational culture is 

the focus of this research work and therefore the author will only give a brief introduc-

tion of the topic with the main focus on the Austrian GLOBE results in the hypotheses 

and hypotheses validation chapters. 

The GLOBE team (Chhokar et al., 2007; House et al., 2004) has defined nine cultural 

dimensions for measuring societal and organizational cultures. These are: 

• Uncertainty Avoidance 

• Power Distance 

• Collectivism I: Institutional Collectivism 

• Collectivism II: In-Group Collectivism 
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• Gender Egalitarianism 

• Assertiveness 

• Future Orientation 

• Performance Orientation 

• Humane Orientation 

As stated, the nine GLOBE dimensions are measured in two scales: The “as is” scales 

represent the perception of how the respondents view societal culture, whereas the 

“should be” scales indicate their values, that is, how the managers think their culture 

ought to be. These two types of scales are not unrelated. For instance, the higher a per-

son values gender egalitarianism (one of the dimensions), the more critical she or he 

will perceive actual gender equality practices, which might lead to lower scores on the 

“as is” scale. Likewise, if a person perceives a dimension, for example, power dis-

tance, to be unsatisfactorily high, she or he will rate the “should be” dimension even 

lower. Therefore, the person will value power egalitarianism even higher (Szabo & 

Reber, 2007, p. 120). 

Uncertainty Avoidance is defined as the extent to which members of an organization or 

society strive to avoid uncertainty by reliance on social norms, rituals, and bureaucratic 

practices to alleviate the unpredictability of future events. This term derives from 

Hofstede’s research work (Hofstede, 1980). The dimension resulted from Cyert and 

March (1963, p. 119), who stated that organizations engage in uncertainty avoidance 

by “avoiding planning where plans depend on prediction of uncertain future events and 

by emphasizing planning where the plans can be made self-confirming by some con-

trol-device”. For Hofstede the effect of uncertainty avoidance resulted from three indi-

cators, namely rule orientation, employment stability, and stress. Strong uncertainty 

avoidance cultures regard uncertainty as a threat, are rules-oriented, and resist innova-

tions. Weak uncertainty avoidance cultures accept uncertainty as an aspect of life, are 

motivated by achievement, and are positive toward innovations. 
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Power Distance is defined as the degree to which members of an organization or socie-

ty expect and agree that power should be unequally shared. This term also results from 

Hofstede’s (1980) work on national cultures, who mentioned that a nation’s power 

distance index is determined by the concurring effects of two forces: On the one hand, 

organizational inequality is formalized in hierarchical superior-subordinate relation-

ships in which inequality will be either maintained or increased by the superior. On the 

other hand, Mulder’s Power distance reduction theory (1977, p. 90) claims that subor-

dinates will try to reduce power distance. The point of equilibrium between both forces 

is culturally determined, thereby distinguishing national cultures in large and small 

power distance cultures. Large power distance cultures are characterized by centraliza-

tion, privileges for higher-level managers, and an autocratic leadership style. Small 

power distance cultures, in contrary, tend toward decentralization, medium salary 

ranges, and democratic leadership styles. 

Collectivism I: Institutional Collectivism reflects the degree to which organizational 

and societal institutional practices encourage and reward collective distribution of re-

sources and collective action. Both aspects, collectivism I and II, together reflect Hofs-

tede’s (1980) dimension of Individualism. High collectivism cultures tend to collectiv-

ist organizational practices, whereas low collectivism cultures prefer an individualistic 

approach. 

Collectivism II: In-Group Collectivism reflects the degree to which individuals express 

pride, loyalty and cohesiveness in their organizations or families. This dimension, 

based on the research of Triandis (1994) on collectivism, focuses on aspects of collec-

tivism in families and organizations. Cultures high on in-group collectivism favor as-

pects of pride in and loyalty to the organization and organizational cohesiveness, with 

the opposite for low in-group collectivism cultures. 

Gender Egalitarianism is the extent to which an organization or a society minimizes 

gender role differences and gender discrimination. This dimension, expanding Hofs-

tede’s masculinity dimension (Hofstede, 1980), reflects the degree to which a society 

reduces gender inequality. 
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Assertiveness is the degree to which individuals in organizations or societies are asser-

tive, confrontational, and aggressive in societal relationships. This dimension indicates 

the aspects of Hofstede’s masculinity dimension (Hofstede, 1980). High assertiveness 

cultures focus on material success, work and competition are important aspects of life, 

and managers are expected to be decisive. Low assertiveness cultures, in contrary, fa-

vor caring for others as the aim, and tend to equality and solidarity together with the 

search for compromises. 

Future Orientation is the degree to which individuals in organizations or societies en-

gage in future-oriented behaviors such as planning, investing in the future, and delay-

ing gratification. This term derives from Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck’s  (1961) “past, 

present, future orientation” dimension, which focuses on the temporal mode of a socie-

ty. 

Performance Orientation refers to the extent to which an organization or society en-

courages and rewards group members for performance improvement and excellence. 

This dimension derived from McClelland’s research (1961) on need for achievement. 

It further includes the future oriented component of the dimension called “Confucian 

Dynamism” by Hofstede and Bond (1988). High performance-oriented cultures appre-

ciate entrepreneurship and high levels of risk-taking. 

Humane Orientation is the degree to which individuals in organizations or societies 

encourage and reward individuals for being fair, altruistic, friendly, generous, caring, 

and kind to others. This dimension is similar to the dimension labeled “Kind Hearted-

ness” by Hofstede and Bond (1988). It has its roots in Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck’s 

(1961) research on the “human nature is good vs. human nature is bad” dimension, as 

well as Putnam’s (1993) work on the Civic Society and McClelland’s (1985) concep-

tualization of the affiliative motive. 

As mentioned, a major question addressed by the GLOBE research program concerned 

the relationships between the nine core CLOBE cultural dimensions and several de-

pendent variables. The dependent variables consisted of leadership dimensions derived 

from culturally endorsed leadership theory (CLT), the Human Development Index, 
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indices of economic prosperity (gross national product per capita), measures of the 

psychological and physical welfare of members in each culture, as well as several ad-

ditional variables related to the human condition (House et al., 2004, p. 14). 

As for the terms „culture”, “organizational culture”, and „effectiveness”, also for the 

term “leadership” no universally agreed-upon definition exists (Bass, 1990). GLOBE 

(Chhokar et al., 2007) focused on both aspects of leadership and organizational prac-

tices that are comparable across cultures and culture-specific differences in leadership 

and organizational practices and their effectiveness. Their commonly agreed-upon de-

finition of organizational leadership was therefore “the ability of an individual to influ-

ence, motivate, and enable others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of 

the organizations of which they are members” (House et al., 2004, p. 15). Their focus 

was on organizational leadership, not leadership in general. 

The GLOBE researchers searched for the extent to which specific leader characteristics 

and actions are universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership, and the 

extent to which these qualities and actions are linked to cultural characteristics. They 

identified six global leadership dimensions, which are as follows (House et al., 2004, 

p. 14): 

Charismatic/Value-Based Leadership: A broadly defined leadership dimension that 

reflects ability to inspire, to motivate, and to expect high performance outcomes from 

others based on firmly held core values. The GLOBE Charismatic/Value-Based Lea-

dership dimension includes six leadership subscales labeled a) visionary, b) inspira-

tional, c) self-sacrifice, d) integrity, e) decisive, and f) performance oriented 

Team-Oriented Leadership: A leadership dimension that emphasizes effective team 

building and implementation of a common purpose or goal among team members. This 

leadership dimension includes five subscales labeled a) collaborative team orientation, 

b) team integrator, c) diplomatic, d) malevolent (reverse scored), and e) administrative-

ly competent 

Participative Leadership: A leadership dimension that reflects the degree to which 

managers involve others in making and implementing decisions. The GLOBE CLT 
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Participative Leadership dimension includes two subscales labeled a) non-

participative, and b) autocratic (both reverse coded) 

Humane-Oriented Leadership: A leadership dimension that reflects supportive and 

considerate leadership but also includes compassion and generosity. This leadership 

dimension includes two subscales labeled a) modesty and b) humane orientation 

Autonomous Leadership: A leadership dimension that refers to independent and indi-

vidualistic leadership attributes. This dimension is measured by a single subscale la-

beled autonomous leadership, consisting of individualistic, independence, autonomous, 

and unique attributes 

Self-Protective Leadership: From a Western perspective, this leadership behavior fo-

cuses on ensuring the safety and security of the individual and group through status 

enhancement and face saving. This leadership dimension includes five subscales la-

beled a) self-centered, b) status conscious, c) conflict inducer, d) face saver, and e) 

procedural 

Within the GLOBE team, Szabo and Reber (2007) carried out the research with their 

co-collaborators in Austria in 1995, and thereby worked out the societal and organiza-

tional culture on the nine dimensions (Table 1), together with the aspects of leadership 

on the six factors (Table 2). 
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Table 1: Austrian results for GLOBE’s societal and organizational culture dimensions 
(Szabo & Reber, 2007, p.121) 

 

 

The Austrian empirical results for the nine societal and organizational culture dimen-

sions  will be briefly presented hereby: 

Future orientation relates to the people’s engagement in future-oriented behavior.  

GLOBE data (Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121) for Austria shows on a seven-points Li-

kert scale a medium future-orientation with 4.46 for “as is” and a preference for a 

slightly higher “should be” score (5.11). However, compared to other countries, Aus-

tria is positioned high on the “as is” scale (Band A, rank 6), yet relatively low on the 

“should be” scale (band C, rank 50). 

Uncertainty avoidance refers to the extent to which members of society feel threatened 

by unexpected events and situations. There is a large gap to be found between per-

ceived (“as is”: 5.16) and desired (“should be”: 3.66) levels of uncertainty avoidance 

Dimensions Score Band Rank H M L Score Band Rank H M L

Future Orientation 4.46 A 6 H 5.11 C 50 L

Uncertainty Avoidance 5.16 A 6 H 3.66 D 57 L

Assertiveness 4.62 A 6 H 2.81 C 60 L

Performance Orientation 4.44 A 14 H 6.10 B 21 H

Institutional Collectivism 4.30 B 27 H 4.73 B 31 H

In-Group Collectivism 4.85 B 42 H 5.27 C 51 H

Power Distance 4.95 B 44 M 2.44 D 48 L

Gender Egalitarianism 3.09 B 45 L 4.83 A 18 M

Humane Orientation 3.72 C 46 M 5.76 A 4 H

Values "Should Be"Perceptions "As Is"

Note. Score:  Country mean for Austria on the basis of aggregated scale scores. Band: 
Letters A to D inidicate the country band Austria belongs to (A > B > C > D). Countries 
from different bands are considered to differ significantly from each other. Rank:  Austria's 
position relative to the 61 countries in the GLOBE study; Rank 1 = highest; Rank 61 = 
lowest score. H M L:  Author's classification of Austrian score compared to the results of 
the other 61 countries following the description of Szabo and Reber (2007); H = high; M = 
medium; L = low.
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(Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121). In addition, Austria’s position relative to the other 

GLOBE countries is in the top group for the “as is” results (Band A, rank 6). This high 

“as is” score corresponds with Hofstede’s findings (1980, p. 122), which placed Aus-

tria in the top third country cluster in this dimension. Concerning the “should be” 

scale, Austria ranks very low (Band D, rank 57), meaning that the middle managers in 

the Austrian sample indicate a preference for an increase in flexibility and risk taking. 

GLOBE’s Austrian results for Assertiveness (Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121) show a 

high gap between a relatively high score on the “as is” scale (4.62, band A, rank 6) and 

a very low score on the “should be” scale (2.81, band C, rank 60). As mentioned, as-

sertiveness was part of Hofstede’s (1980) masculinity index, where Austria also ranked 

very high with a score of 79. Concerning the low “should be” level, Szabo and Reber 

(2007, p. 127) argue that this might hint at a possible trend toward a more egalitarian 

society. The tendency toward democracy, consensus, and the existence of a social 

partnership model in general account for these low levels of assertiveness. 

Performance orientation refers to the degree to which performance improvement and 

excellence are encouraged and rewarded in society. GLOBE’s Austrian scores for this 

dimension (Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121) indicate a high level for performance orien-

tation in the Austrian society, both with a high level at the “as is” scale (4.44, band A, 

rank 14), and with an even higher level at the “should be” scale (6.10, band B, rank 

21). 

Collectivism I (institutional collectivism) is the degree to which organizational and 

societal institutional practices encourage and reward collective distribution of re-

sources and collective action. Both scales for Austria (Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121) 

show very high results, with the “as is” scale (4.30, band B, rank 27) and the even 

higher “should be” scale (4.73, band B, rank 31) positioning Austria as a very collec-

tivist society. 

The collectivism II (in-group collectivism) measures the pride and loyalty the em-

ployees have for their organizations. Similar to the collectivism I (institutional collec-

tivism) scores, the results show higher levels of collectivism (“as is”: 4.85, band B, 
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rank 42) with a preference for slightly higher levels of collectivism than enacted 

(“should be”: 5.27, band C, rank 51). Szabo and Reber (2007, p. 126) mention the tra-

dition of long-lasting employer-employee relationships in Austria. It is not uncommon 

for someone to begin work for a company and retire from the very same organization. 

Unlike countries such as the United States, where a change of workplace indicates 

flexibility, Austrians accentuate loyalty, although the situation is slowly beginning to 

change. 

Power distance refers to the individuals’ acceptance of unequal distribution of power. 

Austria scores on a medium level (4.95, band B, rank 44) on the “as is” scale and a low 

score (2.44, band D, rank 48) on the “should be” scale (Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121). 

It should be mentioned that Hofstede reported the lowest power distance score in his 

survey on national cultures for Austria (1980, p. 77). This result has puzzled research-

ers ever since. Even Hofstede himself considered the Austrian results to be “surpris-

ing” (1980, p. 102). Recent studies suggest a re-examination of these results (Auer-

Rizzi & Berry, 2000, p. 284). Nevertheless, the GLOBE scores tend to confirm Hofs-

tede’s results, as Hofstede’s index covers both, values and perceptions. 

Gender egalitarianism is the degree to which an organization or a society minimizes 

gender role differences while promoting gender equality. GLOBE’s (Szabo & Reber, 

2007, p. 121) Austrian results present a low level of gender egalitarianism in the quan-

titative “as is” data (3.09, band B, rank 45). Similar to power distance, a wide gap ex-

ists between the “as is” and the “should be” data (4.83, band A, rank 18). GLOBE’s 

“as is” results show the same tendency as Hofstede’s (1980) very high masculinity 

score, although less pronounced.  

GLOBE’s humane orientation measures to which degree individuals and organizations 

reward and encourage being fair, kind, and generous to others. Austria scores with a 

medium score of 3.72 (band C, rank 46) for “as is” and with a relatively high 5.76 

(band A, rank 4) for “should be”, implying a gap between espoused values and enacted 

practices (Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121). 
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The Austrian results on the six leadership factors (Table 2) show the following results 

(Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 130): 

 
Table 2: Austrian results for GLOBE’s leadership factors and subscales (Szabo & Re-
ber, 2007, p.129) 

 

 
 

Second-Order Leadership Scales
First-Order Subscales

Score Band
Rank 

between 
Countries

Rank 
within 

Country *

Participative leadership 6.00 A 3 2
Non-participative (reverse coded) 2.11 55 (3)

Autocratic (reverse coded) 1.90 60 (1)

Autonomous leadership 4.47 A 6 5
Autonomous 4.47 7 13

Charismatic leadership 6.02 B 12 1
Integrity 6.46 9 1

Inspirational 6.34 13 2

Performance orientation 6.23 15 4

Visionary 6.13 29 6

Decisive 5.96 24 7

Self-sacrificial 5.03 29 10

Team oriented leadership 5.74 B 38 3
Diplomatic 5.43 36 3

Team integrator 5.34 42 5

Administratively competent 5.80 32 8

Collaborative team oriented 5.67 46 9

Malevolent (reverse coded) 1.54 55 (4)

Humane leadership 4.93 B 28 4
Humane 4.80 30 11

Modesty 5.05 30 12

Self-protective leadership 3.07 F 49 6
Status-conscious 3.86 43 14

Conflict inducer 3.57 49 15

Procedural 3.36 51 16

Face saver 2.56 40 18

Self-centered 1.99 40 20

Note. Score:  Country mean for Austria on the basis of aggregated scale scores. 
Band:  Letters A to D inidicate the country band Austria belongs to (A > B > C > D). 
Countries from different bands are considered to differ significantly from each other. 
Rank:  Austria's position relative to the 61 countries in the GLOBE study; Rank 1 = 
highest; Rank 61 = lowest score. * A scale's score position compared to the other 
scales on the same level.



 - 48 - 

  

Among the contributing second-order leadership factors (mean > 4.5) are charismatic 

(6.02), participative (6.00), team oriented (5.74), and humane leadership (4.93). These 

four factors include four facets of leadership, namely personality (e.g., integrity), cog-

nitive skills (e.g., administratively competent), leadership style (e.g., participative), and 

concern for the team (e.g., team integrator). This suggests that the managers in the 

Austrian sample view leadership as a holistic concept, and do not, for instance, focus 

exclusively on personality or leadership behavior. Compared to many other countries 

in the GLOBE study, it is in particular the participative leadership scale that stands out 

(Band A, country rank 3). These findings are in line with the relatively low power dis-

tance scores discussed earlier, and also with the results of research based on the 

Vroom-Yetton (1973) model for managerial decision making, which had been imple-

mented in a recent research on leadership styles (Reber, Jago, Auer-Rizzi, & Szabo, 

2000). Autonomous leadership is neither clearly contributing to nor clearly hindering 

from outstanding leadership (4.47). However, Austria ranks higher on this dimension 

than most other countries (Band A, country rank 6). Self-protective leadership is the 

one clearly inhibiting second-order leadership factor (3.07). This holds true in absolute 

as well as relative terms (Band F, country rank 49). The five scales comprising self-

protective leadership suggest consistency with the contributing factors mentioned be-

fore: A self-centered person would not be open for participation but would rather act 

autocratically, and face saving would inhibit the open discussion of problems and con-

flicts that participative interactions require. 

2.3.2 Overview of empirical research on the relatio n of organizational 
culture and performance 

 

In this chapter a general overview is given on the tools mainly used for measuring cor-

porate performance in today’s research community – including possible strengths and 

weaknesses. This is followed by an outline on the outcomes of present empirical re-

search dealing with the relationship between organizational culture and performance. It 

should be mentioned that this literature review engages exclusively with studies on the 

“organizational culture to performance-relationship”, and does not deal with studies 

discussing only a single aspect. 
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How to measure organizational performance and the obstacles occurring when treating 

it as a dependent variable has been thoroughly treated in literature (Chakravarthy, 

1986; C. M. Christensen, 2001; March & Sutton, 1997). Performance is a dynamic and 

changing concept, which makes measurement critical. Performance is linked to the 

evaluation of some activities that change over time. In order to measure performance, 

clear goals need to be defined and require well developed measurement instruments. 

For this reason the major difficulty in including organizational performance in research 

design constitutes in its highly dynamic context, complexity, and multidimensionality, 

which makes accurate objective measurement difficult. The criticism of omitting pos-

sibly relevant factors is less valid because this general concern can be made of every 

empirical study (K S Cameron & D A Whetten, 1983). 

The importance of this topic is well-expressed by the statement of Richard and his co-

researchers (2009, p. 719): 

“Organizational performance is the ultimate dependent variable of interest for re-

searchers concerned with just any area of management. Market competition for cus-

tomers, inputs, and capital make organizational performance essential to the survival 

and success of the modern business. As a consequence, this construct has acquired a 

central role as the deemed goal of modern industrial activity”. 

Its importance as the “ultimate evaluative criterion” is reflected in its pervasive use as 

a dependent variable. March and Sutton (March & Sutton, 1997) found out that of 439 

articles in three of the major business journals, namely the Strategic Management 

Journal, the Academy of Management Journal, and the Administrative Science Quar-

terly, over a three-years period, a share of 23% included some measure of performance 

as dependent variable. 

Unfortunately, a comparison of different empirical studies of organizational perfor-

mance is not manageable in a serious manner: Richard et al. (Richard et al., 2009) re-

viewed the articles of above mentioned journals as well as of two more, the Journal of 

International Business Studies, and the Journal of Management, for the years 2005 to 

2007 and got similar results: They identified 213 papers – 29% of the total published 
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in those journals – that included organizational performance as dependent, indepen-

dent, or control variable. The measures ranged from an assortment of financial operat-

ing ratios to measures of successful outcomes to broad subjective perceptions of rela-

tive performance variously measured. Overall, across the 213 papers identified as in-

cluding performance variables, 207 different measures were used. The diversity of 

approaches was further complicated by variation in the use of single, multiple, and 

aggregated measures. Richard and his colleagues noticed a lack of clarity in the theo-

retical definition of performance and the absence of methodological consistency in the 

formulation of the constructs used. Together, these limitations made effective compari-

sons between these papers difficult. 

Although the literature widely recognizes the impact of organizational culture on per-

formance, such findings are mostly based on U.S. companies and thus may not be ge-

neralizable to other national settings as the Austrian one. As this study’s results will 

also be linked to a performance indicator, the author presents an overview of empirical 

research on this topic, which has been done in the last years. 

Table 3 gives an overview on the major empirical studies to date dealing with the rela-

tionship between organizational culture and indicators of performance (Baetge et al., 

2007; C. Wilderom et al., 2000): 
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Table 3: Overview of major studies on the organizational culture and performance re-
lation (Baetge et al., 2007; Wilderom et al., 2000) 

 

 

Reference Sample Organ. Culture Measure Performance Me asure

Denison USA, 34 enterprises, Adaptability, Return on investment

(1984/1990) 43.747 interviewees  mission, employees- (ROI), sales yield

(employeess), intersectoral participation, consistency

Denison and USA, 26 enterprises, 764 Adaptability, Objectively: return on assets (ROA), 

Mishra (1995) interviewees (managers), consistency, employees- sales growth (3-year average);

intersectoral participation, mission Subjectively: quality satisfaction, profit,

overall success, sales growth

Hansen and USA, 60 enterprises, Consistency Return on assets (ROA)

Wernerfelt (1989) intersectoral (5-year average)

Rousseau (1990) USA, 1 non-profit orient. Satisfaction oriented norms, Donations

organization, 32 offices, Security oriented norms

263 interviewees (empl.)

Calori and France 5 enterprises, Work place related values, Return on investment

Sarnin (1991) 280 interviewees (managers/ methods of leadership (ROI), sales yield

employees), intersectoral sales growth

Gordon and USA, 11 enterprises 850 Consistency, adaptability, Property growth

Ditomaso (1992) interviewees (managers), stability premium growth

intersectoral (6-year average)

Kotter and USA, 207 enterprises, 600 Consistency, adaptability, Net earnings

Heskett (1992) interviewees (managers), „culture-enviroment-fit“ sales, share quotation

intersectoral (11-year average)

Deshpande Japan, 50 listed enterprises; „Market culture“, Subjectively: relative

et al. (1993) 2 managers of the company „adhocracy culture“, „clan profit, relative -size, -market share,

and 2 managers from the culture “ and „hierarchy -growth rate compared to most

most important customer culture“ important competitor

Marcoulides USA, 26 enterprises 392 Organizational structure Gross turnover/prod. value

and Heck (1993) interviewees (employees), organizational values, market share,

intersectoral organizational climate, task operative turnover,

organization, employee att. Return on assets (ROA)

Van den Berg Netherlands, 1 bank, 58 Decision power, cooperation Subjectively: efficiency,

and Wilderom branches, 1.950 interviewees human ressources mgmt., market position, economic

(1998) (employees) market orientation and professional behavior

will for optimization objectively: profit/tot. costs

Christensen USA, 77 enterprises, Stock market orientation Sales growth

and Gordon 11.870 interviewees innovation, confrontation, (3-year average)

(1999) (employees), plan-, result-, employee-

intersectoral team orientation, comm.

Fey and Russia, 179 foreign Adaptability, Subjectively: market share, sales 

Denison (2003) enterprises, 179 interviewees consistency, employees- growth, rentability, satisfaction, 

(managers), participation, mission quality, product dev.,

intersectoral overall success,

„effectiveness“-index

Filbeck and USA, 57 listed „Great place to work“ Dev. of stock price

Preece (2003) enterprises (credibility, respect, fairness,

pride, team-orientation)

Fulmer et al. USA, 50 listed „Great place to work“ Return to assets (ROA)

(2003) enterprises (credibility, respect, fairness, market to book ratio

pride, team-orientation) Dev. of stock price

Herrmann Germany, Switzerland 63 values Sales growth,

et al. (2004) Liechtenstein, 33 number of employees

enterprises, 2.134 operational turnover

interviewees, intersectoral (3-year average)
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For this literature review the various studies are considered for their findings with re-

gard to aspects of organizational culture. Furthermore, the respective method of mea-

suring economic performance in the various studies is also displayed in the table. As 

pointed out, the majority of the studies deals with US-American companies, European 

studies being outnumbered by far. There are also large differences with respect to me-

thod, sample size and quality, and financial analyses. Therefore a comparison across 

the studies is subject to serious limitations. 

In his US-American study, Daniel Denison (1984) aggregated two new indices, “or-

ganization-of-work” and “decision-making practices”. The “organization-of-work” 

index deals with survey items that reflect sensible organization of work, adaptation of 

work methods to changing conditions, decision-making at appropriate levels, and or-

ganizational goals perceived as clear and reasonable by the individual. The “decision-

making practices” index measures the involvement that staff has in the decisions that 

affect it, and the extent to which information is shared across levels of the organiza-

tion. In his analysis, Denison divided the companies by their results in the two corpo-

rate-culture categories “high” and “low”. He concluded that cultural and behavioral 

characteristics have a measurable effect on the company’s performance, and that or-

ganizations with a highly adaptable, high-involvement organization, with a clear mis-

sion and widely shared organizational values will be most effective (Denison & Mi-

shra, 1989; 1995). Together with Mishra, Denison (1995) continued his work on the 

“culture and effectiveness model”, stating that the four culture dimensions involve-

ment, consistency, adaptability, and mission have an important influence on effective-

ness. They saw the dimensions mission and consistency as a company’s trait of stabili-

ty and useful predictors of profitability, and the dimensions involvement and adaptabil-

ity as trait of flexibility being more potent predictors of growth. 

Hansen and Wernerfelt (1989) investigated into the issue whether the “Return on As-

sets” (ROA) of five consecutive years was more influenced by economic factors (i.e., 

average industry profitability, relative market share, firm size) or organizational factors 

(i.e., human resources orientation, result orientation). They found that organizational 

factors explain about twice as much variance in firm profit rates as economic factors. 

They concluded that the critical issue in a firm’s performance and its further develop-
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ment is not primarily the selection of growth industries or product niches, but the 

building of an effective human organization in the selected industries. 

Rousseau (1990) undertook research into normative beliefs in a non-profit-

organization, measuring performance by data on community fund-raising success, us-

ing the “Organizational Culture Inventory” by Cooke and Lafferty (1989). In the anal-

ysis she created two groups, the team-work-oriented and the security-oriented culture. 

The team-work-oriented culture included values like achievement, self-expression, 

humanistic, and affiliative. The security-oriented culture integrated characteristics like 

approval, conventional, dependent, and avoidance. She found that security-oriented 

normative beliefs are negatively related to, both, fund-raising success and to staff job 

attitudes, whereas team-work-oriented norms are positively related to staff attitudes. 

Rousseau concluded for this case of a non-profit organization that management prac-

tices emphasizing control of member behavior could impair organizational perfor-

mance. 

In their study on French companies, Calori and Sarnin (1991) not only focused on 

intraorganizational aspects, as work-related values and management practices, but also 

extended their research to the “relation to its environment” (p. 53). They found a sig-

nificant correlation between the dimensions of cultural intensity and cultural homo-

geneity with a company’s short-time growth, but not with the company’s profitability. 

Gordon and DiTomaso concluded that “a strong culture, as measured by the consisten-

cy of perceptions of company values, is predictive of short-term future company per-

formance” (1992, p. 794). 

Kotter and Heskett (1992) conducted a study about the impact of corporate culture on a 

firm’s long-term economic performance. They found that companies whose cultures 

put an emphasis on the key managerial constituencies (customers, stockholder, and 

employees) and leadership from managers at all levels (“strong cultures”) had signifi-

cantly better performance indicators over an eleven-year period than firms lacking 

these cultural characteristics (“weak cultures”). 
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In their study on Japanese companies Deshpandé et al. (1993) distinguished corporate 

cultures along two dimensions. First, flexibility, spontaneity and individuality versus 

control, stability and structure, and second, the company’s inward orientation (e.g., 

integration) versus external orientation (e.g., competition). These two dimensions imp-

ly four types of corporate culture: The competitive “market culture”, the flexible “ad-

hocracy culture”, the cooperative “clan culture”, and the rule-oriented “hierarchy cul-

ture”. In their analysis they found that companies, which have market and adhocracy 

culture, are more successful. 

Marcoulides and Heck (1993) characterize culture with five latent variables: organiza-

tional structure, organizational values, organizational climate, task organization, and 

employee attitude. They found that all intraorganizational factors influence organiza-

tional performance, especially employee attitude and task organization. They con-

cluded that in order to improve performance, managers should influence the organiza-

tional culture by controlling employee efficiency and applying incentive programs. 

Wilderom and Van den Berg (1998) introduced the “organizational culture gap” meas-

ured by the variance between preferred and perceived organizational culture. Their 

criterion is based on organizational practices along five cultural dimensions (employee 

empowerment, intergroup orientation, external orientation, human resource orienta-

tion, improvement orientation). As a result of their studies, they emphasize the impor-

tance of employee motivation by reducing the gap between the employees' preferred 

and perceived organizational culture. 

Christensen and Gordon (1999) correlate organizational culture dimensions, both in-

dustry-specific and intersectoral, to the companies’ average sales growth. Their out-

comes imply for the service industry a positive relationship between a company’s hu-

man resources development and its economic growth, and a direct link between an 

employee’s ambitious sales targets directed by the management and slow economic 

growth for the industries in general. 

Filbeck and Preece (2003) examine the relationship between the popularity of a com-

pany’s culture, measured by the Fortune Magazine’s “100 Best Companies to Work 
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for in America” ranking, and a firm’s investment value. Basis for the ranking are data 

from the „Great place to work“-Institute, dealing with aspects like the management’s 

credibility, respect, and fairness, or the employee’s pride and team-orientation. The 

researchers noticed that the stocks of the “best” companies were significantly better 

performing. 

Fulmer et al. (2003) found a relationship between employee-satisfaction in companies 

and better development of shares at the stock market. As Filbeck and Preece, they used 

the Fortune Magazine’s ranking of the "100 Best Companies to Work for in America", 

focusing on publicly traded firms. In their analysis they showed partly significant over-

performance in stock prices and in return on assets (ROA) in relation to both compa-

nies in the broad market and a group of matched firms. The researchers therefore con-

cluded that an employee-oriented culture has performance advantages (e.g., an increase 

of the company’s value at the stock market). 

In their analysis of above mentioned studies, Baetge et al. (2007) criticize the implicit 

conclusion of some authors that they see corporate culture as the direct cause for cor-

porate success. In order to support their critique, Baetge and his co-researchers men-

tion the similar assumptions of Lewis (1994) and Saffold (1988). 

Nevertheless, Baetge et al. try to build a model for the culture/performance-

relationship (Figure 2). It is the management’s task to develop and influence corporate 

culture. The activities of the management, the deployment of management tools, is part 

of the culture (Baetge et al., 2007). Concerning Prahalad and Bettis (1986) this is the 

“dominant logic” of the organization, being influenced by management and vice versa. 

In order to create culture, the management has to know the functions of corporate cul-

ture. In their state-of-the-art-article about empirical research into the corporate cul-

ture/corporate performance-relationship, Baetge et al. (2007) assumed a common 

“core” of organizational culture for the analyzed studies with the following cultural 

functions: Identification, integration, coordination, motivation and satisfaction, innova-

tion, and customer satisfaction. If positively developed, those aspects have a direct 

influence on the company’s performance (Gerhard Fink & Holden, 2008). 
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Figure 2: Theoretical framework for the culture/performance-analysis (Baetge et al., 
2007) 

 

 

As the model of Baetge et al. (2007) implies two feedback loops, causality may run 

both ways and therefore cannot be easily identified. 

To summarize, the research on this relation between organizational culture and per-

formance up to now could only vaguely determine measurable impacts on performance 

as so many variables interfere. Another limitation – as already worked out before – is 

the fact that to date, there is no agreed upon theory of the cultural dimensions which 

would make a comparison among organizations possible (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007). 

The same is valid for possible indicators of performance, as so many aspects intervene. 

Additionally, unobservable variables need to be emphasized more in future research. 

These unobservable variables are mostly subjective perceived measures, which gained 

increasing importance in research (K S Cameron & D A Whetten, 1983). 

As far as this research study is concerned, the author decided to implement the follow-

ing strategy: As the term “performance” is very general, the author used financial data 

as success indicator. Baetge et al (2007) mention that in business studies financial suc-

cess is generally measured either as accounting profit or as economic profit. Empirical 

studies using the accounting profit for measuring performance traditionally use key 

figures of interest, sales growth or operational profit. For the economic profit approach 

the development in stock prices or the market-to-book ratio are used, therefore limiting 
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the analysis to stock corporations. As the Austrian economy is composed of SMB 

(small and medium-sized businesses), the latter option was not implemented. 

The author applied the development in turnover for a 4-year period (2003 to 2006) as 

success indicator, as data was available. Furthermore, six out of the 13 empirical stu-

dies described above used turnover or sales growth as a performance indicator, too. 

This decision is supported by the conclusion of various researchers that organizational 

culture seems to have more influence on growth than on profitability (Calori & Sarnin, 

1991; Denison & Mishra, 1989; 1995). 

2.3.3 Comments on the organizational culture resear ch 

The different cultural concepts have aroused criticism in many areas, mainly because 

some theoretical foundations are not very solid. As many publications are published by 

consultants and managers, it seems that the practical application of hints how to man-

age using culture or symbols is much more important than research on the actual ef-

fects of culture on performance or its relationship with other elements, such as struc-

ture or reward systems (Sandner, 1987, p. 243). 

Also the concept of “strong cultures”, promoted by Peters and Waterman (1982), faced 

intense criticism for the aspect that the “production” of common goals and shared val-

ues definitely has a totalitarian touch resembling the formation of elite cadres in mili-

tary organizations. Managing the corporate culture means creating a vision, writing 

down the corporate values and objectives, promoting stories of “heroes” and encourag-

ing employees to imitate their actions, introducing communication and appraisal cere-

monies. Even Peters and Waterman (Peters & Waterman, 1982, p. 77) admitted that 

the strong cultures they proposed often repelled people and, following Hofstede (1991, 

p. 180), people even reacted by saying “I’d rather be dead than excellent”. 

Sandner (1988a, p. 54) mentions another aspect of a common corporate culture: The 

perceived common goals also tend to hide phenomena like power, authority or hie-

rarchy. Through shared behavioral patterns and shared values the number of direct 

orders is reduced considerably and so the employees have the illusion of taking their 
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own decisions. They are controlled by themselves and by peers much more than by 

their superiors, but this does not mean that the superiors cannot use their legitimate 

power if they feel the need to do so. 

Contrary to Hofstede’s opinion that organizational culture is defined as “the collective 

programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one organization from 

another” (1991, p. 180), Schultz argues that strong cultures are very similar, as they are 

all copied from other successful firms. Instead of being unique, they all follow the 

same rules or principles and change their behavior to come up to the ideal culture pro-

posed by management consultants. 

Schultz (1992, p. 17) even questions basic assumptions of culture by adding a post-

modern perspective. She argues that symbols and artefacts are not visible elements of 

underlying values and meanings, but just hollow rituals by expressing, “The shared 

culture is in itself a ritual, where the cultural forms substitute for the content” (Schultz, 

1992, p. 23). Concerning the regulation of behavior by corporate culture, Schultz 

claims that behavior is not governed by meaningful events and shared knowledge, 

which provide an organization’s members with guidelines for their actions. Instead, 

culture seduces members to behave accordingly, “Cultural seduction offers simplifica-

tion and affirmation, and creates a craving among the members of the organization for 

the cultural identity, for affirmation, and for attendance. The alluring tones of the cul-

ture encourage the members of the organization to act through proving that they are of 

importance to the organization and by proving that the organization is of distinct im-

portance to society” (Schultz, 1992, pp. 28-29). 

Concerning the objective indicators for economic performance in organizations, the 

following limitations should be mentioned: These objective measures of organizational 

performance include single economic and financial indicators such as profitability, 

growth and cost positions. Beside the fact that scholars often face difficulty to obtain 

accurate economic data because of the companies’ reluctance to publish figures, which 

go beyond balance sheets and cash-flow statements, objective measures show further 

disadvantages. Chakravarthy (1986) showed empirically that profitability or financial 

achievements are unsatisfactory. First, objective performance measures assume that a 
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single performance criterion can fully assess performance. Second, they ignore the 

claims of other stakeholders besides the stockholder’s view. As claimed (Barnard, 

1938; Selznick, 1957), a truly excellent firm must balance the competing claims of its 

various other stakeholders in order to ensure continuing operation. 

Dess and Robinson (1984) claim that strict economic criteria provide too narrow mea-

surement since societal, environmental, and employee community dimensions addi-

tionally play a crucial role in measuring organizational performance. Subjective meas-

ures, on the other hand, allow capturing a company’s ability to transform itself in re-

sponse to changes in its environment, including perceptual measures of improvement 

in firm performance. The two researchers found a positive correlation between per-

ceived performance, expressed in increase in return on assets and growth in sales, and 

objective measures of the actual improvement within return on assets and sales over 

the same time period. They suggest that researchers might consider subjective percep-

tual measures under the condition that accurate objective measures are unavailable. 
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3 Hofstede’s concept of culture 

The following chapter presents a brief overview of Geert Hofstede’s work. After a 

short excursion on his work on national cultures, being the source for his reputation, 

the author will portray Hofstede’s work on organizational cultures, which is the base 

for the author’s research. This will be followed by a short evaluation of Hofstede’s 

model by relating it to, on the one hand Sagiv and Schwartz’s model, on the other hand 

to Schein’s concept. The chapter will be finished with an overview about his main crit-

ics as well as about researchers further developing his work. 

3.1 Hofstede’s concept of national cultures 

In order to better understand Hofstede’s concept of organizational culture it is impor-

tant to know his ideas on national cultures. The publication of his study on differences 

between national cultures (1980) gave the basis for Hofstede’s fame as a researcher. 

He criticized the belief that management practices would converge and become univer-

sally effective across the world. In his opinion, nationality matters for three reasons 

(1983, pp. 75-76): 

• Each nation has its own, historically determined institutions, such as legal sys-

tems, government systems, or the forms of cooperation between employers and 

employees that vary from each other. Not only the institutions, but also the 

ways in which they are used are different 

• Belonging to a nation or region provides a feeling of identity to a person. If 

their perceived national differences are neglected, people will feel threatened 

and fear to lose their identity 

• The way people act, think, or perceive their environment is determined by their 

socialization in early childhood, and this is likely to vary across nations 
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• The cultural programming of a group is hard to change as it is so deeply rooted. 

While people are not aware of their own cultural characteristics, they can easily 

observe what is different in others when they interact with people from differ-

ent cultures. Furthermore, the institutions reinforce the programming of the 

mind on which they are based. 

Geert Hofstede’s studies on national cultures were first based on a large research 

project on national culture differences across subsidiaries of a multinational corpora-

tion (IBM) in 40 countries. Subsequent studies extended the surveyed countries by 

another 10 and 14 more countries grouped into three African and Arabian regions 

(Hofstede, 1991, p. 252). 

His findings were that people working for this same company (IBM), which was de-

scribed as having a strong, distinctive culture, have different values and attitudes de-

pending on their home countries. To structure the results, Hofstede formed groups of 

countries along the following independent dimensions (1983, pp. 79-85): 

• Large versus Small Power Distance 

• Strong versus Weak Uncertainty Avoidance 

• Individualism versus Collectivism 

• Masculinity versus Femininity 

Large versus Small Power Distance refers to the degree to which societies deal with 

power, its distribution and equality, 

“The basic issue involved, to which different societies have found different solutions, 

is human inequality. Inequality can occur in areas such as prestige, wealth, and power; 

different societies put different weights on status consistency among these areas. Inside 

organizations, inequality in power is inevitable and functional. This inequality is usual-

ly formalized in hierarchical boss-subordinate relationships” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 65). 
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While some nations try to reduce the importance of inequalities between individuals, in 

other autocratic countries these inequalities are increasing over time. 

Strong versus Weak Uncertainty Avoidance: Weak uncertainty avoidance refers to the 

attitude of people to accept uncertainty in the future while still feeling secure. In other 

societies people want to reduce risks as much as possible by creating laws, technolo-

gies to beat nature, and religions claiming absolute truth. Concerning organizational 

aspects, Hofstede defines uncertainty avoidance as follows, 

“Uncertainty about the future is a basic fact of human life with which we try to cope 

through the domains of technology, law and religion. In organizations these take the 

form of technology, rules, and rituals. The pervasive share of ritual behavior in organi-

zations is only rarely recognized. Tolerance for uncertainty varies considerably among 

people … in different countries; the three main indicators used are rule orientation, 

employment stability, and stress” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 110). 

Individualism versus Collectivism: This dimension refers to the degree of integration 

and dependence of people in relation to their peers, respectively the degree of freedom 

the individual has. Hofstede states that 

“it describes the relationship between the individual and the collectivity which prevails 

in a given society. It is reflected in the way people live together – for example, in nuc-

lear families, extended families, or tribes; and it has all kinds of value implications. In 

some cultures, individualism is seen as a blessing and a source of well-being; in others, 

it is seen as alienating” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 148). 

Masculinity versus Femininity: Following Hofstede, in masculine cultures the division 

of roles between the sexes is very strict and “masculine values” dominate. The roles of 

men and women are different, with men being assertive, tough and focused, and with 

women being modest and tender. He states that 

“the sex role distribution common in a particular society is transferred by socialization 

in families, school and peer groups, and through the media. The predominant socializa-
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tion pattern is for men to be more assertive and for women to be more nurturing” 

(Hofstede, 1980, p. 176). 

Hofstede sums up his finding by giving managers the advice to be sensitive to cultural 

differences in various nations. In his opinion, the mere transfer of management prac-

tices and ideologies is not suitable for many countries. As an example he mentions the 

free market capitalism, which is based upon individualism: In his opinion, the export 

of structures encouraging capitalistic behavior of employees into countries with strong 

collectivist characteristics fails. 

3.2 Hofstede’s concept of organizational culture 

In his research on cross-national culture differences Geert Hofstede (1980; 2001) had 

identified national cultures to distinguish people, institutions and organizations in dif-

ferent countries. He continued his research, building up on his experiences from the 

IBM study, by looking at corporate cultures from a different perspective (Hofstede et 

al., 1990). While the IBM study had surveyed employees of one company across many 

countries, this project was designed to explore similarities between various organiza-

tions in one cultural region, in that case in Denmark and in the Netherlands. These two 

countries were chosen as they had shown many cultural parallels in the IBM study. 

This study, known as the IRIC project (Institute for Research on Intercultural Cooper-

ation in Maastricht, Netherlands), took place between 1985 and 1987 and covered 20 

units of 10 companies with the goal of ensuring an in-depth analysis. 

Their task was to work out the differences between organizational and national cul-

tures. They found that organizational culture refers to shared practices much more 

than to shared values. The identified differences in values mainly resulted from natio-

nality, whereas differentiations in practices mainly resumed from organizational mem-

bership. 

These practices, based on the underlying nation-related values, consist of symbols, 

heroes, and rituals (Figure 3). The “onion diagram” indicates that symbols represent 
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the most superficial and values the deepest manifestations of culture, with heroes and 

rituals in between. 

 

Figure 3: The 'Onion Diagram'-Manifestations of culture from shallow to deep (Hofs-
tede et al., 1990, p.291 

 

 

Symbols are words, gestures, pictures or objects that carry a particular meaning, which 

is only recognized by those, who share the culture. Heroes are persons, alive or dead, 

real or imaginary, who possess characteristics which are highly prized in a culture, and 

who therefore serve as role models for behavior. Rituals are collective activities, tech-

nically superfluous in reaching desired ends, but which, within a culture, are consi-

dered as socially essential and are therefore carried out for their own sake. Although 

these practices are visible to outside observers, their cultural meaning is invisible and 

lies precisely and only in the way these practices are interpreted by the insiders (Hofs-

tede, 1991, pp. 7-8). 

While people develop values and attitudes in their early life based on the culture of the 

region they live in (national culture), their work practices (organizational culture) are 

formed when they enter a company (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4: The nature of cultural differences: The national, occupational, and organiza-
tional levels (Hofstede, 2001, p. 394) 

 

 

Hofstede argues that national and organizational cultures are a sort of “software”, 

which is “mentally programmed” or learned, even expressed in his book title “Cultures 

and Organizations: Software of the mind” (1991). This mental software for values and 

for practices is acquired in different places of socialization. Values are acquired in 

one’s childhood, mainly in the family and in the neighborhood, and later at school. 

Organizational practices, on the other hand, are learned through socialization at the 

workplace, which most people enter as adults, with their basic values already firmly 

settled. For occupational values the place of socialization is the school or university, 

and the time is in between childhood and majority (Hofstede, 1991, p. 182). 

Contrary to other researchers, which found the shared values to be the core of organi-

zational cultures (e.g., Peters & Waterman, 1982), the IRIC study proposed that shared 

perceptions of daily practices should be considered as the center of an organization’s 

culture. Their study’s results showed that the employee’s values differed more accord-

ing to criteria like the nationality, age, and education of the employees than according 

to their membership of the organization as such. Hofstede explains this opposite evalu-

ation of the importance of values and practices in an organizational culture with stating 
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that the US management literature rarely distinguishes between the values of founders 

and significant leaders, and the values of the totality of the organization’s members. 

Descriptions of organizational cultures are often only based on statements by corporate 

heroes. This means that although the values of company heroes and founders may have 

certain relevance for the organization, they affect most members only through shared 

practices. Therefore, the founder’s values become the members’ practices, which are 

learned by new members in the socialization process after starting in the organization 

(Hofstede, 1991, pp. 182-183). 

As Hofstede and his co-researchers have concluded that organizational cultures differ 

mainly at level of practices and not at the level of values, they found the value-based 

„five dimensions of national cultures“ (power distance, individualism, masculinity 

versus femininity, uncertainty avoidance, long-term versus short-term orientation) not 

suitable for comparing organizations within the same country. 

Hofstede and his team (Hofstede, 2008; Hofstede et al., 1990) identified „six dimen-

sions of practices“ for organizational cultures (“P” stands for “practices”): 

• P1 “process-oriented versus results-oriented” 

• P2 “employee-oriented versus job-oriented” 

• P3 “parochial versus professional” 

• P4 “open system versus closed system” 

• P5 „loose versus tight control“ 

• P6 “normative versus pragmatic“ 

As this survey by Hofstede will be the basis for this research work, these dimensions 

will be described briefly (1991, pp. 189-192): 
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3.2.1 P1 „process-oriented versus results-oriented”  

opposes a concern with means (process-oriented) to a concern with goals (results-

oriented). In process-oriented cultures people perceive themselves as avoiding risks 

and making only a limited effort in their jobs, while each day is pretty much the same. 

In the results-oriented cultures people perceive themselves as comfortable in unfami-

liar situations, and put in a maximal effort, while each day is felt to bring new chal-

lenges. 

This dimension of “process vs. results” relates to organization sociology, with Burns 

and Stalker’s distinction between mechanistic and organic management systems. Ac-

cording to them (Burns & Stalker, 1961, p. 120), mechanistic systems are among oth-

ers things characterized by “the abstract nature of each individual task, which is pur-

sued with techniques and purposes more or less distinct from those of the concern as a 

whole; i.e., the functionaries tend to pursue the technical improvement of means, rather 

than the accomplishment of the ends of the concern”. Organic systems  are characte-

rized by “the realistic nature of the individual task, which is seen as set by the total 

situation of the concern” (Burns & Stalker, 1961, p. 121). Results orientation also cor-

responds with Peter and Waterman’s (1982) maxim number one “a bias for action”. 

Table 4 shows the item allocation for this dimension. It should be mentioned that 

Hofstede, following his bi-polarity for his six dimensions (e.g., “process-oriented vs. 

results-oriented”), also implemented this bi-polarity for the items (e.g., “our style of 

dealing with each other is quite formal” vs. “we are easy with each other”), applying 

for his analyses in each case the right polarity of the dimensions. 
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Table 4: Hofstede Dimension P1 „process-oriented vs. results-oriented" (12 items) 

 

 

3.2.2 P2 “employee-oriented versus job-oriented” 

contradicts a concern for people (employee-oriented) to a concern for “getting the job 

done” (job-oriented). In employee-oriented cultures people feel their personal prob-

lems are taken into account, that the organization takes a responsibility for employee 

welfare, and that important decisions tend to be made by groups or committees. In the 

Process-oriented Results-oriented

Hof-
stede
Original
Factor
Loading

We only get feedback from our superiors for 
weak performance

We also get feedback from our superiors for 
good performance

.88

Slow Fast .88

Employees feel not comfortable in 
unfamiliar situations and in taking risks

Employees feel comfortable in unfamiliar 
situations and in taking risks

.86

Each day is pretty much the same Every day brings new challenges .85

Reserved Proactive .78

Our style of dealing with each other is quite 
formal

We are easy with each other .75

Cold Warm .73

We are traditional with our technology and 
working methods

We are ahead of others with our technology 
and working methods

.70

Indirect Direct .70

Employees always spend the least effort 
possible

Employees always push themselves to their 
maximum

.69

In any case mistakes are severely punished
In some cases mistakes are accepted as 
consequence of initiative

.67

Pessimistic Optimistic .67

P1 "Process-oriented vs. Results-oriented"
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job-oriented units people experience a strong pressure to complete the job. They perce-

ive the organization as only interested in the work employees do, not in their personal 

and family welfare, and important decisions tend to be made by individuals. 

This dimension corresponds to the two axes of Blake and Mouton’s Managerial Grid 

(1964). The fact that these two researchers claimed employee and job orientation to be 

two independent dimensions conflicts with Hofstede’s view with placing them at op-

posite of a single dimension. 

 

Table 5: Hofstede Dimension P2 "employee-oriented vs. job-oriented" (9 items) 

 

 

 

Employee-oriented Job-oriented

Hof-
stede
Original
Factor
Loading

All important decisions are taken by the 
groups or committees

Important decisions made by individuals .84

Our organization takes major responsibility 
for our and our families welfare

Organization only interested in work people 
do

.76

Decisions are taken by experts, regardless 
of their position

Decisions centralized at top .69

Our managers try to support good people to 
advance within the organization

Managers keep good people for own 
department

.68

Changes are implemented in coordination 
with the people concerned

Changes are implemented by management 
decree

.65

Newcomers are supported to adapt quickly 
to the job and to the team

Newcomers are left to find their own way .64

Our top managers support our membership 
in unions

Our top managers do not support our 
membership in unions

.64

Our organization is well-integrated in society No special ties with local community .62

Employee´s personal problems always 
come first, then it´s about the work

Little concern for personal problems of 
employees

.60

P2 "Employee-oriented vs. Job-oriented"
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3.2.3 P3 "parochial vs. professional" 

opposes units whose members derive their identity largely from the group itself (pa-

rochial) to organizations in which people primarily identify with their job (profession-

al). Members of parochial cultures feel the organization’s norms cover their behavior 

at home as well as on the job. They feel that in hiring employees, the company takes 

their social and family background into account as much as their job competence. In 

assuming that the company will take care of them, they also do not look far into the 

future. On the other side, members of professional cultures consider their private lives 

their own business, they feel the organization hires on the basis of job competence on-

ly, and they do think far ahead. 

This distinction is also known in sociology as “local” versus “cosmopolitan”, reflect-

ing an organization’s internal to an external frame of reference (Merton, 1968).  

 

Table 6: Hofstede Dimension P3 "parochial vs. professional" (5 items) 

 

 

 

Parochial Professional

Hof-
stede
Original
Factor
Loading

The norms of our organization cover 
people's behaviour on the job and at home

Our private life is considered our own affair .87

People from the right social background 
have a better chance of being hired

Job competence is the only hiring criterion, 
not counting the social background

.79

We do not think more than a day ahead We pre-plan at least the next three years .73

We do not feel competition of other 
companies

Strongly aware of competition .63

Competition and mistrust between 
departments are frequent

Cooperation and trust between our 
departments are normal

.62

P3 "Parochial vs. Professional"
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3.2.4 P4 “open system versus closed system” 

describes the communication climate of an organization (e.g., Poole, 1985). In the 

open system unit members consider both the organization and its people open to new-

comers and outsiders. This means that almost anyone would fit into the organization, 

and new employees only need a few days to feel integrated. In the closed system units, 

the organization and its people fit into the organization, and new employees need a 

long time to feel at home 

 

Table 7: Hofstede Dimension P4 "open system vs. closed system" (6 items) 

 
 

 

3.2.5 P5 „loose versus tight control“ 

refers to the degree of internal structures within an organization, which affect aspects 

like company behavior and business apparel. People in loose control units feel that no 

one thinks of costs, meeting times are only kept approximately, and jokes about the 

Open system Closed system

Hof-
stede
Original
Factor
Loading

Almost anyone would fit into our 
organization

Only very special people fit into our 
organization

.67

We feel our department is the best of the 
whole organization

We feel our department is the worst of the 
whole organization

.67

Our top managers are generous with things 
making our lives pleasant

Management stingy with small things .66

Much attention is paid to our working 
environment

Little attention is paid to our working 
environment

.64

We are open to newcomers and outsiders
Our organization and people are closed and 
secretive

.63

New employees usually need only a few 
days to feel at home

New employees need more than a year to 
feel at home

.61

P4 "Open system vs. Closed system"
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company and the job are frequent. People in tight control units describe their work 

environment as cost-conscious, meeting times are kept punctually, and jokes about the 

company and the job are rare. 

Hofstede did already refer to this distinction between loose control and tight control in 

his research on management control (Hofstede, 1967, p. 144).  

 

Table 8: Hofstede Dimension P5 „loose versus tight control“ (4 items) 

 

 

3.2.6 P6 “normative versus pragmatic“ 

dealing with the aspect of “customer orientation”, this dimension opposes units, whose 

members accomplish their tasks in strictly following their inviolable rules (normative) 

to market-driven organizations (pragmatic). In normative units the major emphasis is 

on correctly following organizational procedures, which are more important than re-

sults. In matters of business ethics and honesty, the unit’s standards are felt to be high. 

In the pragmatic units, there is a major emphasis on meeting the customer’s needs. 

Results are more important than correct procedures, and in matters of business ethics, a 

pragmatic rather than a dogmatic attitude prevails. 

Loose Control Tight control

Hof-
stede
Original
Factor
Loading

We are all not conscious of the costs (time, 
material,..)

We are all highly conscious of the costs 
(time, material,..)

.73

We never respect the meeting times We always respect the meeting times .73

Sloppy Well groomed .62

We make a lot of jokes about the 
organization and our jobs

Always speak seriously of organization and 
job

.61

P5 "Loose Control vs. Tight control"
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The “pragmatism” pole thereby corresponds with Peter and Waterman’s maxim num-

ber two “staying close to the customer” (1982). 

 

Table 9: Hofstede Dimension P6 “normative versus pragmatic“ (5 items) 

 

 

Part of the data analysis included the research on possible relations between demo-

graphic characteristics and the organizational culture perceived by its members in the 

organizations. Hofstede and his team concluded that variables as nationality, age, edu-

cation, job hierarchy and the duration of employment did have a strong influence on 

the value items, but only a weak control on the practice items. Nevertheless, some de-

mographic features did have a relation to practice dimensions of organizational cul-

tures perceived by its members: For the second dimension “employee vs. job orienta-

tion”, employees with higher age and job seniority and with a less-educated top man-

agement corresponded with a more job-oriented culture. The fourth dimension “open 

vs. closed system” showed a strong relation between the share of women among the 

employees and the openness of the communication climate. Furthermore, higher aver-

age seniority also correlated with a more open culture (Hofstede, 1991, pp. 194-197). 

Normative Pragmatic

Hof-
stede
Original
Factor
Loading

High standards of ethics and integrity, even 
foregoing short-term benefits

In matters of business ethics, we are 
pragmatic, not dogmatic

.84

Our organization contributes a lot to society Organization contributes little to society .68

Following correct procedures is more 
important than meeting the customer needs

Meeting the customer needs ranks first for 
us

.63

The rules of the organization are strictly and 
uniformly applied in all departments

For the most part the departments develop 
their own rules

.63

We often talk about the company´s history
Never talk about the history of the 
organization

.63

P6 "Normative vs. Pragmatic"
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Apart from the six main “practice” factors (P1 to P6), the core of his survey, Hofstede 

also extracted three “value”-factors and two “promotion and dismissal”-factors. The 

three value-factors (with “V” for “value”) were V1 “need for security”, V2 “work cen-

trality” and V3 “need for authority”. V1 and V3 resemble two dimensions in his cross-

national study (Hofstede, 1980): V1 corresponds to his “uncertainty avoidance”-

dimension, V3 matches with his “power distance”-dimension. Dimension V2 focuses 

on the mindset of the people within an organization, which place work has in their life 

pattern. The two “promotion and dismissal”-factors (with “H” for “hero”) were H1 

„promotion for present and past merits“ and H2 “dismissal for misbehavior and mor-

al”. H1 opposes promotion for present merits (commitment, creativity, performance) to 

promotion for past merits (diplomas and seniority). In dimension H2 dismissal for job-

related misbehavior (stealing) contradicts dismissal for off-the-job morals (sex) (Hofs-

tede et al., 1990). 

3.2.7 Scientific impact of Hofstede’s concept of or ganizational culture 

Concerning the scientific impact of Hofstede’s six organizational practice dimensions 

it has to be mentioned that, as far as the author could find out, there has not been a di-

rect replication of Hofstede’s scales in another cultural setting yet. As the author’s rep-

lication differentiates in some aspects, as for the sample size and structure, it is no di-

rect replication either. 

In order to work on the question whether Hofstede’s six dimensions of organizational 

culture did have a similar “reference impact” as his work on national culture, the au-

thor used the web-based citation analysis tool “Publish or Perish” from Anne-Wil 

Harzing (2009). The results were quite clear: When looking up for Hofstede’s article 

on organizational culture (1990) on August 3rd 2009, 1,038 publications cited Hofs-

tede’s study. When looking at the most cited publications, which took reference to 

Hofstede’s work on organizational culture, the following results appeared:  

The most cited work was a research book titled “Research design: qualitative and 

quantitative approaches” (Creswell, 1994) with 6,149 hits. This book entirely treats the 

topic of research design and Hofstede’s work is only presented for research design 
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purposes. The second most cited publication (1,298 hits) was “Cross-Cultural Psychol-

ogy: Research and Applications” (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 1994 ), which 

mainly deals with Hofstede’s work on national culture and only touches briefly on his 

organizational study. The third most cited book (O'Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 

1991) had 1,126 hits. The authors have developed an instrument for assessing a person 

to organization fit, the so-called “Organizational Culture Profile”. They try to predict 

job satisfaction and organizational commitment pointing out the importance of under-

standing the fit between individuals' preferences and organizational cultures. In their 

analysis they follow Hofstede’s view that organizational cultures differ in respect to 

the industry the business belongs to. The fourth most cited publication is a paper with 

already far less citations itself, namely 650 hits. This paper with the title “Social Capi-

tal, Structural Holes and the Formation of an Industry Network” (W. Gordon, Kogut, 

& Shan, 1997) cites Hofstede’s statement that national cultures have a significant im-

pact on work behavior. The other publications were not analyzed anymore for two rea-

sons: First, they themselves did only briefly cite Hofstede’s work; second, these publi-

cations had only minor citation records themselves. 

With the intention of identifying the difference in impact between Hofstede’s work on 

organizational culture and his work on national cultures, which brought him interna-

tional fame, the author also checked the citation number of his book “Culture's Conse-

quences: International differences in work-related values” (1980) on “Publish or Pe-

rish” on the same day. This book (in three editions 1980, 1984, and 2001) had a record 

hit of 18,687 citations (compared to the 1,038 citations for the study on organizational 

culture), making it an average 623 citations in academic publications per year. 

3.3 Comparison of the theoretical models of Sagiv a nd 
Schwartz and Hofstede 

Sagiv and Schwartz state in their research that the surrounding societal or national cul-

ture is an important external influence on organizational culture. They have developed 

a model of cultural orientation of national groups (Figure 5), which presents three is-

sues with their value dimensions giving an indication on the organizational characteris-

tics (2007, p. 178). 
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The first issue of societal culture focuses on the relation between the individual and the 

group. In “embedded” cultures, people are seen as entities embedded in the collectivi-

ty, with values like social order, respect for tradition, security and wisdom. Autonomy 

cultures show two orientations: Intellectual autonomy encourages the individual to 

pursue their own ideas and intellectual directions independently, directing toward val-

ues as curiosity or creativity. Affective autonomy encourages the individuals to pursue 

affectively positive experience for themselves, being expressed in values like pleasure 

and exciting life.  

The second aspect is to ensure socially responsible behavior that preserves the social 

fabric. People must interact with each other to manage their interdependencies. Hie-

rarchy cultures define the unequal distribution of power, roles and resources as legiti-

mate, driving values like social power, authority, humility, and wealth. The opposite 

dimension egalitarianism encourages people to recognize each other as moral equals 

who share basic interests as human beings, representing values like equality, social 

justice, responsibility, and honesty. 

The third issue is to regulate the relationship between humankind with the natural and 

the social world. Mastery encourages active self-assertion in order to control and 

change the natural and social environment in order to reach personal or group goals, 

forcing values like ambition, success, daring, and competence. The opposite direction 

harmony tries to accept, understand and appreciate the world as it is, rather than to 

change or exploit it. Values hereby are unity with nature, protection of the environ-

ment, and the world at peace. 

Figure 5 presents the three bipolar dimensions of culture that represent alternate reso-

lutions to each of three challenges that confront all societies: “embeddedness versus 

autonomy”, “hierarchy versus egalitarianism”, and “mastery versus harmony”. 
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Figure 5: Coplot map of 76 national groups on seven cultural orientations (Sagiv, 
Schwartz, 2007, p. 181) 

 

 

The position of Austria on this figure indicates the following characteristics: The Aus-

trian culture strongly emphasizes intellectual autonomy and egalitarianism, and to a 

minor extent affective autonomy. This implies lower levels in embeddedness and hie-

rarchy. A middle level is reached in harmony and mastery. 

The following overview (Figure 6) refines the societal dimensions by indicating the 

individual value items per cultural characteristic (Schwartz, 2008). 
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Figure 6: Overview of cultural and individual values (Schwartz 2008, p. 44) 

 

 

As a next step, the author compared Hofstede’s dimension items with the three main 

dimensions of Sagiv and Schwartz’s model (intellectual and affective autonomy, egali-

tarianism), which are the main drivers of the Austrian society for Sagiv and Schwartz 

(Figure 5). Therefore, the items forming these value dimensions were put into relation 

to the items of Hofstede’s value dimensions (Table 10). 
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Table 10: Comparison of Sagiv/Schwartz items with Hofstede’s items for the main 
Austrian culture dimensions 

 

 

As Sagiv and Schwartz (2007) were influenced during the development of their model 

also by the work of Hofstede, it is no surprise that these organizational culture items 

correspond very well with each other. 

Sagiv/Schwartz
Dimension

Qu.
nr.

Sagiv/Schwartz
Item detail

Qu.
nr.

Hofstede
Item detail

Intellectual Autonomy 5 FREEDOM (freedom of
action and thought) 

47 We organize our work on
our own within a given framework

Intellectual Autonomy 16 CREATIVITY (uniqueness, 
imagination)

94 Creativity and unconventional thinking

Intellectual Autonomy 35 BROADMINDED (tolerant of 
different ideas and beliefs)  

56 Our top managers want to hear our 
opinion, even if contradicting them

Intellectual Autonomy 53 CURIOUS (interested in 
everything, exploring)

65 We are ahead of others with our 
technology and working methods

Affective Autonomy 4 PLEASURE (gratification of 
desires) 

18 Other people or circumstances never
prevent me from fulfilling my wishes

Affective Autonomy 9 AN EXCITING LIFE (stimulating 
experiences) 

6 I do an interesting work

Affective Autonomy 25 A VARIED LIFE (challenge,
novelty and change)    

30 Every day brings new challenges

Affective Autonomy 50 ENJOYING LIFE (enjoying
food, sex, leisure, etc.) 

1 I have sufficient time for
my private life

Affective Autonomy 57 SELF-INDULGENT (doing 
pleasant things)

10 I have time free for fun

Egalitarianism 1 EQUALITY (equal opportunity for 
all)

37 We are open to newcomers and 
outsiders

Egalitarianism 30 SOCIAL JUSTICE (correcting 
injustice, care for the weak)

31 Employee´s pers. problems always
come first, then it´s about the work   

Egalitarianism 33 LOYAL (faithful to my friends, 
group) 

51 A strong loyalty ties us to the 
organization

Egalitarianism 45 HONEST (genuine, sincere) 17 I am the same person in work and in 
private life

Egalitarianism 49 HELPFUL (working for the 
welfare of others) 

12 I am generous to others

Egalitarianism 52 RESPONSIBLE (dependable, 
reliable)

92 Commitment to the organization
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3.4 Discussion of the theoretical models of Schein and 
Hofstede 

When comparing Schein’s culture-levels-model with Hofstede’s onion diagram, some 

conformities and dissimilarities occur: Both models identify culture to manifest itself 

in different levels. Schein’s level of basic assumptions together with his values-level 

correspond with Hofstede’s values core of the onion diagram. The artefacts and prac-

tices-level apparently relates to Hofstede’s practices-layer. 

This distinction between underlying basic assumptions or values, and the cultural ex-

pressions on the surface are supported by other researchers: Kluckhohn and Kelly  

(1972, p. 68) split the different concepts of cultures into “descriptive” and “explica-

tive” aspects. Descriptive concepts focus on the visible artefacts of culture and their 

measurement and description as a means of understanding culture. The explicative 

concepts focus on the underlying basic assumptions and values. In a similar systemiza-

tion Osgood (1951) differentiates between perceptas and conceptas. Perceptas can be 

defined as empirically definable and objectively given facts whereas conceptas 

represent “the mental culture which consists … of the ideas of the aggregate of human 

beings, which have been communicated to one’s mind and of which one is conscious” 

(Osgood, 1951, p. 213). 

The difference occurs in the different interpretation of the culture: Schein defines only 

the basic assumptions to be the core of a culture, whereas he sees the values, artefacts 

and practices to be only expressions of culture. Schein’s three-level-construct can be 

characterized as a general model of culture, which can be deployed for any form of 

culture. 

Contrary to Schein, Hofstede identifies all levels, values and practices, to be part of a 

culture in general. But he distinguishes between national and organizational cultures. 

For the first, the values form the differences between nations, for the latter he defines 

the practices to make the distinction for an organizational culture. 

For the author, Hofstede’s attempt to define the practices as the main differentiator in 

analyzing organizational cultures, only marginally considering the values-layer, seems 
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to be an effort to compensate possible weaknesses in his national values construct. 

Hofstede had been criticized for neglecting various aspects in his research on national 

values, which included possible impacts on organizations and institutions. The author 

implies, that with the help of the six dimensions of practices Hofstede had tried to ex-

plain these before-untouched areas. The next chapter summarizes the main critical 

comments on his work within the research community. 

3.5 Hofstede’s work in focus: Further developments of his 
theories versus critical comments 

In the last three decades a lot of attention has been paid to Geert Hofstede’s work on 

national cultures, with for the majority positive reactions throughout the scientific 

community. Among the critics opposing his findings the most critical voice came from 

McSweeney (2002a; 2002b), to a minor extent also from Sondergaard (1994).  

McSweeney criticized Hofstede’s work on national culture in two articles (McSwee-

ney, 2002a, 2002b), thereby focusing his disagreement on aspects of methodology, 

causality, and evidence of Hofstede’s results. In consequence these comments were 

replied by Hofstede (2002). Nevertheless, McSweeney admitted the popularity of 

Hofstede’s work by stating his disapproval with “the on-going unquestioning accep-

tance of Hofstede’s national culture research by his evangelized entourage” (2002, p. 

112). 

Sondergaard (1994) did an analysis of applications and replications of Geert Hofs-

tede’s work (1980), based on four types of usage (citations, reviews, empirical replica-

tions, and as a paradigm). He mentioned general concerns for the generalizability and 

validity of the IBM data, as for the time period, the individual IBM population, and the 

implementation of an “attitudes”-questionnaire for the research on values. 

Although Kotter and Heskett (1992, p. 4) also define culture as having two levels, val-

ues and behavior, they distinguish themselves in the interpretation of the values’ influ-

ence on organizational culture: 
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• Values are “notions about what is important in life [and these] can vary greatly 

in different companies; in some settings people care deeply about money, in 

others about technological innovation or employee well-being.” Once values 

are established in an organization, they tend to remain relatively stable, even as 

individuals come and go, and values are typically difficult to change. In some 

cases, values are so taken-for-granted that people are not consciously aware of 

them 

• Behavior is what people in the organization actually do every day, the “patterns 

or style of an organization that new employees are automatically encouraged to 

follow by their fellow employees. We say, for example, that people in one 

group have for years been ‘hard workers’, those in another are ‘very friendly’”. 

Behavior tends to be easier to change than values, though behavior can also be 

quite ingrained 

Concerning his ideas on organizational cultures, his ideas have been further elaborated 

by a number of researchers. In 1992 Shalom Schwartz (1992) published his work on 

value systems, based on earlier research (Hofstede, 1980; Parsons & Shils, 1962; Ro-

keach, 1973; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990). In order to distinguish the different val-

ue-constructs, Schwartz used content and motivational aspects. Based on the value 

survey developed by Rokeach (1973), Schwartz elaborated a system of individual val-

ues, clustering it to eleven value dimensions (Gerhard Fink, Neyer, & Kölling, 2006). 

Later on, Sagiv and Schwartz (2000, p. 418) stated that “cultural values are expressed 

in widely shared norms, symbols, rituals, practices, and ways of thinking“. 

In a further development, Sagiv and Schwartz (2007) published their ideas how the 

cultural values of society, into which an organization is nested, affect an organization’s 

values. Three sources thereby influence the cultural values of organizations: First, the 

value culture in the surrounding society; second, the personal value priorities of the 

organizational members; third, the nature of the organization’s primary tasks. They 

“suggest that the societal culture influences organisational values directly and also in-

directly through its impact on members’ values and on the nature of organisational 

tasks” (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007, p. 176). By representing the broad goals the organiza-
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tional member is expected and encouraged to fulfill, the cultural values get their im-

portance for the organization’s performance (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007). 

In the next chapter the author will describe the research gap. This will be followed by a 

detailed elaboration of the hypotheses, which will be concluded by presenting a sum-

mary of this study’s objectives. 
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4 Research gap, hypotheses, and objectives 

The author has implemented three main hypotheses, which will be explained in detail 

in this chapter. The first hypothesis will deal with Hofstede’s work on organizational 

cultures (Hofstede et al., 1990) and will question, whether his organizational dimen-

sions can be fully applied in another cultural setting. The second hypothesis, based on 

the Austrian results of the GLOBE project (Szabo & Reber, 2007), proclaims that oth-

er national culture-influenced dimensions, different to Hofstede’s organizational cul-

ture dimensions, may emerge in the Austrian business environment. As different re-

searchers (e.g., Rollins & Roberts, 1998) declare organizational culture to explain a 

certain share of organizational performance, the third hypothesis will deal with the 

relation of the author’s adjusted model with regard to a performance indicator. 

4.1 Research gap 

The author has identified three possible fields of research:  

The first research gap deals with Hofstede’s work on organizational cultures (Hofstede 

et al., 1990). As already explained in the chapter about Hofstede’s work on national 

and organizational cultures, Hofstede distinguishes between values and practices. Val-

ues differentiate national cultures, and practices apply for organizations. Hofstede 

states that these two aspects of culture do not strongly interfere with each other (Hofs-

tede, 1980; Hofstede et al., 1990). Practices should therefore primarily distinguish or-

ganizations, whereas values should only do this to a minor degree through the influ-

ence of the personalities of founders and heroes of an organization. As far as the author 

could investigate, Hofstede’s scales on organizational culture have not been replicated 

in another cultural setting yet. Therefore, the author identified this as a possible re-

search gap. If Hofstede’s proposition of a distinction between national and organiza-

tional cultures is right, these organizational practices scales should be fully applicable 

in a different (national) cultural setting as well as in a different sub-group of people. In 

this case, this would mean the following: For the national culture setting, Austria com-
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pared to the Netherlands and Denmark in the original survey. For the sub-group of 

people, middle managers from various businesses compared to members of all job hie-

rarchies of ten companies in the original survey. 

As the author does not follow this rigid distinction between national and organizational 

culture, the second research gap deals with the question, whether other dimensions, 

different to Hofstede’s organizational culture dimensions, may emerge. This view is 

based on the Austrian results of the GLOBE project (Szabo & Reber, 2007), which 

could identify aspects of organizational culture important to the Austrian business cul-

ture. 

As different researchers (e.g., Rollins & Roberts, 1998) proclaim a link between orga-

nizational culture and a certain share of organizational performance, the third research 

gap focuses on the linkage of the author’s adjusted model to turnover growth as a per-

formance indicator. The question is, whether there is a relation to be identified, and if 

yes, how strong this link to organizational performance is. 

In order to specify the limits, the author defined the following tasks to be incorporated 

this research work: The replication of Hofstede’s organizational culture dimensions 

with the help of a quantitative tool across Austrian companies. As this aim brought 

along the transfer into another culture, this resulted in the adaptation of the question-

naire. Furthermore, the author decided to link the results to the aspect of financial per-

formance by using turnover growth as a performance indicator.  

To focus the research effort, the following requirements have been applied: 

• Company locations in Austria 

• (Mainly) privately owned 

• Survey period: Four weeks (October 20th to November 15th 2008) 

• Sampling method: Convenience sampling in the author’s professional network 
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• Respondents: Anonymous participation  

• Economic performance measured by financial indicator (turnover growth 2003-

2006) 

The possibility of a sectoral limitation (e.g., Automotive) was investigated during the 

preparation phase. As Fink and Holden (2008) state, industry context may play an im-

portant role in examining corporate cultures, as there may be vast differences between 

technology driven corporations and consumer oriented firms, between industries with 

strong competitive pressures and industries with established oligopolistic or monopo-

listic competition. Also Sagiv and Schwartz (2007) underline this position by declaring 

that the task environment of the industry substantially influences the cultural values, 

because different tasks cause different basic challenges. Finally, the author decided not 

to limit the survey to a single sector in order to obtain a broader picture. 

4.2 Hypothesis 1: Due to the influence of national culture on 
organizational culture, Hofstede’s six organization al 
culture dimensions should not be fully applicable t o the 
Austrian sample 

As already explained in the chapter about Hofstede’s work on national and organiza-

tional cultures, Hofstede distinguishes between values and practices. Values differen-

tiate national cultures, and practices apply for organizational cultures. Hofstede states 

that these two aspects of culture do not strongly interfere with each other (1980; 1990). 

Practices should therefore primarily distinguish organizations, whereas values should 

only do this to a minor degree through the influence of the personalities of founders 

and heroes of an organization. 

The author disagrees with this paradigm, as he understands both, values and practices, 

to influence the culture of an organization. This view is supported by various research-

ers (e.g., Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007; Schein, 1984, 1985b), as 

well as by GLOBE (Chhokar et al., 2007; House et al., 2004). 
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The hypothesis therefore proclaims: 

H1: Due to the influence of national culture on organizational culture, Hofstede’s six 

organizational culture dimensions should not be fully applicable to the Austrian sam-

ple 

4.3 Hypothesis 2: Due to the influence of national culture on 
organizational culture, other dimensions different from 
Hofstede’s six organizational culture dimensions ma y 
emerge 

Contrary to Hofstede (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede et al., 1990), the author implies that 

both national values and organizational practices influence organizational culture. As 

the GLOBE project incorporates both, expressed in values (“should be”) as well as 

practices (“as is”) dimensions, and GLOBE’s empirical data for Austria (Szabo & Re-

ber, 2007) is available, it seems interesting to the author to use GLOBE’s research as 

some sort of “reference” to Hofstede’s paradigm. 

This hypothesis is based on the Austrian results of the GLOBE study (Szabo & Reber, 

2007), which indicate certain characteristics to be valid for businesses in the Austrian 

cultural setting. GLOBE’s (Szabo & Reber, 2007) research data is based on the feed-

backs of middle managers in selected industries, which coincides roughly with the au-

thor’s sample, which also includes a high share of middle managers but in different 

industries (details in the “methods and research data” chapter). As the Austrian 

GLOBE project team (Szabo & Reber, 2007) has worked out, aspects like participative 

leadership should have an impact on the dimensions emerging from the new factor 

analysis. 

The hypothesis therefore proclaims: 

H2: Due to the influence of national culture on organizational culture, other dimen-

sions different from Hofstede’s six organizational culture dimensions may emerge 
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4.4 Hypothesis 3: The adjusted six organizational c ulture 
dimensions for the Austrian sample have a relation to 
performance 

As mentioned, various researchers (e.g., Rollins & Roberts, 1998) proclaim organiza-

tional culture to explain a share of an organization’s performance. The author will 

therefore link the adjusted author’s model to the companies’ turnover growth as an 

indicator of economic performance. The aim will be to detect, whether there is a link to 

be discovered and if yes, how strong the relation to turnover growth is. 

As the author believes that the adjusted model of organizational culture dimensions has 

a solid focus on the Austrian business sample, this model should therefore have a rela-

tion to economic performance. 

The hypothesis therefore proclaims: 

H3: The adjusted six organizational culture dimensions for the Austrian sample have a 

relation to performance 

The conceptual framework for the third hypothesis (Figure 7) is as follows: 
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Figure 7: Conceptual framework with the author’s six organizational culture dimen-
sions (Source: Author) 

 

4.5 Objectives 

This work has three main objectives: 

First, the replication of the Hofstede scale on organizational culture in the Austrian 

business environment, in order to test the reliability of this tool in a different cultural 

setting. This implementation would mean, as far as the author knows, one of the first 

replications after the original survey in the 1980s. The testing of the scale should sup-

port further scientific discussion of Hofstede’s organizational culture concept. 

Second, a further elaboration of the question, whether new dimensions, different to 

Hofstede’s six organizational culture dimensions, may emerge due to the influence of 
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national culture. This attempt should also be seen as a further input to the scientific 

research on organizational culture in Austria. 

Third, the scale’s linkage to turnover growth to test a possible relation to financial per-

formance. A possible identification of a high “organizational culture to performance”-

relationship could be seen as a contribution to management research in Austria.  

Overall, both scales, the replicated Hofstede scale for the Austrian sample and the ad-

justed scale, as well as the link to a performance indicator should be estimated as a 

further attempt to increase knowledge about this broad field of organizational culture 

in Austrian research. 
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5 Methods and research data 

Methodological issues must always be answered within the context of a particular re-

search setting (Downey & Ireland, 1979, p. 630). As the basic aim of this research 

work was the replication of the quantitative Hofstede-study (1990), realized in Den-

mark and the Netherlands, in the Austrian business context, the quantitative method 

was implemented as well. 

The empirical part based on an online questionnaire, which was tested before imple-

mentation. Therefore, two project phases with different methodical approaches have 

been applied: 

• Pre-study: Qualitative testing and confirmation of the questionnaire (personal 

interviews)Main study: Quantitative survey (online questionnaire) 

• Objectives of the pre-study interviews were the testing of the questionnaire, the 

integration of supplementary aspects and the cultural adaptation to the Austrian 

business environment: 

• Method: The interview session consisted of two parts: 

• Completion of the questionnaire (testing) 

• Open interviews face to face (checking for open points and cultural adaptation) 

• Sample: Austrian middle managers from different business sectors 

• Sampling method: Convenience sampling within the author’s professional net-

work 

• Sample size: Nine interviews 
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• Design: Confirmatory 

• Timeframe: August-September 2008 

The goal of the quantitative online survey was the replication of Hofstede’s survey 

with its six „organizational culture dimensions“ in the Austrian context. The original 

Hofstede-1990-questionnaire was complemented with statistical questions about the 

respondents and the companies from the author and from established questionnaires 

(e.g., Taylor & Bowers, 1974): 

• Method: Standardized online correlational survey. Survey Monkey (Survey-

Monkey, 2008) was used as online survey tool 

• Sample: Convenience sampling 

• Sampling method: Invitation for participation and further distribution via 

emails in a form of a “pyramid scheme” 

• Sample size: Representatives of the contacted companies 

• Design: Confirmatory 

• Timeframe: October 20th to November 15th 2008 

As for the author this research design seemed suited for this task, bias should have 

been minimized, securing internal and external validity and plausibility. 

5.1 Qualitative phase: Open interviews 

This pre-study phase comprised the creation of the preliminary questionnaire, followed 

by its optimization with the help of test-interviews. 

In detail this phase implied:  
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• Literature review leading to a systematic framework and its boundaries 

• Development of a questionnaire by translating the Hofstede-questionnaire 

(1990) into Austrian-German language, thereby respecting psychological, lin-

guistic, and cultural aspects (Van de Vijver & Tanzer, 1997). As the questions 

on organizational culture of the Hofstede-survey (1990) represented the basis 

for this questionnaire, in large part they have been taken over. The statistical 

questions concerning the respondents (questions 101 to 108) were comple-

mented by the author. In addition, statistical questions about the companies, the 

interviewees were representing, have been added (questions 109 to 113), here-

by using aspects from other sources, as many excellent survey questionnaires 

have been developed and can be useful in various ways (Punch, 2005). 

• Testing the questionnaire by distributing it to volunteers, who have been inter-

viewed afterwards. This procedure aimed at testing two aspects: First, the ap-

plicability of the questions by checking the comprehensibility of wording and 

structure. Second, the content by verifying the importance and relevance for the 

organizational context and the coverage of the aspects by proposing the neces-

sary quantity and offer of items to choose from 

• Finalization of the questionnaire for the following online-survey 

After the translation and adaptation of the questionnaire, the test-interviews were con-

ducted in order to improve and adapt the questionnaire to the Austrian business envi-

ronment. The questionnaire had been sent to volunteers in advance with the request to 

critically check the survey for comprehensibility and possible open points for the fol-

lowing interview and to bring along their completed questionnaires. As the persons to 

be interviewed had filled in the questionnaires beforehand, this brought along the ad-

vantage that they were already “in the topic” and therefore ready to deal further with 

the topic (G. Fink, Kölling, Meierwert, & Neyer, 2004; Hermanowicz, 2002). If, by 

any chance, the respondent should not have been initiative in talking about this “orga-

nizational culture topic”, the author was prepared with a modestly structured outline of 

questions. 
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The critical part had been, whether the author could arrange an atmosphere of trust and 

openness in these open interviews, so the interviewees would unreservedly present 

their opinions. Hermanowicz (2002, p. 481) mentions the importance of the right in-

terview strategy in order to get “to the core of the people” and into the “depth of de-

tail”. He offers 25 strategies dealing with the soft issues in interviews (feeling, listen-

ing, meaning & rehearsal, silence), aspects of the implementation (detail, clarity & 

balance, topics & sequence, persistence & candor, timing, place) and specific tasks for 

the interviewer (preparation, integrity, respect, innocence, interview recording, prac-

tice) (Bewley, 2002; Hermanowicz, 2002). Furthermore, the author was aware of poss-

ible problems, which could have arisen during the interview due to age, gender, perso-

nality, appearance, and expectations of both the interviewer and the interviewees (G. 

Fink, Kölling, Meierwert, & Neyer, 2004).  

Neither the questionnaire nor the email accompanying it directly stressed the concept 

of Hofstede’s practices-model. Rather, the documents referred to “culture in Austrian 

companies” in general. This was done in order to prevent a “contamination” of the data 

collection by biased answers. 

The interviews lasted between 45 and 75 minutes and were recorded on audiotape with 

the permission of the interviewees. All managers expressed familiarity with the re-

search instrument “tape-recorded interview” and were assured absolute confidentiality. 

With one exception all the interviews took place at the manager’s workplaces, with no 

additional people present in the room. In one case, it was agreed to meet in a different 

location following the interviewee’s suggestion. 

The first part of the interview consisted of a brief introduction of the author’s role and 

an overview of the research project (Schwartzmann, 1993). To minimize researcher 

effects on the interviewees (Miles & Huberman, 1994), the managers were informed in 

a corresponding way about the interview and study purposes. As it was the first time in 

that role for both the author and the interviewees, this phase also served to strengthen 

rapport (Agar, 1996; Schaffer & Riordan, 2003). The second part concerned the res-

pondent’s personal definition of the topic. This served as a type of warm-up for the 

person in order to dive into the theme. The third part reflected on the interviewee’s 
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comments on the invitation letter and the questionnaire. The fourth and last part con-

sisted of a short wrap-up of the questions, comments, and recommendations. 

 

Table 11: Interview guide 

 

Respecting these recommendations finally resulted in the successful implementation of 

the interviews by getting the essential information for the questionnaire’s optimization.  

5.1.1 Sample for open interviews 

The test interviews have been executed with representatives of selected Austrian com-

panies. The objective had been a qualitative optimization of the questionnaire. As the 

task of this qualitative part was the optimization of the tool for the online survey, a 

number of up to ten interview partners seemed legitimate. The participating interview 

partners were selected based on the study’s sample criteria:  The author chose within 

his professional network middle managers, both female and male, representing various 

privately owned companies from different business sectors, with at least ten em-

ployees, and with locations in Austria. The sampling was based on the principle” of 

maximal differentiation” (Agar, 1996), which requires for the interviewees to be as 

different as possible in as many respects as possible within the given boundaries. Miles 

and Huberman (1994) suggested that the data from a small number of interview part-

ners selected according to the strategy of maximal variation potentially reveal patterns 

of common understanding shared by the majority of members of a larger population. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1. Warm-up (Introducing author's role and topic, strengthen rapport) 

2. Warm-up of interviewee (Defining the topic in own words) 

3. Reflections on the invitation letter and questionnaire 

4. Wrap-up (questions, comments, and recomendations) 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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The author focused on selecting interview partners, who had experienced aspects of 

corporate culture in their companies and were willing to share their stories (Gerhard 

Fink, 2002). 

5.1.2 Potential sources of bias and measures taken 

The first phase consisted of the questionnaire development by translating the Hofstede-

questionnaire from its original English version to German and combining it with other 

sources. Item bias was avoided by critically checking the survey tool (Van de Vijver, 

2001). The author was aware of the fact that the transformation of the questionnaire 

from the Netherlands and Denmark to the Austrian culture could not be a simple copy 

and did include uncertainties in the meaning of expressions, as different interpretations 

and associations exist in different cultures, “people from different cultures not only 

communicate in different ways, but also perceive, categorize and construct their reali-

ties differently” (Usunier, 1998, p. 57). 

The method of choosing the interview partners within the author’s professional net-

work seemed to have a risk for bias. After having conducted the interviews, the posi-

tive conclusion could be drawn that all the interviewees have been highly motivated to 

support this project and all tried hard to add before probably unconsidered insights into 

the questionnaire. The creation of an atmosphere of trust and openness during the in-

terviews certainly led to useful feedback. During the interviews the author took the 

role of a sympathetic and interested outsider to the company and refrained from ex-

pressing his own opinion on the topics of this research study. This helped to avoid 

“courtesy bias” (Usunier, 1998, p. 121), the risk of shaping answers to please the inter-

viewer. Furthermore, asking for personal opinions and experience rather than abstract 

statements also helped to minimize the bias. 

Furthermore, in order to avoid bias in the sample choice, the author took care that the 

selected interviewees were middle managers of various companies from different busi-

ness sectors having business locations in Austria. In addition, all the interview partners 

were like the author from the same Austrian culture, thereby preventing cultural bias in 

the sample (Bewley, 2002; G. Fink et al., 2004). 
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Another aspect was the sample size of up to ten persons. For identifying the right sam-

ple size, Bewley recommends the researcher to define „large“ relative to the resources 

available and big enough to feel confident of the conclusions (2002). The objective of 

these interviews was the testing of the questionnaire regarding the content and to pro-

vide further possible aspects for the theoretical concept. The interviews have been car-

ried out in three stages: The first two interviews were used to improve the author’s 

capability in interview techniques, as they might be biased due to missing experience 

(G. Fink et al., 2004). In the next step, the main interviews were conducted. As the 

author could set up on the already existing Hofstede-questionnaire, after five inter-

views no new insights had emerged. In the third step, additional two interviews were 

carried out in order to ensure that the point of theoretical saturation had been attained.  

In order to avoid interpretation bias by the author’s experiences, prejudices and stereo-

types and therefore influencing the further analysis of the interviews, the author con-

stantly tried to prevent this by a professional approach and feedback loops with the 

supervising professor (G. Fink et al., 2004). If the analysis of the interviews should 

have disclosed deficits in the questionnaire’s translation, the author was prepared to 

carry out a translation-backtranslation procedure for the specific section with the help 

of online-translation programs (Van de Vijver & Tanzer, 1997) (SurveyMonkey, 

2008). 

5.1.3 Applied tools 

As the main focus of the open interviews was the optimization of the questionnaire, the 

interviews were analyzed for input concerning content coverage and culture. There-

fore, it was agreed with the volunteers not to process their filled-in questionnaires in 

this stage, as changes would be implemented in the survey, but to let them participate 

in the subsequent official online survey. 

5.1.4 Rationale for chosen methods 

The procedure of adapting the Hofstede-questionnaire also with input from other 

sources seemed a good approach. Punch (2005, p. 93) supports the idea of “using what 
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already exists”, as reasonable survey tools are available and the development of new 

measurements needs considerable development work. 

The quality and number of the test interviews, as the next step, proved to be sufficient, 

as the questionnaire had been extensively worked-through and appeared to be well-

structured. 

This procedure supported the following aspects: Avoidance of bias, assurance of inter-

nal and external validity, perceivability of the results, and assurance of plausibility. 

5.1.5 Results 

The starting point for the survey was the original questionnaire of Hofstede, which was 

taken over in its core for its practices-related questions, and was adapted in some as-

pects concerning national values and statistical information. 

The original Hofstede-questionnaire comprised a total of 135 questions: Apart from 56 

questions on national values (work goals, general beliefs, decision-making styles) and 

four demographic questions, which had been taken from his earlier cross-national 

study VSM82 (Values Survey Module 1982) (Hofstede, 2009), Hofstede and his team 

newly developed 74 questions on organizational values, called practices, followed by 

one open question for comments. 

When the author developed the Austrian version of the questionnaire, he decided to 

already make some minor adaptations: Instead of the 56 questions on national values 

from VSM82, an updated version from Hofstede’s VSM08 was used, containing only 

28 questions. This had the additional advantage of keeping the quality by reducing the 

length of the questionnaire. 

The 74 questions on organizational practices, expressed in Hofstede’s definition as 

symbols, rituals, and heroes, were taken over without any modifications.  
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The major modifications had been done in the statistical part for two reasons: First, the 

author had decided to make the online survey anonymous, like Hofstede’s survey had 

been, but chose to add more demographic questions. Second, economic performance 

had to be measured by various questions, as it should be linked to the organizational 

factors. 

The motive for implementing an anonymous survey was the following: As some of the 

questions could be classified as very sensible, either on personal aspects (e.g., ques-

tions about religion, morals,..), or on company-related issues (e.g., questions concern-

ing the relationship with superiors and colleagues), the willingness to give honest an-

swers would certainly increase. In consequence, this would also support a higher re-

sponse rate. The personal statistical questions included apart from the original four 

questions from the Hofstede-survey (questions on gender, age group, job position, and 

education level), also questions on the type of job (question 106) and on the job area, 

the respondents were working for (question 108). The questions for present nationality 

(question 103) and nationality at birth (question 104) were taken over from Hofstede’s 

VSM08-questionnaire, as it helped to control the focus on the Austrian business cul-

ture. 

In order to get the right information on the culture-performance link, the following 

questions were asked: Besides the question for the company area (in order to sort out 

primarily public services like armed forces or education institutions, as they were not 

in the focus of this research work), the question for the company sector (to be able to 

control the sector’s influence on performance) was asked. The more sensible aspects in 

this part included the questions on the “total number of employees” (question 111), 

“turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR” for the Austrian locations (question 

112), and the “average growth of turnover 2003 to 2006 in %” (question 113). 

In total, the statistical part was extended from original four to 13 questions. 

For the rating scale, Hofstede had deployed for the majority bipolar questions with a 5-

point Likert scale. Advantages of the Likert scale are that people are nowadays used to 
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this kind of questionnaires as it is widely used in social research, and that it makes it 

possible to identify negative value connotations (Van de Vijver, 2001). 

After these adaptations of the questionnaire the author conducted interviews with sev-

en persons, until no new insights had emerged. These interview partners consisted of 

one female and six male volunteers. They gave important remarks for a further optimi-

zation of the questionnaire. The following comments and changes have been made: 

As it was planned to distribute the invitation for participation with a link to the online 

survey by email, the first impression of this text would be of great importance for the 

response rate. The email presented information on the reasons and value of this survey, 

the initiator and contact details, key people and benefit of participation, and on data 

privacy. Furthermore, people were invited to demand the research results after comple-

tion of this research work. The interview partners approved the form of presentation 

with only some minor modifications in length and wording of the text.  

Concerning the sequence of the questions, the interviewee’s recommended some minor 

shifts in the order so to improve the flow of reading (Table 12 gives an overview about 

the changes). Appendix 6: Questionnaire based on Hofstede original presents the final 

version of the questions: In the work goals-section (“In choosing an ideal job, it would 

be important to me that ...”) question eight (question 11 “I live in a desirable area”) 

was moved to the general beliefs-section (“In my private life it is important to me that 

…”). The question “Employees should never be afraid to contradict their superiors” 

(question 22) was moved from the general beliefs to the decision-making styles-section 

(“To what extent do you agree with the following statements?”), as this seemed to 

support the content-related comprehension. Hofstede’s questions from the general be-

liefs-section “Moderation: Having few desires” and “Modesty: Looking small, not big” 

were merged to one question (question 13 “I am modest and have few desires”), as the 

respondents could not distinguish between their meanings. 

The core of this research project were the 74 questions on Hofstede’s practices (section 

“Where I work …”). After the interviews, only one minor modification had to be done. 

Hofstede’s question on “internal processes versus results” was taken out, as the res-
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pondents felt this topic already considered in the question on “internal processes versus 

customer orientation” (question 43 “Meeting the customer needs ranks first” versus 

“Meeting the internal processes ranks first”). No further adjustments have been made 

in that section, in order to ensure a useful transformation of the “organizational cul-

ture”-topic to the Austrian business environment. 
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Table 12: Comparison original Hofstede with final Austrian Questionnaire 

 

 
 
 
 

Important modifications have been done in the wording: As the respondents criticized 

the length of the questionnaire, the comprehensibility had to be optimized. Therefore, 

complex wording was simplified and long sentences were shortened (e.g., Hofstede’s 
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value question “A company's or organization's rules should not be broken - not even 

when the employee thinks breaking the rule would be in the organization's best inter-

est” was shortened to “Employees should not break the rules, even if it should be in the 

company’s interest” (question 26)). The author also modified the wording in order to 

meet today’s demand for gender equality. The female interview partner positively rec-

ognized the consideration of this aspect. 

Also the answering scales were improved: It was tried to implement clear opposites in 

wording in the “versus”-question block with the positive statement each time on the 

left side. Contrary to Hofstede’s 5-point Likert-scale, which also differed in wording 

options throughout the questionnaire, the author chose one general 6-point scale in 

order to improve comprehension and to refine the possibilities in the later analysis 

phase. The scale consisted of the answering possibilities “Strongly agree”, “Agree”, 

“Slightly agree”, “Slightly disagree”, “Disagree”, and “Strongly disagree”. Some res-

pondents criticized the absence of an “I do not know”-answering option. This possi-

bility was not integrated in the later questionnaire, as the author focused on completely 

filled in questionnaires by “forced answering”. 

The interview partners also mentioned the uncertainty, if the questions referred to the 

company or the department view. Furthermore, for some questions they were not sure 

if they had to present their personal views or the official company opinion. These un-

certainties were solved by clearly encouraging the people in the questionnaire’s intro-

ductory part to answer in relation to their “close working environment” and to present 

their personal views and opinions. 

The questionnaire, after all the modifications finally comprising of 100 questions on 

Hofstede’s values and practices and 13 questions on demographics and company sta-

tistics, was now ready for quantitative implementation.  

5.2 Quantitative phase: Online survey 

After the successful optimization of the questionnaire in the pre-study-phase, the actual 

online survey took place from October 20th to November 15th 2008. Convenience 
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sampling was used as sampling tool. The software Survey Monkey (SurveyMonkey, 

2008) was applied as online survey tool. The method was a standardized online corre-

lational survey with a confirmatory design. 

The initial goal for participation was determined with 120 respondents. In total, 220 

people began the survey, whereby 184 persons finalized the whole questionnaire. 

Among those finalists were nine persons working for the Europainstitut (2009), who 

participated “out” of the official research study. It is planned to analyze their data in a 

possible future project. 

Finally, 175 valid questionnaires have been used for further analysis. 

5.2.1 Sample for online survey 

As already explained, the survey was realized anonymously. As the author’s private 

and professional network includes people from a broad variety of business sectors, it 

was decided to implement a “convenience sampling” for this research. In total the au-

thor sent 196 personalized emails to his network with two different contents: Group 

one included persons, either being close friends or colleagues in the company, the au-

thor worked for, who were asked not to fill in the questionnaire but to transmit the 

email to at least five people in their private network (without interfering into mine). 

Group two comprised people from the professional network outside the company, who 

were asked to participate in the survey. Additionally, they were requested to distribute 

this questionnaire to further representatives in their organization as well as in their pri-

vate network. This method may be defined as a form of a “pyramid scheme”. 

The sample of these 196 people represented a relatively homogenous group of people: 

They were mainly Austrian citizens in the age groups between 26 and 45 years. For a 

large part they were salaried employees with academic formation in the middle or 

higher management. For the most part the people were working in sales and marketing 

and management positions. 
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The people participating were asked to fulfill the following requirements: The firm, 

they were working for, should be either a private owned company or only partly in 

governmental influence. Furthermore, the company should have at least 10 employees 

(in order to prevent responses from representatives from extremely small companies) 

and business locations in Austria (as the survey was focused on companies across Aus-

tria). 

5.2.2 Potential sources of bias and measures taken 

The deployment of the online survey should have supported the aim for objectivity and 

minimization of bias. 

As this survey had been realized with the help of an online questionnaire, which had to 

be completed individually, this method came along with two aspects: On the one hand, 

the advantage of no influential intervention of the interviewer, on the other hand no 

possibility to interfere for explanations. In the pre-study-phase it was already tried to 

minimize possible item and method bias by previously testing the questionnaire and by 

contributing clear instructions (Van de Vijver, 2001). The Austrian-German language 

and the sequence of the questions seem to have been appropriate for the respondents, 

as no remarks had been given either by using the open comment-field of the survey or 

by using the hotline-email option. 

Concerning possible response bias, the following aspects seem worth noting: First, the 

anonymous realization of the survey certainly supported more open answers. Second, 

people not trusting the online option for possible tracking of internet-identities (which 

did not happen), had the possibility to fill in the hardcopy-version of the questionnaire. 

Third, closer acquaintances were asked not to participate in the survey in order to not 

falsify the data. 

In order to further test the external validity of Hofstede’s model, similar surveys 

should be implemented in more countries. The positive results of this replication, with 

significant or nearly significant results for four of the six Hofstede organizational di-
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mensions, and significant or nearly significant results for all three value factors and 

promotion and dismissal factors, should motivate further research in this field. 

During the whole scientific process the author kept in mind the survey reliability, 

meaning stability and internal consistency of the data, as well as the validity of the 

survey, including validity of data, and internal and external validity (Punch, 2005). 

Further information on these aspects will be presented in chapter five “empirical re-

sults”. 

5.2.3 Applied tools 

Two software programs were implemented in this stage. For the programming and 

execution of the online survey, SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey, 2008) was used. For 

the analysis of the data, SPSS (SPSSInc., 2008) in the English version 16.0 was ap-

plied. 

As already mentioned, also a hardcopy version of the questionnaire had been offered in 

order to fulfill different needs for participating in the survey. The initial motivation for 

making this option available had to reasons. On the one hand, this paper questionnaire 

should make it possible to managers in time-pressure that they did not have to pass 

their time in front of the computer in order to fill in the online version. On the other 

hand, the hardcopy should reassure people not trusting the anonymous realization of 

the online survey. After all, it was surprising that only five out of the considered 175 

respondents used this possibility. 

5.2.4 Rationale for chosen methods 

Overall reason for implementing a quantitative approach was the fact that already the 

Hofstede survey, as the basis for this study, had been carried out with a written ques-

tionnaire. The quantitative method could demonstrate its two strengths: First, it gives 

the possibility to do research with a large number of survey units and in consequence 

be able to get results with more overall significance. Second, it is suitable for testing 

theoretical propositions (Onwuegbuzie, 2003). The challenge had been to properly 
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construct the questionnaire in a way that the topic was precisely covered and the an-

swers could have been measured and treated as interval and ordinal data for further 

statistical analysis (Patton, 1997). As the results have shown, all these aspects seem to 

have been considered. 

The objective of the online survey was the quantitative examination of the proposi-

tions. The serious implementation of the tool furthermore supported the intention to 

strengthen the best possible internal and external validity, perceivability of the results, 

and assurance of plausibility. 

5.2.5 Results 

In the following paragraph, the sample of 175 respondents will be analyzed for its 

composition concerning the people and the companies represented: 

The respondents were 62.9% males and 37.1% females, for the most part in the age 

class of 26 to 45 years (70.8%). Only 10 out of the 175 people had not an Austrian but 

a citizenship from a European Union-member country. For the level of education, apart 

from 24.6% of respondents having higher school education, the vast majority with 

62.3% were university or college graduates. By far the most respondents, 92.6% in 

total, were salaried employees. 

Interesting results can be presented concerning the respondent’s job positions: Almost 

half of the people came from what was labeled middle or higher management positions 

without employee responsibility (49.7%), another 29.7% had subordinates, together 

counting as nearly 80% of the respondents. A share of 12.6% declared themselves top 

managers, and a smaller group of 4.6% characterized themselves as entrepreneurs. 

This outcome perfectly harmonizes with 86% of Austrians being employees, therefore 

implying a stratified sample of Austrian business reality (StatistikAustria, 2008b). 

The majority of the people worked in sales and marketing positions (34.3%), followed 

by other internal services (16%) and the two areas management and finance controlling 
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(each 13.1%). The other areas like human resources, purchasing, production, logistics, 

and quality management, were underrepresented. 

As one of the research conditions was the focus on privately owned or on only slightly 

state-influenced companies, one question asked for the area, the company belonged to. 

Privately owned companies (90.9%) were followed by 9.1% public or public-

influenced companies. 

Among the business sectors, some strongholds could be identified: The two leading 

sectors were “wholesales and trade negotiation” and “credit and insurance business“ 

with 11.4% each, followed by the sectors “vehicle and vehicle components produc-

tion” and “company-related services” with 9.1% each. All the other sectors could be 

declared in less than 4%. The sector “other sectors” with 17.1% plays a special role, as 

all respondents, who could not find their proper category, could opt for this one. Rea-

son for this may be the ÖNACE-categorization from 2003, which until its recent up-

date did not clearly identify lately emerged business fields. But as the author had to use 

sectoral statistical data from the years 2003 to 2006, the 2003-ÖNACE-categorization 

had to be used (StatistikAustria, 2008a). 

A majority of 38.3% of the respondents works for large companies with over 1,000 

employees, followed by medium-sized firms with up to 50 employees (19.4%), up to 

250 people (18.3%) and a workforce of up to 1,000 persons (16.6%). A small share of 

7.4% of the respondents was from small companies with up to 10 employees. 

As for the company size by staff a similar distribution is shown for the “Turnover or 

balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria)”: Nearly half of the companies with 

47.4% in this sample had a turnover of more than 250 billion Euro in the year 2006. 

Up to 50 billion Euro of turnover did 18.3% of the firms have. This was followed by 

two nearly equal shares of up to two billion (12.6%) and of up to 250 billion Euro 

(12%). Up to 10 billion have been made by 9.7% of the companies. 

Concerning the average growth of turnover between the years 2003 to 2006 in % for 

the Austrian locations the respondents indicated that 34.9% of the companies did have 

a growth of up to 5%, closely followed by 30.3% of the companies with an increase of 
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up to 10%. Nonetheless, 16% of the people presented a growth of up to 20%, and a 

remarkable share of 14.9% of the company representatives implied a record growth of 

over 20%. Only 4% of this sample’s companies had to face a turnover development of 

less than 1%. In consequence, it can be implied that this sample of managers belonged 

to successful businesses, as about 61% of the represented companies could show a 

growth of at least 10%. 

As it had been decided to implement an anonymous survey, only an estimation can be 

made on the number of represented companies. When taking into account the items 

“company area” (question 109), “company sector (question 110), “total number of em-

ployees” (question 111), “turnover 2006” (question 112), and “average turnover 

growth 2003 to 2006” (question 113), the following assumptions can be made: Analyz-

ing these five aspects, the indications in 41 out of the 175 completely filled in ques-

tionnaires matched with at least one other questionnaire. Therefore, it can be assumed 

that representatives of no less than 134 Austrian companies participated in this survey 

(Table 13).  
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Table 13: Duplicates in company analysis 

 

 

After having analyzed both the personal and the company data, the demographic data 

suggests more homogenous results, whereas the company information indicates hete-

rogenous data (as no limitations had been introduced for the sectors). 

As the culture within an organization depends on the people involved, it is a great ad-

vantage to have the possibility to investigate such a homogenous group of persons with 

similar functions in their organizations (Berry, 1969). Nevertheless, it is important to 

take into account that this is a special cutout of Austrian society: Austria has by far one 

of the lowest academics rates with a share of university graduates of 18% in the age 

group of 25 to 64 years compared to an average 27% in the OECD-countries (Wiener-

Zeitung, 2008). Concerning the company size, Austria is mainly defined by SME’s 

(Small and Medium sized Enterprises) with 90% of the companies working with less 

than 10 employees and only 492 companies having more than 250 employees (Statisti-

kAustria, 2008b). Only the high level of clerks in this sample conforms to the Austrian 

reality, as 86% of the Austrian people in the working process do have a salaried job 

(StatistikAustria, 2008b). 

The positive response rate of 175 participants may be explained by the following rea-

sons: The topic of organizational culture may be one of everybody’s interest. Respon-

dents do not need any specific information in order to answer, they just have to follow 

their emotions. The application of a web-based questionnaire in combination with its 

anonymous realization certainly supported a higher readiness for taking part. The au-

thor also intensively followed the tips for improving response rates (e.g., avoiding 

Frequency Percent
Valid

Percent
Cumulative

Percent

Duplicate Case 41 23.4 23.4 23.4

Primary Case 134 76.6 76.6 100.0

Total 175 100.0 100.0
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busy periods and allowing the respondents enough time to complete the survey, avoid-

ing spam-related vocabulary in the header section, .. ), which were presented on Sur-

vey Monkey’s web page (2008). In order to further support the quick spreading of the 

email-invitation, a short key message explaining the project and benefit for each partic-

ipant was provided  (Taylor & Bowers, 1974). As the customer-oriented design made 

this survey tool easily applicable for the users, the average answering time for the 

questionnaire took around 20 minutes.  

Furthermore, the questionnaire was supported with clear instructions, giving the res-

pondents the possibility to individually fill in the questionnaires when suitable for 

them. As the web-address was not filtered by anti-spam-software, the questionnaires 

could also be completed in the working hours resulting in a higher readiness for partic-

ipation (i.e., 1974). Another asset could have been the personalization of the 196 

emails. Each recipient got information related to him both in the header and in the text 

field, making it harder to immediately delete the email. Regarding the sender of the 

emails, the author emphasized that this survey was carried out in the framework of a 

research project at the Europainstitut (Europainsti-

tut_der_Wirtschaftsuniversität_Wien, 2009). Furthermore, the author created a special 

email-address “unternehmenskultur2008@wu-wien.ac.at” for this survey instead of 

using the usual student’s email-address of the university (starting with a letter and a 

seven-digit number). This pursued the goal to combine the immediate chance to know 

what the email was about (“unternehmenskultur 2008”) with the good image, the Vien-

na University of Economics and Business as sender (“wu-wien.ac.at”) has throughout 

the Austrian business society. 

When analyzing the drop-outs from the survey, it is surprising that these people did not 

cancel the more sensible part of company-related questions at the end of the survey 

(“total number of employees” (question 111), “turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in 

bn EUR” for the Austrian locations (question 112), and the “average growth of turno-

ver 2003 to 2006 in %” (question 113)). Contrary, only three out of 220 persons partic-

ipating, cancelled at this stage, the other 33 dropped out already after a third of the 

survey. 
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After finishing the questionnaire, the people had the possibility to transmit comments, 

questions or suggestions to the author. In total, nine respondents used this option. 

Summarizing these comments, some of them commented the interesting topic and 

asked to later receive information about the final results of this research study. One 

person criticized the lack of a “no answer”-field among the answer options, as the 

people were forced to answer each question. This suits to another comment, which said 

that some of the questions had been surprisingly sensible, so people could more easily 

cancel the survey.  Another person commented the difficulty to choose company sector 

(question 110), as the respondent’s company was active in various business field. Es-

pecially for these reasons, the author had noted in the question description that the 

people were asked to relate directly to the sector, they were working for. One person 

indicated that the company was in foreign ownership. This did not pose a problem as 

the people were asked to comment on Austrian locations, independent of national or 

foreign investors. 

When comparing the two samples, the following aspects occur: Both samples, Hofs-

tede’s 1,295 responses (1990) and the author’s 175 valid questionnaires are stratified 

samples with the following difference: Hofstede examined ten companies with survey-

ing all hierarchical levels in detail, whereas the author focused on representing the 

Austrian business reality by examining mainly clerks in a higher number of approx-

imately 134 companies. 

5.2.6 Results in comparison to Hofstede’s national dimensions 

As the author had also implemented Hofstede’s 28 questions on national values of the 

VSM08 in his questionnaire, the sample’s indices for these national value dimensions 

could be calculated in order to compare them with Hofstede’s results for Austria (for 

the formulas see Hofstede, 2009). 

As already described, Hofstede had identified and validated through his IBM data four 

independent dimensions of national culture differences, as they were power distance 

(large vs. small), uncertainty avoidance (strong vs. weak), individualism vs. collectiv-

ism, and masculinity vs. femininity. 
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The application of Hofstede’s four dimensions on a Chinese value survey led to the 

introduction of a fifth dimension, labeled as long vs. short-term orientation (Hofstede, 

1991; Hofstede & Bond, 1988). More recently, following the work of Minkov (2007), 

two more national dimensions have been introduced: indulgence vs. restraint and mo-

numentalism vs. self-effacement (Hofstede, 2009). 

In this chapter, the author will present the Austrian results of Hofstede’s work on na-

tional cultures: 

As mentioned, Hofstede’s Power Distance Index (PDI) measures the extent to which 

the less powerful members of organizations and institutions (e.g., the family) accept 

and expect that power is distributed unequally. It suggests that a society’s level of in-

equality is endorsed by the followers as much as by the leaders. This does not reflect 

an objective difference in power distribution but rather the way people perceive power 

differences. On a scale of up to 120, Austria scores with a record low PDI of 11 in re-

lation to a maximum of 104 (Table 14). Austrians expect and accept power relations 

that are more consultative and democratic. People relate to one another more as equals 

regardless of formal positions. Subordinates are more comfortable with and demand 

the right to contribute to and comment on the decision making of those in power. The 

ideal boss is a resourceful democrat and sees him- or herself as practical, orderly, and 

relying on support. The subordinate-superior relations are pragmatic. There is open-

ness with information, even to non-superiors. Subordinates expect to be consulted, and 

if deployed, this consultative leadership leads to satisfaction, performance, and produc-

tivity. 

The Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) deals with a society’s tolerance for uncertain-

ty and ambiguity. It indicates to what extent a culture programs its members to feel 

either uncomfortable or comfortable in unstructured situations. Unstructured situations 

are novel, unknown, surprising, and different from usual. Uncertainty avoiding cul-

tures try to minimize the possibility of such situations by strict laws, rules, and struc-

tured circumstances. Employees feel a strong loyalty to their employers and tend to 

remain longer with their company. Austria scores with a reasonable high uncertainty 

avoidance of 70 (compared to a 112 maximum). Austrians are not too keen on uncer-
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tainty, by planning everything carefully they try to avoid vague situations. The Aus-

trian society relies on rules, laws and regulations, and wants to reduce its risks to a 

minimum and proceed with changes step by step. These aspects involve in conse-

quence the following characteristics: Precision and punctuality come naturally. Innova-

tors feel constrained by rules and innovations are restricted. But if these innovations 

are accepted, they are applied consistently. The power of superiors depends on their 

control of uncertainties. This emotional need for rules due to the culture’s high uncer-

tainty avoidance combined with the very low power distance, meaning a social pres-

sure on subordinates to behave without the superior’s need to control, turns into the 

society’s effort for precision and punctuality (Hofstede, 1991, p. 122). 

The very low power distance level in combination with the high uncertainty avoidance 

facilitates empowerment of the employees, meaning all kinds of formal and informal 

means of sharing decision-making power and influence between superiors and their 

subordinates (Hofstede, 2001, pp. 389-390). 

The Individualism Index (IDV) presents the degree to which individuals are integrated 

into groups, which reaches from individualism to collectivism. In individualistic socie-

ties the ties between individuals are loose, and everyone is expected to look after one-

self and one’s immediate family. In collectivist societies people from birth onwards are 

integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, and often extended families with uncles, 

aunts and grandparents, which continue protecting them in exchange for unquestioning 

loyalty. The Austrian society scores with a level of 55 (in relation to a 91 maximum), 

which signifies a medium orientation for individualism. People stress on personal 

achievements and individual rights and expect from each other to fulfill their own 

needs. Group work is important, but everybody has the right of his own opinion and is 

expected to reflect this. In an individual country like Austria people tend to have more 

loose relationships. Employees in these individualistic cultures “are expected to act 

rationally according to their own interest, and work should be organized in such a way 

that this self-interest and the employer’s interest coincide. Workers are supposed to act 

as ‘economic men’, …, but anyway as individuals with their own needs” (Hofstede, 

2001, p. 235). 
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Masculinity versus femininity (MAS) refers to the significance placed on traditionally 

male or female values (as understood in most Western cultures) and their different 

management hero types. So called “masculine” cultures value competitiveness, asser-

tiveness, ambition, and the accumulation of wealth and material possessions, whereas 

feminine cultures place more value on relationships and quality of life (Hofstede, 

2001, p. 313). Bendix defines masculine business as the survival of the fittest (1974, p. 

256). Summarizing, masculine cultures tend to “live in order to work”, while feminine 

cultures “work in order to live” (Hofstede, 2001, p. 312). Austria  scores on the mascu-

linity index on the third rank with a relatively high score of  79 (compared to a maxi-

mum of 95). This implies that apart from a stress on performance, managers are ex-

pected to be decisive, firm, assertive, aggressive, competitive, and just. 

Long vs. short-term orientation (LTO) describes a society's "time horizon," or the im-

portance attached to the future versus the past and present. In long-term oriented socie-

ties, values include persistence, ordering relationships by status, thrift, and having a 

sense of shame. In short-term oriented societies, values include normative statements, 

personal steadiness and stability, protecting one’s face, respect for tradition. Asian 

countries score especially high (long-term) and Western nations rather low (short-

term). The low Austrian country score of 31 (compared to a maximum of 96) corres-

ponds to this evaluation. 

Indulgence vs. restraint  (IDV) focuses on the extent, to which a society allows the 

gratification of desires and feelings and people feel able to enjoy their lives. Indul-

gence, on the one hand, stands for a society which allows relatively free gratification 

of some desires and feelings, especially those that have to do with leisure, merrymak-

ing with friends, spending, consumption and sex. Restraint, on the other hand, stands 

for a society which controls such gratification, and where people feel less able to enjoy 

their lives (Hofstede, 2009). 

The seventh dimension, labeled monumentalism vs. self-effacement (MON), opposes a 

society where people are rewarded for being proud and unchangeable to a society 

which rewards humility and flexibility (Hofstede, 2009). 
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No Austrian country scores are yet available for both the sixth and the seventh dimen-

sion. 

Hofstede’s country scores for Austria are available for the dimensions power distance, 

uncertainty avoidance, individualism vs. collectivism, masculinity vs. femininity, and 

long vs. short-term orientation. The results are the following (Table 14):  

 

Table 14: Comparison of Hofstede's Austrian scores of national values with author's 
results 

 

 

A considerable gap lies between Hofstede’s very low Austrian power distance score of 

11 and the author’s score of 46. This difference implies that Hofstede had measured 

the desired “should be” power distance, and the author the “as is” power distance put 

into practice (Brodbeck, Frese, & Javidan, 2002). Another discrepancy shows the low 

result of 34 on the uncertainty avoidance-dimension compared to Hofstede’s 70 score, 

thus suggesting a sample of more confident people. The author’s result of 57 for indi-

vidualism vs. collectivism perfectly matches with Hofstede’s score of 55. Again, results 

are differing for the dimension of masculinity vs. femininity, as the author gets a 52 

score in comparison to Hofstede’s result of 79. This implies the sample’s preference 

for inter-personal relationships and an increased focus on quality of life-aspects. The 

Hofstede national value 
dimensions

Hofstede
Maximum
Country
Score
(Max: 120)

Hofstede
Austrian
Score
Country
Ranking

Hofstede
Austrian
Score

Author
Study
Score

Power distance 104 53 11 46

Uncertainty avoidance 112 24-25 70 34

Individualism vs. collectivism 91 18 55 57

Masculinity vs. femininity 95 2 79 52

Long vs. short-term orientation 96 22-24 31* 47

Indulgence vs. restraint N/A N/A N/A 69

Monumentalism vs. self-effacement N/A N/A N/A 57

* Based on EMS consumer survey (see also Hofstede 2001, exhibit 7.3)
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author’s result of 47 for long vs. short-term orientation compared to Hofstede’s score 

of 31 indicates the respondent’s long-term perspective. Overall, the author’s sample 

seems to be balanced in all five dimensions, whereas Hofstede’s sample presents more 

extreme scores in power distance and masculinity vs. femininity. Nevertheless, the va-

rying results have to be put into perspective, as the two samples strongly differed in 

size and composition. 

Due to the use of the VSM08 questions, the author could calculate the sample scores 

for the two recently added national value dimensions: The relatively high score of 69 

(compared to the other sample scores) for the sixth dimension indulgence vs. restraint 

indicates the relative significance of this aspect of enjoying life for the respondents. 

The average result of 57 (compared to the other sample scores) for the seventh dimen-

sion of monumentalism vs. self-effacement may suggest an average significance be-

tween the poles of pride and humility for this sample. Nevertheless, both results seem 

to be consistent with the sample’s overall balanced outcome. 

Concerning the differences in national value scores, it can be referred to Hofstede 

(2009), who argues that the averages of a country do not relate to individuals of that 

country. Even though his model has proven to be quite often correct when applied to 

the general population, one must be aware that not all individuals or even regions with 

subcultures fit into this system. 

5.3 Turnover performance 

Apart from the replication of Hofstede’s organizational culture dimensions in the Aus-

trian business environment, as well as the elaboration of an adjusted model, the third 

task of this study was the linkage and testing of the results on organizational culture to 

economic performance. 

The author decided for the following reason to ask for turnover growth as performance 

indicator: The easy availability of the data for the respondents, so they did not have to 

investigate for more detailed or even disclosed company information. 
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The respondents were asked to indicate the company’s growth in turnover for a four-

years period (question 113 „average growth of turnover 2003 to 2006 in % (Austria)”). 

Apart from this measure for development, it was also asked for categories of absolute 

numbers (question 112 “turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria)” so 

to also distinguish companies for their financial importance. The decision to define 

sales numbers and development as the measuring tools for “financial performance” is 

supported by various researchers (e.g., Calori & Sarnin, 1991) who mention that orga-

nizational culture seems to have more influence on growth than on profitability.  

The author also investigated, if financially successful companies had participated in 

this survey by putting into relation their performance to their sector’s financial devel-

opment. The data for calculating the average sector growth 2003 to 2006 was retrieved 

from the web page of Statistik Austria, Austria’s federal institution under public law 

responsible for performing scientific services in the area of federal statistics (Statisti-

kAustria, 2008a). The „compound annual growth rate” (CAGR) was used for calculat-

ing the development (Investopedia, 2009). For these respondents, who could not assign 

their company to a specific sector, a dummy-sector “others” was introduced. The 

growth number was computed by calculating the average of the other 29 sectors. 

As a next step the author compared the “average sector turnover development 2003 to 

2006” for the Austrian business sectors (following ÖNACE’s categories for production 

and services) with the values indicated by the company representatives in the survey 

(Table 15). When looking at the numbers, it may be interpreted that representatives of 

highly successful companies have participated in this research Nevertheless, it has to 

be mentioned that the number of participants per sector differed. Therefore, no general 

conclusions should be drawn from these numbers. 

The data obtained could be called “quasi-objective”, following Richard et al. (2009), 

who mention that the manner to get specific objective performance information 

through self-report techniques – in this case the online questionnaire – could be labeled 

in this way. 
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Table 15: Production and Services: Average sector growth in turnover 2003 to 2006 
compared to indicated sector growth 

 

 

Comp-
any

sector
(quest.

Nr.)

Company sector detail Statistik
Austria
CAGR

2003-06
(rounded)

Cases
per

sector
in

survey

Indicated
CAGR

2003-06
in survey
(rounded)

1 Mining and quarrying (stones, oil, gas) and services 3% 1 up to 5%
2 Production of food and beverages 4% 6 up to 5%
3 Production of textiles and clothes 1% 0 N/A
4 Production of leather goods -2% 0 N/A
5 Production of wood (without furniture) 5% 0 N/A
6 Production of paper, publishing,

print and copy shops
1% 3 up to 5%

7 Mineral oil processing, cokery 0% 6 over 20%
8 Production of chemicals and chemical products 4% 4 up to 10%
9 Production of rubber and plastic products 7% 2 up to 5%

10 Production of glass, stone and earth products 4% 1 up to 5%
11 Production of metals and metal products 8% 7 up to 10%
12 Mechanical engineering 5% 5 up to 10%
13 Production of office machines, electrical

and precision engineering, optics
1% 4 up to 10%

14 Production of vehicles and vehicle components 8% 16 up to 10%
15 Production of furniture, jewelry, musical

instruments, sport equipment, toys
4% 0 N/A

16 Energy and water supply -4% 4 up to 20%
17 Construction 1% 4 up to 5%
18 Retail trade and repair of motor vehicles and/or gas 

stations
2% 2 up to 5%

19 Wholesale and trade negotiation
(without retail trade of motor vehicles)

7% 20 up to 10%

20 Retail trade (without retail trade of motor vehicles) and/or 
repair of consumer goods

2% 2 up to 20%

21 Hotels and restaurants 2% 2 up to 10%
22 Transport (air flights, railroad,..), travel agencies 6% 5 up to 5%
23 Communication (telephony services,..) -2% 4 up to 5%
24 Credit and insurance business (banks,..) 4% 20 up to 10%
25 Real estate -3% 3 up to 5%
26 Rentals 6% 1 over 20%
27 Data processing and data bases 3% 7 up to 10%
28 Research and development -9% 0 N/A
29 Company-related services (Consulting,..) 2% 16 up to 20%
30 Others 2% 30 up to 10%
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6 Empirical results: Validation of the hypotheses 

The aim of this empirical research was to find answers to the following three hypo-

theses: 

Hypothesis 1: Due to the influence of national culture on organizational culture, Hofs-

tede’s six organizational culture dimensions should not be fully applicable to the Aus-

trian sample 

Hypothesis 2: Due to the influence of national culture on organizational culture, other 

dimensions different from Hofstede’s six organizational culture dimensions may 

emerge 

Hypothesis 3: The adjusted six organizational culture dimensions for the Austrian 

sample have a relation to performance 

6.1 Validation of Hypothesis 1: Due to the influenc e of 
national culture on organizational culture, Hofsted e’s six 
organizational culture dimensions should not be ful ly 
applicable to the Austrian sample 

As the replication of the Hofstede survey in the Austrian business environment was 

one of the tasks, the Austrian results were in a first attempt analyzed following Hofs-

tede’s original item allocation to his six practice dimensions (P1 to P6) (1990), the 

core of Hofstede’s work on organizational culture, as well as the basis for the author’s 

research study. 

In order to check internal consistency of each of the factors, the author used Cron-

bach’s coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951; Green & Salkind, 2008). This statistic pro-

vides an indication of the average correlation among all of the items that make up the 

scale. Values range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater reliability. Al-

though no clear limit is set for reliable Cronbach’s alpha values, recommendations 
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focus on acceptable levels between .5 and .8 (e.g., Wikipedia, 2009). In order to work 

with stable data, Nunnally (1978) recommends a minimum level of .7. Kline (1999) 

notes that a value of .7 to .8 is appropriate for cognitive tests such as intelligence tests. 

He goes on to say that when dealing with psychological constructs values below .7 

can, realistically, be expected because of the diversity of the constructs being meas-

ured. The author therefore follows above-mentioned recommendations and chooses a 

minimum level of .5 as acceptable for this research situation. 

The analysis showed the following results for Cronbach’s alpha based on standardized 

items (Table 16): Good consistency was found for the factors P1 “process-oriented vs. 

results-oriented” (.867) and P2 “employee-oriented vs. job-oriented” (.794). Internal 

consistency with a level higher than .5 was found for P4 „open system vs. closed sys-

tem“ (.627). Poor consistency was found for the factors P3 „parochial vs. professional“ 

(.290), P5 „loose vs. tight control“ (.398), and  P6 “normative vs. pragmatic“ (.382).  
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Table 16: Cronbach’s Alpha: Internal consistency for Hofstede’s dimensions in the 
Austrian replication 

 

 

Unfortunately the author could not obtain any information about the internal consis-

tency of the Hofstede dimensions in the original study (Hofstede et al., 1990), as this 

apparently has not been published.  

In a next attempt of the replication process the author realized an improvement of 

Cronbach’s alpha values through an item selection by removing the weakest items of 

the factors (Backhaus, Erichson, & Plinke, 2003; Green & Salkind, 2008). After delet-

ing these items, the outcome (Table 17) showed two promising trends: On the one 

hand, the factors with Cronbach’s alpha already above .5 (P1, P2, P4) did not or only 

slightly improve. On the other hand, the factors with poor internal consistency (P3, P5, 

P6) all improved strongly, with values increasing for P3 to .396, P5 to .551, and P6 to 

.551, too. 

Author's
Replication

Number
of items

Cronbach's
Alpha
based on
standardized
items

P1
Process-oriented
vs. Results-oriented

12 .867

P2
Employee-oriented
vs. Job oriented

9 .794

P3
Parochial
vs. Professional

5 .290

P4
Open system
vs. Closed system

6 .627

P5
Loose control
vs. Tight control

4 .398

P6
Normative
vs. Pragmatic

5 .382

Hofstede Practice Dimensions

Hofstede
Original
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Table 17: Improved Cronbach’s Alpha: Internal consistency for Hofstede’s dimensions 
in the Austrian replication after item selection 

 

 

The next table (Table 18) shows a detailed comparison, which of the items per dimen-

sion have been deleted during the process of amelioration. Through this attempt, the 

author tries to clearly show continuing parallels between Hofstede’s original dimen-

sions and the author’s “improved” – in the sense of reliability – dimensions.  

 

 

 

 

Number
of items

Cronbach's
Alpha
based on
standardized
items

Optimized
Cronbach's
Alpha

Optimized
number of
items

P1
Process-oriented
vs. Results-oriented

12 .867

P2
Employee-oriented
vs. Job oriented

9 .794

P3
Parochial
vs. Professional

5 .290 .396 3

P4
Open system
vs. Closed system

6 .627 .656 5

P5
Loose control
vs. Tight control

4 .398 .551 3

P6
Normative
vs. Pragmatic

5 .382 .551 3

Hofstede Practice Dimensions

Hofstede
Original

Author's
Replication
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Table 18: Replication of Hofstede Dimensions with six dimensions (41 items) and im-
proved Cronbach’s Alpha with Austrian Data 
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1 .88 We also get feedback from our superiors for good performance Results-oriented 12 .867

.88 Fast Results-oriented

.86 Employees feel comfortable in unfamiliar situations and in taking risks Results-oriented

.85 Every day brings new challenges Results-oriented

.78 Proactive Results-oriented

.75 We are easy with each other Results-oriented

.73 Warm Results-oriented

.70 We are ahead of others with our technology and working methods Results-oriented

.70 Direct Results-oriented

.69 Employees always push themselves to their maximum Results-oriented

.67 In some cases mistakes are accepted as consequence of initiative Results-oriented

.67 Optimistic Results-oriented

2 .84 Important decisions made by individuals Job-oriented 9 .794

.76 Organization only interested in work people do Job-oriented

.69 Decisions centralized at top Job-oriented

.68 Managers keep good people for own department Job-oriented

.65 Changes are implemented by management decree Job-oriented

.64 Newcomers are left to find their own way Job-oriented

.64 Our top managers do not support our membership in unions Job-oriented

.62 No special ties with local community Job-oriented

.60 Little concern for personal problems of employees Job-oriented

3 .87 Our private life is considered our own affair Professional 3 .396

.79 Job competence is the only hiring criterion, not counting the social 
background

Professional

.73 We pre-plan at least the next three years Professional

.63 Strongly aware of competition Professional

.62 Cooperation and trust between our departments are normal Professional

4 .67 Only very special people fit into our organization Closed system 5 .656

.67 We feel our department is the worst of the whole organization Closed system

.66 Management stingy with small things Closed system

.64 Little attention is paid to our working environment Closed system

.63 Our organization and people are closed and secretive Closed system

.61 New employees need more than a year to feel at home Closed system

5 .73 We are all highly conscious of the costs (time, material,..) Tight control 3 .551

.73 We always respect the meeting times Tight control

.62 Well groomed Tight control

.61 Always speak seriously of organization and job Tight control

6 .84 In matters of business ethics, we are pragmatic, not dogmatic Pragmatic 3 .551

.68 Organization contributes little to society Pragmatic

.63 Meeting the customer needs ranks first for us Pragmatic

.63 For the most part the departments develop their own rules Pragmatic

.63 Never talk about the history of the organization Pragmatic
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Dimension  P1 "process-oriented vs. results-oriented" with its 12 items (for details see 

Table 4) achieved a very strong Cronbach alpha with an outcome of .867. No items 

have been deleted as no amelioration of this level would have been reached. 

The second very strong dimension was P2 "employee-oriented vs. job oriented"  

(Table 5) with its nine items, which obtained a very strong result with a level of .794 

for Cronbach alpha. Also in this case, no further item deletion was necessary. 

As already explained, all items in the Hofstede survey have been poled on the “right” 

pole, meaning a high reliability of the dimensions for results- (P1) and job-orientation 

(P2) for this Austrian sample. 

The other four dimensions, P3 to P6, could improve significantly due to item selection 

(Table 18): 

The dimension P3 "parochial vs. professional" with the “professional” pole was by far 

the weakest of all six dimensions with an internal reliability of .290 for Cronbach’s 

alpha. The item selection process indicated to leave out the item “Strongly aware of 

competition”, which slightly improved Cronbach’s alpha to a level of .309. The dele-

tion of “Our private life is considered our own affair” finally improved Cronbach’s 

alpha to .396. When comparing the original Hofstede allocation with the author’s rep-

lication, it is interesting, however, that the “competition”-item already had such a weak 

factor loading (.63) in the original study. A strong awareness for competition should be 

a vital part of professionalism, comparable to GLOBE’s performance orientation (Sza-

bo & Reber, 2007). The second item left out, “Our private life is considered our own 

affair”, on the other hand, did have a very strong factor loading of even .87 in Hofs-

tede’s original survey, indicating a strong relation to this professionalism-

characteristic. Overall, the dimension could not improve in that way that it could be 

called a strong dimension. 

The dimension P4 "open system vs. closed system" with the “closed system” pole was 

by far the strongest of the four dimensions to be ameliorated, starting with six items 

and a Cronbach’s alpha of .627. The deletion of “We feel our department is the worst 

of the whole organization” improved Cronbach’s alpha to .656. When comparing the 
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original Hofstede allocation with the author’s replication, all six items in the original 

study did have the same range of factor loadings around .6, indicating a medium score 

for this dimension. 

"Loose control vs. tight control" as Hofstede’s fourth dimension with the “tight con-

trol” pole started with only four items and an internal reliability of .398 for Cronbach’s 

alpha. The item selection process indicated to leave out the item “Always speak se-

riously of organization and job”, which strongly improved Cronbach’s alpha to a level 

of . 551. That the item “Always speak seriously of organization and job”, which had 

the lowest factor loading of .61 in Hofstede’s original analysis, was deleted, could be 

interpreted by the Austrians favor for communication within the organization and their 

superiors (Szabo & Reber, 2007), which will be further elaborated in the chapter of the 

second hypothesis. 

The dimension P6 "normative vs. pragmatic" with the “pragmatic” pole was the second 

weakest of all six dimensions with an internal reliability of .382 for Cronbach’s alpha. 

The item selection process indicated to leave out the item “Meeting the customer needs 

ranks first for us”, which slightly improved Cronbach’s alpha to a level of .493. The 

deletion of “For the most part the departments develop their own rules” finally im-

proved Cronbach’s alpha to .551. When looking at the factor loadings for the original 

Hofstede allocation, low factor loadings dominate this dimension. That the first item 

left out was “Meeting the customer needs ranks first for us” surprises as Hofstede men-

tions this item to be important for a pragmatic organization. However, the Cronbach’s 

alpha could be improved to a level above the author’s level of .5, which leaves it still a 

weak dimension with only three out of five items left.  

Already the first task of replicating Hofstede’s dimensions in the Austrian business 

environment had brought valuable results: With the deletion of specific items, the 

Cronbach alpha values increased significantly. For five of the six organizational di-

mensions significant or near significant results with Cronbach’s alpha values between 

0.5 and 0.9 could be achieved (Table 18). This result should be positively valued with 

regard to the following differences: The different cultural settings, the different com-
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position of the respondent’s samples, and a time span between these two empirical 

researches of nearly 25 years. 

These strong differences in reliability may also be interpreted as evidence that both, 

national values and organizational practices, influence the culture of an organization. 

Rollins and Roberts (1998, p. 4) have a similar interpretation of organizational culture 

as the author. They also see organizational culture to consist of values – including 

shared assumptions – and behavior of the employees in organization: How they view 

the organization, its customers, and their fellow employees, and how they actually be-

have in daily life. The most important values are the “values in use” in the organiza-

tion, which might be quite different than the values espoused by the managers or dis-

cussed in the corporate mission statement. Employees tend to believe what they see 

over what they hear, if there is a conflict between the two. The two researchers argue 

that in the most effective organizations, there is a close alignment between “espoused” 

and “real” values. 

Nevertheless, the validation of hypothesis 1 is clear: Although the majority of Hofs-

tede’s  six organizational culture dimensions could be replicated after item selection, 

not all of the dimensions were fully applicable to the Austrian sample. 

6.2 Validation of Hypothesis 2: Due to the influenc e of 
national culture on organizational culture, other 
dimensions different from Hofstede’s six organizati onal 
culture dimensions may emerge 

As the direct replication of  Hofstede’s dimensions for the Austrian data had already 

brought promising results, as a next step the author replicated the method of factor 

analysis (Green & Salkind, 2008; Kinnear, 2008), which Hofstede (1990) had used in 

his research study, too. 

The author thereby focused on the 41 items together forming the six practice-factors 

(P1 to P6), the core of Hofstede’s work on organizational culture, as well as the basis 

for the author’s research study. The research goal was to check whether a factor analy-
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sis with these 41 items and the requirement of six factors brought a similar outcome as 

Hofstede had found out or some different factors. 

An explorative factor analysis was conducted on these 41 items with maximum like-

lihood as extraction method and equamax rotation with Kaiser Normalization. The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis 

with a value of .840 (Appendix 3: Statistics for explorative factor analysis with 6 fac-

tors for 41 organizational culture items). This value represents the ratio of the squared 

correlation between the variables to the squared partial correlation between variables. 

The KMO statistic varies between 0 and 1, where a value close to 1 indicates that pat-

terns of correlations are relatively compact and so factor analysis should yield distinct 

and reliable factors. Therefore the author’s outcome of .840 promises good results 

(Field, 2009). Furthermore, all KMO values for individual items were well above the 

acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2 (820) = 3022.552, p 

< .001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for the factor 

analysis. The six factors together explain 41.36% of variance (Appendix 3: Statistics 

for explorative factor analysis with 6 factors for 41 organizational culture items). Ap-

pendix 1 shows the factor loadings after rotation (Appendix 1: Explorative factor anal-

ysis with 6 factors for 41 organizational culture items). 

Table 19 shows the factor loadings on the six items. Following Hofstede’s (1990) ex-

ample, items with negative loadings have been reworded to the opposite. The item 

“We feel our department is the worst of the whole organization”, belonging to the di-

mension “open system vs. closed system”, did not load on any dimension and therefore 

40 items correspond to the six dimensions of organizational culture. 
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Table 19: Factor Analysis of Austrian data resulting in new six dimensions (40 items) 
and Improved Cronbach’s Alpha 
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1 .80 Fast Results-oriented 9 .867 9 .867

.79 Proactive Results-oriented

.71 Optimistic Results-oriented

.70 Direct Results-oriented

.43 Employees feel comfortable in unfamiliar situations and in taking 
risks

Results-oriented

.41 Employees always push themselves to their maximum Results-oriented

.40 Well groomed Tight control

.38 Meeting the customer needs ranks first for us Pragmatic

.31 Every day brings new challenges Results-oriented

2 .66 Decisions are taken by experts, regardless of their position Employee-oriented 9 .835 8 .847

.61 Our managers try to support good people to advance within the 
organization

Employee-oriented

.59 Changes are implemented in coordination with the people 
concerned

Employee-oriented

.54 We also get feedback from our superiors for good performance Results-oriented

.47 All important decisions are taken by the groups or committees Employee-oriented

.42 We are ahead of others with our technology and working methods Results-oriented

.41 Cooperation and trust between our departments are normal Professional

.41 In some cases mistakes are accepted as consequence of initiative Results-oriented

.26 Always speak seriously of organization and job Tight control

3 .63 Organization only interested in work people do Job-oriented 7 .676 5 .720

.56 Little concern for personal problems of employees Job-oriented

.44 Our top managers do not support our membership in unions Job-oriented

.43 Little attention is paid to our working environment Closed system

.42 Management stingy with small things Closed system

.38 Strongly aware of competition Professional

.34 Our private life is considered our own affair Professional

4 .57 We are open to newcomers and outsiders Open system 7 .758 4 .796

.57 New employees usually need only a few days to feel at home Open system

.52 Warm Results-oriented

.43 Newcomers are supported to adapt quickly to the job and to the 
team

Employee-oriented

.50 Almost anyone would fit into our organization Open system

.40 We are easy with each other Results-oriented

.37 Job competence is the only hiring criterion, not counting the social 
background

Professional

5 .55 We are all not conscious of the costs (time, material,..) Loose control 4 .470 3 .529

.50 We never respect the meeting times Loose control

.46 We do not think more than a day ahead Parochial

.27 For the most part the departments develop their own rules Pragmatic

6 .67 No special ties with local community Job-oriented 4 .636 3 .671

.66 Organization contributes little to society Pragmatic

.38 In matters of business ethics, we are pragmatic, not dogmatic Pragmatic

.25 Never talk about the history of the organization Pragmatic
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The results of the factor analysis were very motivating for two reasons: 

First, the internal consistency of these six factors was already very encouraging right 

from the start. Five out of the six factors already reached Cronbach’s alpha levels of 

above .6 (Factors 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6). Even factor 5 could attain an internal consistency of 

nearly .5. 

Second, already at first glance these six factors shared similarities in large scale with 

the original Hofstede dimensions, although they did not fully reproduce them. 

The scale was further optimized in relation to internal consistency with the following 

results: Dimension 1 already had a very strong Cronbach alpha of .867 and could not 

be further improved. The item selection process for dimension 2 indicated the removal 

of one item in order to reach a level of .847. The third dimension could improve to a 

strong .720 due to the deletion of two items. Dimension 4 increased slightly to a level 

of .796 with the exclusion of three items. The weakest of the six dimensions, the fifth 

factor, started with a Cronbach alpha score of .470 and could be improved to .529 

through the elimination of one item. Finally, factor 6, increased slightly to .671 with 

the removal of one item, too. 

To summarize, the situation further improved from an already very motivating level to 

a very strong reliability with four of the six factors having a good Cronbach alpha re-

liability score of above .7, and two scores reaching a level above a score of .5. 

As a next step the author analyzes the new six organizational culture dimensions by 

comparing them with the replication results of Hofstede’s original scales (Table 18) 

and with the research data of both GLOBE (Szabo & Reber, 2007) and Sagiv and 

Schwartz (2007) for Austria. 

The following table gives an overview about these assumed relations: 
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Table 20: Comparison of the author’s new six organizational culture dimensions with 
the research of GLOBE and Sagiv/Schwartz 
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New
Organizational
Culture
Dimensions
related to
GLOBE

Related to
Sagiv/
Schwartz
Organ.
Dimensions

1 .80 Fast Results-oriented 9 .867 Performance Mastery   
.79 Proactive Results-oriented Orientation * Capable,
.71 Optimistic Results-oriented ambitious,
.70 Direct Results-oriented influental,
.43 Employees feel comfortable in unfamiliar situations 

and in taking risks
Results-oriented daring

.41 Employees always push themselves to their 
maximum

Results-oriented

.40 Well groomed Tight control

.38 Meeting the customer needs ranks first for us Pragmatic * cf. GLOBE
(2004, 2007)

.31 Every day brings new challenges Results-oriented
2 .66 Decisions are taken by experts, regardless of their 

position
Employee-oriented 8 .847 Participative

Leadership *
Intellectual
Autonomy

.61 Our managers try to support good people to 
advance within the organization

Employee-oriented Freedom
Egalitarianism

.59 Changes are implemented in coordination with the 
people concerned

Employee-oriented Equality,
Responsible,

.54 We also get feedback from our superiors for good 
performance

Results-oriented Loyal

.47 All important decisions are taken by the groups or 
committees

Employee-oriented

.42 We are ahead of others with our technology and 
working methods

Results-oriented

.41 Cooperation and trust between our departments 
are normal

Professional * cf. GLOBE
(2004, 2007)

.41 In some cases mistakes are accepted as 
consequence of initiative

Results-oriented

3 .63 Organization only interested in work people do Job-oriented 5 .720 Job Hierarchy
.56 Little concern for personal problems of employees Job-oriented Orientation

Collectivism
Authority,
Social Power

.44 Our top managers do not support our membership 
in unions

Job-oriented (reversed)
Power Distance

.43 Little attention is paid to our working environment Closed system

.42 Management stingy with small things Closed system
4 .57 We are open to newcomers and outsiders Open system 4 .796 Open System Egalitar-

.57 New employees usually need only a few days to 
feel at home

Open system Humane
Orientation

ianism
Helpful,

.52 Warm Results-oriented Equality

.43 Newcomers are supported to adapt quickly to the 
job and to the team

Employee-oriented

5 .55 We are all not conscious of the costs (time, 
material,..)

Loose control 3 .529 Loose
Control

Affective 
Autonomy

.50 We never respect the meeting times Loose control Uncertainty Av. Enjoying life,

.46 We do not think more than a day ahead Parochial & Future Orient.
(reversed)

self-indulgent

6 .67 No special ties with local community Job-oriented 3 .671 Pragmatism Intellectual 
.66 Organization contributes little to society Pragmatic Performance Autonomy
.38 In matters of business ethics, we are pragmatic, not 

dogmatic
Pragmatic Orientation Freedom
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6.2.1 Organizational culture dimension “Performance  Orientation” 

When comparing the author’s result with Hofstede’s first dimension P1 “process-

oriented versus results-oriented”, three aspects are worth mentioning: First, for both 

scales, this “results-oriented”-dimension is the strongest with regard to reliability (by 

coincidence with the same Cronbach’s alpha level of .867) and the item’s factor load-

ings on the factor. Second, both dimensions load on the right pole “results-

orientation”. Third, both scales share seven items (“Fast”, “Proactive”, “Optimistic”, 

“Direct”, “Employees feel comfortable in unfamiliar situations and in taking risks”, 

“Employees always push themselves to their maximum”, “Well groomed”, “Meeting 

the customer needs ranks first for us”, “Every day brings new challenges”).  

The other two items in the author’s first dimension both fit well with the other items: 

“Well groomed”, referring to the “tight control” pole of the “loose control vs. tight 

control” dimension P5, and “Meeting the customer needs ranks first for us” is part of 

the “pragmatic” pole of the “normative vs. pragmatic” dimension P6. Overall, the au-

thor‘s first factor is very consistent and fits well with Hofstede’s original item alloca-

tion. 

The seven “results-oriented” items together with the other two items resemble 

GLOBE’s performance orientation dimension, referring to the degree to which per-

formance improvement and excellence are encouraged and rewarded in society. As 

already mentioned, GLOBE’s (Szabo & Reber, 2007, p. 121) Austrian scores for this 

dimension indicate a high level for performance orientation in the Austrian society. 

Therefore the author labels this dimension Performance Orientation. 

Nevertheless, there were some doubts expressed about GLOBE’s high levels for per-

formance orientation in Austria, because other studies (e.g., Trompenaars, 1993; Zand-

er, 1997) do not report such high levels of performance orientation for Austria. Entre-

preneurship may be seen as an indicator of a society’s orientation to performance and 

achievement. Szabo and Reber (2007, p. 127) describe that some initiatives exist to 

support company start-ups, whereas bureaucracy clearly provides major barriers. Dana 

(1992, p. 126) concludes that although innovative entrepreneurship has occurred in 

Austria, the Austrian society can not be described as extremely entrepreneurial. More-
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over, entrepreneurship is not as highly valued in Austria as in many other countries. 

However, recent developments in business organizations indicate a trend toward more 

performance orientation, in particular in the form of new incentive systems and per-

formance-based pay structures. They are already common for Austrians working for 

multinational companies and are becoming increasingly popular in Austrian businesses 

as well (Szabo & Reber, 2007) 127. It may be interpreted that the author’s sample, for 

the major part consisting of middle-aged academics in higher hierarchical positions, 

suits well into to this more performance-oriented part of society. 

In a work on the relationship between employee- and customer satisfaction, Heskett 

and his co-researchers (1997) discuss a concept they call the “satisfaction mirror”. 

They argue that there is a positive cycle at work, where employee satisfaction increas-

es customer satisfaction; in turn, customer satisfaction makes the work environment 

more positive, which further increases employee satisfaction; and so on. Rollins and 

Roberts (1998, p. 29) proceed this idea by arguing that a similar “mirror” is at work 

with culture and organizational performance: High-performance cultures enhance or-

ganizational performance: in turn, organizational performance reinforces high-

performance cultures, and so on. Of course, culture is not the only ingredient organiza-

tions need in order to perform. Poor strategic choices, lack of organizational alignment 

or simply bad luck with market and environmental forces can also force high-

performance cultures to fail in the market. But as shown in various studies, evidence 

indicates that, in the long run, culture is an essential part of organizational perfor-

mance. 

When comparing the organizational value aspects of Sagiv and Schwartz for the Aus-

trian culture with the results of this research, conformity in large areas can be identi-

fied: The author’s first culture dimension Performance Orientation perfectly matches 

with Sagiv and Schwartz’s Mastery-dimension with the values like “capable”, “ambi-

tious”, “influential”, and “daring” (Figure 6). 
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6.2.2 Organizational culture dimension “Participati ve Leadership” 

The author’s second factor and Hofstede’s P2 dimension both have strong internal 

consistency, with an improved Cronbach alpha of .794 for Hofstede’s dimension, and a 

level of .847 for the author’s second dimension. Nevertheless, there is a major differ-

ence to be mentioned: The discrepancy to Hofstede’s replication of the Austrian data is 

the fact that the characteristics are opposing each other, as Hofstede’s characteristic is 

on the “job-oriented” pole and the author’s characteristic on the “employee-oriented” 

pole. 

Four out of the eight items of the author’s second dimension belong to Hofstede’s 

“employee” pole (“Decisions are taken by experts, regardless of their position”, “Our 

managers try to support good people to advance within the organization”, “Changes 

are implemented in coordination with the people concerned”, “All important decisions 

are taken by the groups or committees”), three items to the “results-oriented” pole 

(“We also get feedback from our superiors for good performance”, “We are ahead of 

others with our technology and working methods”, “In some cases mistakes are ac-

cepted as consequence of initiative”), and one item to the “professional” pole (“Coop-

eration and trust between our departments are normal”). 

When analyzing the composition of this dimension, it becomes apparent that the items 

loading on the factor, mainly refer to a good working relationship between superiors 

and subordinates. This is related to GLOBE’s (Szabo & Reber, 2007) concept of parti-

cipative leadership: Participation is used for tapping subordinate “resources”; partici-

pation provides the opportunity for a conflict to be expressed and resolved; followers 

want to be involved in decision-making process; leaders should not interfere with 

group internal matters; strategic decisions are in the sole discretion of management 

(Chhokar et al., 2007). Or, as Szabo and Reber (2007, p. 140) describe leadership in 

consequence of the Austrian GLOBE data analysis: “Leaders are expected to be con-

sensus oriented, place a focus on communication, and practice a participative leader-

ship style. It follows that employees are frequently involved in the leadership process, 

not just because it is the personal decision of the leader, but also because the structure 

of the Austrian system (social partnership model, codetermination, works councils) 

calls for it”. This system gives Austrian employees “a voice” (Hirschman, 1970). 
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Furthermore, these aspects are well-aligned with Cooke’s (2000) comments on “con-

structive cultures” (enthusiasm, enjoy work, take on new and interesting tasks, suppor-

tive, constructive and open, cooperative, sensitive to the satisfaction of the work 

group). 

When comparing the author’s second organizational culture dimension Participative 

Leadership with the work of Sagiv and Schwartz (2007), it closely resembles to orga-

nizational characteristics in high autonomy societies. Their members are seen as inde-

pendent actors with their own interests, preferences, abilities, and allegiances. They are 

granted more autonomy and encouraged to generate and act upon their own ideas (Sa-

giv & Schwartz, 2000). Therefore, the “Freedom”-value within the Intellectual Auton-

omy-dimension in combination with the Egalitarianism-dimension with such values as 

“equality”, “responsible”, and “loyal” seems to suit well (Figure 6). 

6.2.3 Organizational culture dimension “Job Orienta tion” 

Hofstede’s third dimension P3 “parochial versus professional”, with Hofstede’s pole 

on the “professional”-characteristic, does not load on the new factor analyzed scale of 

the Austrian data. Only one “professional”-item loads on the “job orientation” dimen-

sion, that is “Cooperation and trust between our departments are normal”. The same is 

true for Hofstede’s opposite pole, “parochial”: Also here, only one item, “We do not 

think more than a day ahead”, loads on the “job orientation” scale of the Austrian data. 

It may be concluded, that this dimension did not have an impact in the author’s sam-

ple, with this Hofstede dimension “parochial vs. professional” simply disappearing in 

the factor analysis. 

It is striking that the professional-item “Strongly aware of competition” fell out in both 

scales, Hofstede’s replication and the author’s factor analysis, with very low factor 

loadings. In fact, one should expect the respondent’s strong awareness of competition, 

due to the economic and social developments in the years since Austria’s accession to 

the European Union in 1995. As Fink and Pichler (2009) demonstrate, the Austrian 

economy intensively opened itself in recent years with exports, FDI and the share of 
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foreign ownership in the production increasing heavily, resulting in an enlarged com-

petitive surrounding.  

Instead, Hofstede’s “job-oriented” pole of the dimension P2 “employee-oriented ver-

sus job-oriented” loads with three items on the author’s “job orientation” dimension: 

“Organization only interested in work people do”, “Little concern for personal prob-

lems of employees”, and “Our top managers do not support our membership in un-

ions”.  

When comparing the author’s third dimension with Hofstede’s factor, the following 

can be stated: Both scales, Hofstede’s replication and the author’s factor analyzed 

scale, have high reliabilities with Cronbach alpha’s of  .794 for the replication and .720 

for the author’s scale. Contrary to Hofstede, the author’s scale comprises the second 

pole of this dimension, “employee-oriented”, too. This result is different in comparison 

to Hofstede’s view of opposing poles for each of the dimensions. 

As mentioned, Hofstede opposes a concern for people (employee-oriented) to a con-

cern for “getting the job done” (job-oriented). In employee-oriented cultures people 

feel their personal problems are taken into account, that the organization takes a re-

sponsibility for employee welfare, and that important decisions tend to be made by 

groups or committees. In the job-oriented units people experience a strong pressure to 

complete the job. They perceive the organization as only interested in the work em-

ployees do, not in their personal and family welfare, and important decisions tend to be 

made by individuals. 

The author’s result of the Austrian data loading on both poles, “employee-oriented” for 

the second dimension “Participative Leadership” and “job-oriented” for the third di-

mension “Job Orientation”, fits well with the research of Blake and Mouton and their 

Managerial Grid (1964), where they claimed employee and job orientation to be two 

independent dimensions. 

As Hofstede mentions, people in job-oriented cultures seem to feel that the only impor-

tance is for “getting the job done”. This fits well with the GLOBE scores for the two 

collectivist dimensions, individualism/collectivism and organizational collectivism. In 
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both cases “should be” scales are higher than the “as is” scales, implying that more 

collectivism is preferred. As mentioned, these two dimensions treat various aspects, 

like the collective distribution of resources and collective action, or the pride, loyalty 

and cohesiveness in organizations or families. According to Triandis (1994), modern 

and complex societies become increasingly individualistic and Hofstede and Bond 

(1988) state that individualism follows economic success. Both factors apply for Aus-

tria, yet the trend at the individualism-collectivism dimension points to the opposite 

direction. As Szabo and Reber (2007, p. 127) mention, this development might be the 

fear of loss of even more of the collectivist values and therefore the respondents ex-

pressed heightened awareness to keep what is left. 

Another possible explanation is GLOBE’s power distance dimension. Although the 

Austrian society in general scores on a medium level on power distance, people seem 

to conceive a large power distance in their organizations characterized by a centraliza-

tion, privileges for higher-level managers, and an autocratic leadership style. 

Schein (1989, p. 4) argues that there can be conflicts between the “official” culture as 

set forth by management and the unofficial culture as perceived and followed at the 

working levels of the organization. The former is usually expressed in mission state-

ments, official ethical codes, and similar guidelines, while the latter is the result of 

discrepancies between management’s official culture and actual practices found in the 

company (e.g., the invitation for open internal communication while leaving out the 

middle managers). In this way, culture can be compared to an iceberg, with the “offi-

cial” tip concealing the vast “unofficial” foundation lying under the surface, which 

might show a completely different picture (Beer, 1996, p. 67). 

When comparing the third dimension Job Orientation with the research of Sagiv and 

Schwartz (2007), it matches with the values of “Authority” and “Social Power” in the 

Hierarchy-dimension as the opposite of an egalitarian employee-oriented pole (Figure 

6). 
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6.2.4 Organizational culture dimension “Open System ” 

For the fourth Hofstede dimension “open system versus closed system”, the author’s 

newly factor-analyzed Austrian data loads on the opposite pole to Hofstede’s scale. 

Hofstede’s pole is “closed system” with an optimized .656, whereas the author’s scale 

loads with an optimized .796 on “open system”. Four items load on the opposing poles 

with the author’s characteristic as example: “We are open to newcomers and outsid-

ers”, “New employees usually need only a few days to feel at home”, “Almost anyone 

would fit into our organization”. 

GLOBE’s dimension of humane orientation perfectly fits with this “open system” di-

mension of the author. Items like “We are open to newcomers and outsiders” and 

“Newcomers usually need only a few days to feel well” go along with the humane 

orientation aspects of being fair, kind, and generous. Nevertheless, Szabo and Reber 

(2007, pp. 125-126) mention that this orientation has changed within the Austrian so-

ciety over time. They refer to the treatment of refugees. In the past, the official Austria 

as well as individual citizens often helped beyond the call of duty with examples as the 

Hungarian crisis in 1956 and the wars in the former Yugoslavia. Nowadays, however, 

there is increasing resentment against the refugees and newcomers, which goes along 

with changes in legislation making it more difficult to attain political asylum. 

Apart from this humane orientation, culture also serves as a distinction of one’s own 

organization in comparison to other companies, and no newcomers will be seen as ful-

ly-accepted members of the organization until they have learned the rules and abide by 

them. In the same vein, violation of established rules and regulations on the part of 

high-level executives is taken all the more seriously and tends to entail general disap-

proval and severe penalties (Beer, 1996, p. 68). “Conformity to the rules becomes the 

primary basis for reward and upward mobility” (Deal & Kennedy, 1982, p. 501).  

The openness and the easiness to rapidly internalize the culture of the organization 

have the advantage, that less structure and formal oversight is needed. When people 

share a set of common values and behaviors, it is not necessary to specify what they 

should do in every possible situation – the organization can be confident that people 
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will make the right decisions based on these common values and behaviors (Rollins & 

Roberts, 1998, pp. 6-7). 

Open System, the author’s fourth dimension, also relates well to the values “helpful” 

and “equality” in Sagiv and Schwartz’s (2007) Egalitarianism-dimension (Figure 6). 

6.2.5 Organizational culture dimension “Loose Contr ol” 

In the case of dimension P5 „loose versus tight control“, the Austrian data again loads 

on the opposite to Hofstede’s original scale. Hofstede’s pole is “tight control” with an 

optimized Cronbach alpha’s of .551, whereas the author’s scale loads with an opti-

mized .529 on “loose control”. The author’s reliability score is the lowest among the 

six dimensions, for the replication it means the fourth best of six scores. Two items 

load on contrary poles with the author’s characteristic as the example: “We are all not 

conscious of the costs (time, material,..)”, and “We never respect the meeting times”. 

Following Hofstede (1990), people in loose control units feel that no one thinks of 

costs, meeting times are only kept approximately, and jokes about the company and 

the job are frequent. Furthermore, Hofstede (1991) states, that employees have the 

feeling that in being hired, the company takes their social and family background into 

account as much as their job competence. In assuming that the company will take care 

of them, they also do not look far into the future. 

These remarks contradict GLOBE’s (Szabo & Reber, 2007) Austrian results of a high 

uncertainty avoidance and a relatively high score on future orientation. The high un-

certainty avoidance is well-reflected in a study by Trompenaars (1997, p. 141), who 

found that Austrians have a high desire to be able to control the environment and to 

reduce uncertainty. 

As future orientation incorporates future-oriented behavior, including planning, the 

results for the author’s dimension surprise as the complete opposite (“We are all not 

conscious of the costs (time, material,..)”, “We do not think more than a day ahead”). 

Furthermore, “We never respect the meeting times” contradicts strong uncertainty 
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avoidance cultures as in Austria, where uncertainty is felt as a threat and rules are 

therefore followed. It seems to be this fear of uncertain situations and of the unknown, 

which makes the people in some way “fatalistic”. 

When comparing the results with the research of Sagiv and Schwartz (2007), the au-

thor’s Loose Control dimension matches with the „enjoying life” and the “Self-

indulgent” values of the Affective Autonomy-dimension (Figure 6). 

6.2.6 Organizational culture dimension “Pragmatism”  

Finally, Hofstede’s sixth dimension “normative versus pragmatic“ loads on both scales 

(Hofstede’s original and the Austrian data) on the “pragmatic” pole with two of three 

items matching: “Organization contributes little to society”, and “In matters of busi-

ness ethics, we are pragmatic, not dogmatic”. Although not strong on consistency with 

an optimized Cronbach’s alpha of .551 for Hofstede’s replication, and an optimized 

score of .671 for the author’s new dimension, both dimensions correspond with each 

other. 

This pragmatic approach corresponds well with GLOBE’s performance orientation 

(Szabo & Reber, 2007), which promotes – as already mentioned for the author’s first 

dimension - an approach toward market-drive, customer- and results-orientation, and a 

flexibility for ethics. In pragmatic units, there is a major emphasis on meeting the cus-

tomer’s needs. Results are more important than correct procedures, and in matters of 

business ethics, a pragmatic rather than a dogmatic attitude prevails. Also Fink (2004) 

mentions that successful Austrian managers are to some extent more “flexible” in res-

pecting a company’s rules, if it is beneficial. 

Pragmatism as the author’s sixth organizational culture dimension resembles to the 

“Freedom”-value in combination with Sagiv and Schwartz’s (2007) Intellectual Au-

tonomy-dimension, which signifies an autonomy of action and thought (Figure 6). 
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6.2.7 Validation of Hypothesis 2: Final comments 

Summarizing, it is positive that although the samples differed to a great extent, con-

formity could be noticed in large areas. Nevertheless, the author’s new factor-analyzed 

dimensions seem more suitable with regard to statistical and content-related consisten-

cy. Hypothesis 2 is therefore approved, as other national-culture influenced aspects 

appeared in the adjusted organizational culture model. 

One reason for these discrepancies is certainly the sample size: As the factor analysis 

is depending on the sample size (Backhaus et al., 2003), differences in the dimensions 

for the Austrian survey have been anticipated. Hofstede’s (1990) sample used to be 

more heterogenous in terms of different hierarchical positions in different economic 

areas in Denmark and the Netherlands, consisting of 1,295 respondents in 20 units in 

10 different organizations. The Austrian data came, in terms of company culture, from 

a more homogeneous group of 175 respondents with a similar level of employment of 

companies situated in Austria. The major aspects of homogeneity for this Austrian 

sample were the following: 94% had the Austrian nationality. 92.6% of the respon-

dents were salaried employees and nearly 80% members of middle or higher manage-

ment with or without employee responsibility. 62% did have an academic background. 

It is a convincing aspect that the author’s new six organizational culture dimensions 

correspond to a large extent with the research data of GLOBE (Szabo & Reber, 2007) 

and Sagiv and Schwartz (2007) for Austria. Sagiv and Schwartz’s dimensions deli-

vered very positive results with a stronghold of matches in Sagiv and Schwartz’s three 

most important dimensions for the Austrian culture (Intellectual and Affective Auton-

omy, Egalitarianism). 

This outcome motivated the author to do further research on a possible link between 

these adjusted six organizational culture dimensions and turnover growth as possible 

measure for financial performance. 
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6.3 Validation of Hypothesis 3: The adjusted six 
organizational culture dimensions for the Austrian 
sample have a relation to performance 

The author’s goal was to link the adjusted model of six Austrian culture-related dimen-

sions to the companies’ turnover growth as an indicator of economic performance. The 

aim thereby is to detect, whether there is a link to be discovered and if yes, how strong 

the relation to turnover growth is. 

The author ran a multivariate regression analysis, which detects the aggregated rela-

tionship of all factors to performance (Backhaus et al., 2003). This means a simultane-

ous analysis of the six factors with the company’s turnover growth as dependent varia-

ble while considering the three confounders (“total number of employees (Austria)”, 

“turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria)”, „average sector growth 

2003 to 2006”). 

The regression analysis of the six organizational factors brought adequate results. The 

“adjusted R²”, measuring how much of the variance in the dependent variable (turno-

ver growth) is explained by the model (six dimensions and three confounders), resulted 

in a score of .073 (Appendix 4: Statistics for multivariate regression analysis (Depen-

dent Variable: Average growth of turnover 2003 to 2006 in %)). This outcome shows 

that a reasonable share of 7.3% of turnover growth is related to the model. Pallant 

(2007) recommends to use the “adjusted R²”, when a small sample is involved. As the 

“R²” value in the sample tends to be a rather optimistic overestimation of the true val-

ue, the “adjusted R²” statistic “corrects” this value to provide a better estimate of the 

true population value. 

High significance is given for p-values smaller than .01, significance for p-values 

smaller than .05 and weak significance for p-values smaller than .1 (Backhaus et al., 

2003). 

Concerning the statistical significance of the regression model, the global effect is 

highly significant with a value of .0095 (Appendix 4: Statistics for multivariate regres-

sion analysis (Dependent Variable: Average growth of turnover 2003 to 2006 in %)). 
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For the individual significance of the six factors (Table 21), factor 1 is significant and 

factor 2 weakly significant, and the other four factors are not significant in relation to 

the performance indicator. Factor 1 Performance Orientation is significant with a p-

value of .003 and a regression coefficient of .284, implying that a focus on this factor 

is related to better performance. The weakly significant factor 2 Participative Leader-

ship presents a p-value of .086 and a regression coefficient of .169. 

 

Table 21: Six new organizational culture dimensions and their specific relation to turn-
over growth as performance indicator: Raw data analysis 

 

 

The fact, that the factor Performance Orientation is significant in relation to the per-

formance indicator in this regression model, corresponds with the opinion of Rollins 

and Roberts (1998), who see high-performance cultures to enhance organizational per-

formance. Participative Leadership to be the second strongest factor with regard to 

significance, supports the importance in the Austrian society, as explored by the 

GLOBE team (Szabo & Reber, 2007). 

As a next step the author re-ran a regression analysis with the same organizational cul-

ture factors, but taking into account the difference between the company’s turnover 

growth and the sectoral growth in the years 2003 to 2006. This time, the “adjusted R²”, 

measuring the variance in the dependent variable explained by the model, resulted in a 

New Organizational
Value Dimensions

Regr.
Coeff.
(B)

Std.
Error

Signifi
cance
(p-value)

(Constant) 2.216 .281 .000
Total number of employees (Austria) .164 .106 .123
Turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria) .109 .094 .249
Average Turnover by Company Sector `-.050 .030 .096
REGR factor score 1 Performance Orientation .284 .093 .003
REGR factor score 2 Participative Leadership .169 .098 .086
REGR factor score 3 Job Orientation .029 .097 .762
REGR factor score 4 Open System `-.019 .101 .848
REGR factor score 5 Loose Control .153 .100 .130
REGR factor score 6 Pragmatism .084 .104 .420

Dependent Variable: Average growth of turnover 2003 to 2006 in % (Austria)
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score of .063, implying a related share of 6.3% (Appendix 5: Statistics for multivariate 

regression analysis (Dependent Variable: Difference of company's to sectoral average 

CAGR)). 

The global effect is significant with a value of .015 (Appendix 5: Statistics for multiva-

riate regression analysis (Dependent Variable: Difference of company's to sectoral 

average CAGR)). For the individual significance of the six factors (Table 22), only 

factor 1 Performance Orientation is weakly significant with a p-value of .071 and with 

a regression coefficient of .488. The other five factors are not significant in relation to 

the performance indicator. 

 

Table 22: Six new organizational culture dimensions and their specific relation to turn-
over/sector growth as performance indicator: Raw data analysis 

 

 

One of the targets for the author was to proof whether the consideration of these orga-

nizational culture factors is related to a company’s performance. The basis had been 

favorable: In average, the participating managers had reported much higher turnover 

increases for the four consecutive years (2003 to 2006) than the sectoral development 

implied. Therefore, an increased knowledge about the factors of organizational culture, 

which have a direct relation to financial performance, would certainly have been of 

direct benefit for managers of today. Especially in the light of the current develop-

New Organizational
Value Dimensions

Regr.
Coeff.
(B)

Std.
Error

Signifi
cance
(p-value)

(Constant) .998 .810 .220
Total number of employees (Austria) `-.294 .305 .336
Turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria) `-.137 .272 .616
REGR factor score 1 Performance Orientation .488 .268 .071
REGR factor score 2 Participative Leadership .091 .283 .750
REGR factor score 3 Job Orientation .226 .281 .423
REGR factor score 4 Open System .425 .290 .145
REGR factor score 5 Loose Control .441 .290 .130
REGR factor score 6 Pragmatism `-.232 .301 .442

Dependent Variable: Difference of company's to sectoral average CAGR
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ments, as competition among managers becomes harder and an information advantage 

in all aspects of management becomes vital for survival. 

The outcome should, nevertheless, not be too surprising, as correlations between these 

organizational factors and a company’s financial performance are weak – due to nu-

merous aspects influencing this relation. The size and the homogeneity of the sample 

bring some limitations, too. A possible solution would be the enlargement of the sam-

ple on both a sectoral or a national level, thereby further increasing significance. The 

comparison of these results with research in neighboring countries would put further 

importance to this topic. 

As the outcome of the regression analyses with the author’s new six dimensions, with 

strong consistency in comparison to the Hofstede replication, only resulted in moderate 

results – with only two factors being significant or weakly significant - no further ana-

lyses with Hofstede’s replication have been executed. 

Nevertheless, hypothesis 3 is modestly confirmed, as a relation, although not strong, 

between the author’s adjusted six dimensions of organizational culture and turnover 

growth as performance indicator could be identified. Further research into this issue 

may be worthwhile. 
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7 Major findings 

The author built his research work around three main hypotheses, which based on 

Hofstede’s research on organizational culture: As explained, Hofstede distinguishes 

between values and practices. Values differentiate national cultures, and practices ap-

ply for organizations. Hofstede believes that these two aspects of culture do not strong-

ly interfere with each other (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede et al., 1990). Practices should 

therefore primarily distinguish organizations, whereas values should only do this to a 

minor degree through the influence of the personalities of founders and heroes of an 

organization. 

The author disagrees with this paradigm as he understands both, values and practices, 

to influence the culture of an organization. This view is supported by various research-

ers e.g., (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007; Schein, 1984, 1985b) as 

well as by GLOBE (Szabo & Reber, 2007). 

The first hypothesis dealt with Hofstede’s work on organizational cultures (Hofstede et 

al., 1990) and questioned, whether his organizational dimensions could be applied in 

another culture. 

The second hypothesis supposed, different to Hofstede’s six organizational culture 

dimensions, other aspects to appear having a relationship with the national cultural 

setting. This assumption grounded on the Austrian results of the GLOBE project (Sza-

bo & Reber, 2007). 

As different researchers (e.g., Rollins & Roberts, 1998) proclaim organizational cul-

ture to explain a certain share of organizational performance, the third hypothesis dealt 

with the relation of the author’s adjusted model of organizational culture with regard to 

a performance indicator. 

In the following chapter the author will explain whether these hypotheses could be 

answered satisfactorily. 
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7.1 Conclusion 

Already the first task of replicating Hofstede’s dimensions in the Austrian business 

environment had brought valuable results: With the deletion of specific items, the 

Cronbach alpha values increased significantly. For five of the six organizational di-

mensions significant or near significant results could be achieved (Cronbach’s alpha 

values between 0.5 and 0.9). This result should be positively valued with regard to the 

following differences: The dissimilarity in the cultural settings and in the composition 

of the respondent’s samples, as well as a time span between these two empirical re-

searches of nearly 25 years. 

Nevertheless, this outcome means for hypothesis 1: Although the majority of Hofs-

tede’s  six organizational culture dimensions could be replicated after item selection, 

not all of the dimensions were fully applicable to the Austrian sample. 

As the direct replication of  Hofstede’s dimensions for the Austrian data had already 

brought promising results, as a next step the author replicated the method of factor 

analysis, which Hofstede had used in his research study, too. The author thereby fo-

cused on the 41 items together forming the six practice-factors (P1 to P6), the core of 

Hofstede’s work on organizational culture, as well as the basis for the author’s re-

search study. The research goal was to check whether a factor analysis with these 41 

items and the requirement of six factors brought a similar outcome as Hofstede had 

found out or a different picture. The author’s hypothesis was, that due to the influences 

of national culture other aspects of organizational culture might emerge for the Aus-

trian sample. This approach was based on the empirical results of the GLOBE project 

(Szabo & Reber, 2007) for Austria. 

The results of the factor analysis were very motivating for two reasons: First, the inter-

nal consistency of these six factors was already very encouraging right from the start. 

Five out of the six factors already reached Cronbach’s alpha levels of above .6, and 

one factor could attain an internal consistency of nearly .5. Second, at first glance these 

six factors shared similarities to a large extent with the original Hofstede dimensions, 

although they did not fully reproduce them. With the deletion of specific items, the 

Cronbach alpha values further improved to a very strong reliability with five of the six 
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factors having a good Cronbach alpha reliability score of above .7, and one score 

reaching a level above a score of .5. 

Concerning the similarities between the replication of Hofstede’s scale and the au-

thor’s new factor-analyzed scale, the following appeared: Five out Hofstede’s six or-

ganizational culture dimensions appeared, to a different extent, in the author’s scale, 

too. P1 “process-oriented versus results-oriented”, P2 “employee-oriented versus job-

oriented”, P4 “open system versus closed system”, P5 „loose versus tight control“, and 

P6 “normative versus pragmatic“. 

The author’s six dimensions loaded on the following characteristics of Hofstede’s di-

mensions: “Results Orientation”, “Employee Orientation”, “Job Orientation”, “Open 

System”, “Loose Control”, and “Pragmatic”. 

Yet, the surprise was the total missing of the “parochial vs. professional” dimension 

within the author’s scale. In addition, only one item each of these two poles loaded on 

the new six dimensions. Therefore, it may be concluded that the qualification of this 

dimension could be questioned. Further research could give an answer whether it was a 

limit within the author’s research design or whether this dimension does not apply in 

an organizational culture in this form and should therefore be integrated in other di-

mensions. 

Another major result followed of the first, as both poles of Hofstede’s “employee-

oriented vs. job-oriented” dimension loaded on the scale. This result fits well with the 

research of Blake and Mouton and their Managerial Grid (1964), where they claimed 

employee and job orientation to be two independent dimensions.  

Nevertheless, this outcome is a clear contradiction to Hofstede’s paradigm of organiza-

tional cultures, which states that organizational cultures can be explained by either one 

characteristic of these six dimensions. Further research on the qualification of this clear 

bi-polar distinction of these six organizational culture dimensions would certainly sup-

port the model’s quality. 
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The author’s six organizational culture dimensions are as follows: 

• Dimension Performance Orientation, instead of Hofstede’s characteristic “re-

sults orientation”, implying the “customer first”-mentality 

• Dimension Participative Leadership, instead of “employee orientation”, for the 

collectivist communicative leadership approach 

• Dimension Job Orientation for a style of “getting the job done” 

• Dimension Open System for the egalitarian construct 

• Dimension Loose Control for the higher uncertainty avoidance 

• Dimension Pragmatism for the people’s partly ethical flexibility 

Concluding, the following results seem worth noting: It is positive that, although the 

samples did differ a lot, conformity could be noticed in large areas between the Hofs-

tede replication and the author’s scale. The author therefore believes, that the author’s 

new dimensions based on the quality of the Hofstede dimensions, but considered na-

tional characteristics of the Austrian cultural setting, too. This reflection of the national 

influence is well-supported by theoretical (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2007) and empirical 

research (Szabo & Reber, 2007). Furthermore, the author’s new factor-analyzed di-

mensions seem more suitable with regard to statistical and content-related consistency. 

The complete missing of one of Hofstede’s dimensions (“parochial vs. professional”) 

and the appearance of both poles of the “employee-oriented vs. job-oriented” funda-

mentally contradicts Hofstede’s paradigm of organizational culture. This result calls 

for further research. 

Thus, the second hypothesis was confirmed. 

This overall very positive outcome motivated the author to do further research on a 

possible link between these six adjusted organizational culture dimensions and turno-

ver growth as a possible measure for financial performance. This approach should 
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identify two aspects: First, if there is a relationship to be found. Second, if yes, how 

strong this performance link is. 

The author ran multivariate regression analyses in order to detect the aggregated rela-

tionship of the six factors to performance. This was implemented with the author’s 

new six organizational culture dimensions. It meant a simultaneous analysis of the six 

factors with the company’s turnover growth as dependent variable while considering 

the three confounders (“total number of employees (Austria)”, “turnover or balance 

sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria)”, „average sector growth 2003 to 2006”). 

The analysis with the company’s turnover growth as dependent variable brought an 

“adjusted R²” of .073, implying that a reasonable share of 7.3% of variance in the de-

pendent variable could be explained by the model. Global significance was given with 

a value of .0095, and individual significance resulted in one significant (Performance 

Orientation) and one weakly significant (Participative Leadership) factor, the other 

four factors being not significant. Another regression analysis with taking into account 

the difference between the company’s turnover growth and the sectoral growth resulted 

in an “adjusted R²” of .063 and a global significance of .015. One factor (Performance 

Orientation) was weakly significant.  

As the outcome of the regression analyses with the author’s new six dimensions, with 

strong consistency in comparison to the Hofstede replication, resulted in overall mod-

erate results – with only two significant or weakly significant factors - no further ana-

lyses with Hofstede’s replication have been executed. Nevertheless, this outcome 

should not be too surprising, as correlations between these organizational factors and a 

company’s financial performance are weak – due to numerous aspects influencing this 

relation. The size and the homogeneity of the sample brought some limitations, too. 

As the topic seems promising for further research, a possible enlargement of the sam-

ple on both a sectoral or national level, thereby further increasing significance, would 

suit well. The comparison of these results with research in neighboring countries 

would put further importance to this topic. 
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Therefore, the third hypothesis can be confirmed, but the overall relation to perfor-

mance is weak. 

On an experimental basis, the author compared Hofstede’s Austrian scores for national 

value dimensions (Hofstede, 2001) with the results of his Austrian sample. The results 

partly matched, nevertheless they still differed due to distinctions in sample characte-

ristics and size. Overall, the author’s sample proved to be more balanced with no ex-

treme values. 

7.2 Discussion 

Based on the author’s three hypotheses, the results of this research can be certainly 

called appealing. Nevertheless, some constraints have to be mentioned: 

The first hypothesis dealt with Hofstede’s work on organizational cultures (Hofstede et 

al., 1990) and questioned, whether his organizational dimensions could be applied in 

another country. The results of the replication of Hofstede’s model of organizational 

culture dimensions could be increased through an item selection process. So Hofs-

tede’s dimensions were largely replicable nearly 25 years after their identification in a 

different cultural setting and a different sample. Nevertheless, the results for internal 

reliability of the six dimensions were not very strong (five dimensions above the level 

of .5 of Cronbach alpha’s). Reasons may have been the cultural limitations of a direct 

transfer from the Netherlands/Denmark original survey to Austria (Hofstede, 2001, p. 

410). Further on, the samples differed: Hofstede had a sample of 1,295 questionnaires 

across all hierarchical levels of ten organizations in two countries. The author focused 

more on the breadth by involving approximately 134 different companies with a ma-

jority of employees and medium managers.  

The second hypothesis stated that other national-culture related aspects might emerge 

in a new factor analysis of Hofstede’s 41 organizational culture items. This approach 

was based on the established empirical research of the GLOBE project data (Szabo & 

Reber, 2007) on Austria. Reliability for the dimensions was very positive (with five of 
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six dimensions above the level of .6 for Cronbach’s alpha), and the validation on the 

basis of the results of GLOBE and Sagiv and Schwartz brought good confirmation. 

The strength of this research was the identification of these six adjusted organizational 

culture dimensions. Concerning a general applicability of the author’s scale, it should 

be mentioned that the sample and re-search design was too limited in order to claim 

any universality for the management research in the Austrian context. 

As different researchers (e.g., Rollins & Roberts, 1998) proclaim organizational cul-

ture to explain a certain share of organizational performance, the third hypothesis dealt 

with the relation of the author’s adjusted model with regard to turnover growth as a 

performance indicator, resulting in a share of 7.3% and a global high significance of 

.0095. When considering the relation of turnover growth to the sector’s development, 

the outcome decreased to 6.3% and global significance of .015. 

The author’s decision to implement the measure of turnover growth as indicator of 

financial performance, made him certainly “vulnerable” to criticism. The author here-

by tries to take a stand on these aspects and to present arguments for and against this 

decision: 

The decision to choose turnover growth as the performance indicator was for pragmat-

ic reasons: The author’s idea behind was the fact that it should be easy for the compa-

ny representatives, for the majority middle managers, to know their company’s turno-

ver 2006 together with the average growth rate for the years 2003 to 2006. It can cer-

tainly be questioned, why the author has implemented turnover growth as the single 

dependent variable and did not apply a multi-variable construct. This decision certainly 

implied resulting weaknesses. 

Still, it is puzzling that the author’s decision in this regard aligns with a great number 

of other studies using the same measurement, although a great number of performance 

measures with a broad ambit together with important empirical and methodological 

developments have been presented in the past 20 years. For the majority of the re-

search studies, these new measures have not been integrated yet. Richard et al. (2009) 

found that of the 213 articles dealing with performance, published in five scientific top 
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journals, 49% used a single performance indicator, 48% applied longitudinal data, and 

“sales, market share, or related measure” was implemented in 15% (objective) respec-

tively in 11% (subjective) of the studies. 

Concerning the author’s timeframe for turnover growth for the years 2003 to 2006 the 

author finds supporting arguments: A number of empirical studies have confirmed that 

performance itself does not persist indefinitely (Jacobsen, 1988; Waring, 1996). This 

warns against the adoption of short-term measures, as these can be heavily biased by 

random fluctuations. In a famous example, a third of the “excellent” firms identified as 

superior long-term performers by Peters and Waterman (1982) in their study for “In 

Search of Excellence” had run into significant problems by the time the second edition 

of their very popular book went into press. Nevertheless, the author’s 4-years period is 

rather at the lower end of the recommendations, as researchers even promote time-

frames of even ten to 15 years (Richard et al., 2009). Another limitation of the variable 

turnover growth as a performance measure is the fact that it emphasizes historic activi-

ty over future performance. Due to their reliance on auditable sources, such accounting 

measures reflect what has happened and can be quite limited in anticipating and reveal-

ing expectations about future performance (Keats, 1988). 

It can also be argued that the turnover growth as a market performance indicator does 

not fully cover the relevant stakeholders and their influence in a company’s perfor-

mance. In practice, stakeholders such as the company’s managers and suppliers must 

be considered. This is particularly so for firms from Continental Europe and Japan 

where more attention is placed on the interests of broader stakeholders (Dore, 2000). 

Adding in other stakeholders – such as employees, partners, and society at large – in-

creases the dimensionality of performance to include items such as employment condi-

tions and environmental sustainability, bringing it closer to that of organizational ef-

fectiveness. Otherwise, the popularity of financial and accounting measures are highly 

popular, as they are closely associated with managers and shareholders, two of the 

highest legitimacy stakeholder categories (Richard et al., 2009). 

The performance indicator turnover growth can also be questioned concerning the he-

terogeneity of the sample:  
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First, the companies represented are from a number of industries, although certain 

strongholds do exist. Industry and environmental context frames resources and strate-

gies and moderating performance outcomes (Anita M. McGahan & Porter, 1997; Ri-

chard P. Rumelt, 1991). McGahan (2004) identifies four courses of industry change: 

progressive, radical, intermediating, and creative. The appropriateness of the strategic 

choices firms can make depends critically on the trajectory of an industry, the implica-

tion being that the performance of sets of resources and assets will depend predomi-

nantly on the trajectory in which they are applied. 

Second, the author’s sample includes both small and large firms, which are likely to 

perform in different manners. Although linked by competition, if belonging to the 

same economic sector, these firms have very different resources and strategies. This 

becomes evident in how firms measure themselves. Large organizations use both fi-

nancial and non-financial performance measures but favor financial measures. Small 

firms also use both financial and non-financial variables to measure their performance 

(Malina & Selto, 2004). 

Nevertheless, as industries and companies are such complex constructs with manifold 

influencing aspects, performance itself is likely to be always somehow specific of the 

organization. The strategic choices a company makes will dictate which performance 

measures will reflect the latent performance construct (Steers, 1975). 

A further argument can be the fact that the survey was executed anonymously. This 

had the consequence that the company data was given by the respondents without be-

ing able to verify their indications. Apart from the author’s good faith in the respon-

dents’ will to deliver objective information - without the fear for being “harassed” as 

this information is generally available to the public - the information given is neverthe-

less “quasi-objective”. This information could be questioned, as it is not from objective 

values collected from secondary sources. However, this is a harsh distinction, as the 

vulnerabilities of accounting systems suggest that similar imperfections can attend 

both sources. Influential research has often treated these as equivalent to the fully ob-

jective measures they reflect (Richard et al., 2009). 
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Further improving and validating strong theories for the measurement of organization-

al performance will be an important agenda for further research at both the theoretical 

and empirical levels. There rest several fields for improvement: Apart from better data, 

the multidimensionality of performance will imply the need for a stronger theory in 

order to better understand the complex interactions of the various dimensions. Similar-

ly, the aspect of how the specific performance measures are influenced by the complex 

combination of context and actions over time, needs to be further analyzed. As it is 

unlikely that objective measures alone will capture all this, further research is required 

on combinations of subjective and objective measures that best capture performance, 

as well as the ideal time period to look at. This could be complemented with a broader 

exploration of  the industry aspects, individual company characteristics, practices, and 

strategies, for an attempt of analyzing the overall organizational performance (Richard 

et al., 2009). 

The replication of the Hofstede survey in the Austrian business environment proved to 

contribute a new aspect in organizational management research in Austria. As far as 

the author knows, this replication had been one of the first ones since the survey’s 

original implementation in the 1980s in Denmark and the Netherlands. Further on, the 

very satisfying participation rate and the people’s interest to receive the final results 

indicate a generally high interest within companies for the area of organizational cul-

ture. 

The identification of the adjusted Austria-specific six dimensions of organizational 

culture, seems positive, too. The scale’s strong reliability as well as the well-fitting in 

comparison to established research is motivating. Furthermore, the identification of the 

appearance of both poles of the “employee-oriented vs. job-oriented” on the one hand, 

and the non-appearance of Hofstede’s dimension “parochial vs. professional” on the 

other hand, gives further input for research. 

The link of the organizational culture scale to turnover growth as an economic perfor-

mance indicator did result in a moderate share of 7.3%, and can certainly be seen as a 

limited approach. 
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The value for the research community was the empirical testing of Hofstede’s scale 

outside its original cultural setting. Furthermore, as this research of Hofstede is not as 

recognized as his research on national cultures, the author wanted to contribute to the 

further discussion of this model.  

Two further limitations constrain the survey’s results: First, this cross-sectional study 

obviously limits the inference of causality between the different companies. Second, 

the reliance on individual perceptions of management representatives about their com-

pany’s cultural dimensions restricts significance. The breadth that this approach allows 

is valuable, but the depth of these individual views of culture has obvious limitations. 

Consequently, future research on organizational culture and effectiveness has to in-

clude research designs that incorporate both breadth and depth. As a next step, follow-

ing the successful implementation of this study, the enlargement of the research unity 

could be a promising endeavor, too. This could comprise an expansion on sample size 

with further Austrian companies participating, a comparison among different business 

sectors, or an extension on a regional basis. This geographical enlargement could in-

clude a comparison between the Austrian organizational culture with neighboring Cen-

tral- and Eastern European countries, as already valuable research is available (e.g., G 

Fink, 2003; Gerhard Fink & Holden, 2007). 

By all means, a further discussion about this topic will be fruitful for the scientific re-

search community. The culture in organizations is still a research field with many un-

known variables, waiting to be examined in more detail. 

7.3 Managerial Implications 

The good news - the focus on organizational culture seems to positively influence a 

company’s development: Rollins and Roberts (1998, pp. 28-29), in analyzing different 

empirical studies on the organizational culture to performance-link, came to a clear 

conclusion: Organizational culture is an important driver of organizational perfor-

mance, and organizations with effective work cultures are more likely to perform well 

on financial measures such as stock price, revenues, and profitability, as well as non-

financial measures such as employee- and customer satisfaction. 
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This study was an attempt to further contribute to the research on the topic of organiza-

tional culture. The consideration of Hofstede’s organizational culture dimensions could 

be of benefit for managers. Nevertheless, the author thinks that the adjusted six dimen-

sions better fit to the Austrian cultural setting and are therefore better applicable. 

The focus on organizational culture is even more important in a country as Austria, 

which is described by a collectivist society with a participative style of management. 

Concerning Austrian employee’s preferences regarding interpersonal leadership Zand-

er (1997, p. 289) states, “The employees in Austria prefer their managers to communi-

cate with them more frequently and they are not as uninterested in personal communi-

cation as the employees in the Germanic-Latin-Japanese cluster. In addition, the em-

ployees in Austria also prefer that their managers supervise, review and make them 

proud of their work … This preferred profile of [interpersonal leadership] is nick-

named ‘communicative directing’.” 

The consideration of organizational culture has generally its importance, and even an 

increased importance for industries, which face high levels of mergers and acquisi-

tions. According to a Mercer Management Consulting study (Lublin & O'Brian, 1997), 

a large proportion of mergers fail to achieve the expected performance, and experts 

cite culture conflicts as a leading reason for this. 

Concerning the generalizability, the results may also be interesting for researchers in 

countries, who have a similar labor situation as in Austria (with 86% of Austrians be-

ing employees): Almost half of the people employees or middle managers without em-

ployee responsibility (49.7%), another 29.7% had subordinates, together counting as 

nearly 80% of the respondents. A share of 12.6% declared themselves top managers, 

and a smaller group of 4.6% characterized themselves as entrepreneurs. This means 

that about 43% of the respondents were managers with employee responsibility. Man-

agement research has worked out that especially this subgroup of managers globally 

displays a lot of similarities, and only 25% of differences relate to national differences 

in culture (Haire, Ghiselli, & Porter, 1966). 
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Facing globalization, the consideration of this aspect of culture becomes increasingly 

important: Organizations that are able to align their cultures will be able to deal with 

the uncertainties and demands of the future more successfully. Organizations will most 

likely be able to meet their challenges and opportunities if their growing power is de-

veloped in collaboration with that of their workforce. Companies are looking for ways 

to gain a competitive advantage that set their businesses apart from competition and 

they are seeking creative solutions to maintaining competitiveness and long-term suc-

cess (Schein, 1992, p. 12). 

Concerning the author’s link of his adjusted six organizational culture dimensions to 

turnover growth as a performance indicator, a moderate share of 7.3% could be identi-

fied. Nevertheless, this score seems still important when reflecting today’s fierce com-

petition in business.  

Summarizing, theoretical and empirical research through approximately thirty years on 

this topic seem to prove the importance of organizational culture for the positive de-

velopment of an organization. When even believing in a direct link between an organi-

zation’s culture and its performance, and the possibility to increase performance by 

“managing” culture, then the decision should be clear. 
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8 Summary 

Since the 1970s the issue of Organizational Culture is intensively discussed within the 

scientific community, in the last two decades also in combination with its possible re-

lation to organizational performance. The 1990s witnessed a relatively large number of 

empirical studies dealing with this assumed culture-performance link. For the majority 

these surveys dealt with US-American companies, for a minor share with European 

firms. The common aspect for all these studies is the firm conviction of a cul-

ture/performance-link, but evidence is still missing. Furthermore, the available studies 

are difficult to compare, as they use different definitions, deploy various methods, 

mainly focus on US-American companies, and do not clearly distinguish between 

cross-cultural and cross-organizational aspects. 

Geert Hofstede et al. (1990) aimed at working out the differences between organiza-

tional and national cultures in a research project in Denmark and the Netherlands. In 

this survey, which had been the basis for the author’s study, they identified six dimen-

sions of organizational cultures: process-oriented versus results-oriented, job-oriented 

versus employee-oriented, professional versus parochial, open systems versus closed 

systems, tightly versus loosely controlled, and pragmatic versus normative. 

Hofstede thereby made a clear distinction between values, which influence national 

cultures, and practices, which have an influence on organizational cultures. This dis-

tinction attracted the author’s interest, as he believed in the vital influence of both as-

pects of culture on organizational members in a cultural setting. 

As far as the author knows, Hofstede’s work on organizational cultures has never been 

replicated outside of the original research countries. As Hofstede’s assumptions 

seemed worth being further investigated, the basic target of this study was the testing 

of these organizational dimensions in the Austrian business environment.  

The author’s work based on three hypotheses: The first hypothesis dealt with Hofs-

tede’s work on organizational cultures (Hofstede et al., 1990) and questioned, whether 



 - 160 - 

  

his organizational dimensions can be applied in another country. The second hypothe-

sis assumed that other national-culture related aspects may emerge apart from Hofs-

tede’s six dimensions of organizational culture. This approach was based on the Aus-

trian results of the GLOBE project (Szabo & Reber, 2007). As different researchers 

(e.g., Rollins & Roberts, 1998) proclaim organizational culture to explain a certain 

share of organizational performance, the third hypothesis dealt with the relation of the 

author’s adjusted model with regard to turnover growth as a performance indicator. 

The empirical part was based on an online survey, based on the Hofstede-1990-

questionnaire, which had been tested before its implementation. Therefore, two project 

phases with different methodical approaches were applied: In the pre-study phase the 

questionnaire was tested and confirmed through personal interviews. Further objec-

tives of this stage were the integration of supplementary aspects and the cultural adap-

tation to the Austrian business environment. The main study phase consisted of a quan-

titative online survey with the goal of replicating Hofstede’s six organizational culture 

dimensions in the Austrian context. 

In order to properly exert the effort, the research was limited to privately owned Aus-

trian companies, and the economic performance was measured by turnover growth for 

4 consecutive years (2003 to 2006). For the programming and execution of the online-

questionnaire the software of SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey, 2008) was applied. For 

the following data analysis, SPSS (SPSSInc., 2008) was utilized. 

The author sent out 196 emails with the attached link to the online-questionnaire to 

people within his professional network, hereby asking not to participate themselves but 

to further distribute the message within their acquaintances. This strategy proved to be 

successful with a total return of 175 completely filled-in questionnaires. They were 

analyzed for their composition concerning the people and the companies represented: 

The respondents were for 62.9% males and for 37.1% females, for the most part in the 

age class of 26 to 45 years (70.8%). Only 10 out of the 175 people had not an Austrian 

but a citizenship from a European Union-member country. For the level of education, 

apart from 24.6% of respondents having higher school education, the vast majority 



 - 161 - 

  

with 62.3% were even university or college graduates. By far the most respondents, 

92.6% in total, were salaried employees. Around four quarters of the people came from 

middle or higher management positions, with 29.7% of them having employee respon-

sibility and 49.7% without subordinates. A share of 12.6% declared themselves top 

managers, and a smaller group of 4.6% characterized themselves as entrepreneurs. 

The majority of the people worked in sales and marketing positions (34.3%), followed 

by other internal services (16%) and the two areas management and finance controlling 

(each 13.1%). The other areas like human resources, purchasing, production, logistics, 

and quality, were underrepresented by far. 

Among the respondents, 90.9% of them worked for privately owned companies, fol-

lowed by 9.1% of them working for public or public-influenced companies. Among 

the business sectors, some strongholds could be identified: The two leading sectors 

were “wholesales and trade negotiation” and “credit and insurance business” with 

11.4% each, followed by the sectors “vehicle and vehicle components production” and 

“company-related services” with 9.1% each. All the other sectors could be declared in 

less than 4%. The sector “other sectors” with 17.1% plays a special role, as all respon-

dents, who could not find their proper category, could opt for this one. Reason for this 

may be the ÖNACE-categorization from 2003, which until its recent update did not 

clearly identify lately emerged business fields. But as the author had to use sectoral 

statistical data from the years 2003 to 2006, the 2003-ÖNACE-categorization had to be 

applied.  

A majority of 38.3% of the respondents worked for large companies with over 1,000 

employees, followed by medium-sized firms with up to 50 employees (19.4%), up to 

250 people (18.3%) and a workforce of up to 1,000 persons (16.6%). A small share of 

7.4% of the respondents was from small companies with up to 10 employees. 

As for the company size by staff, a similar distribution was presented for the “turnover 

or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria)”: Nearly half of the companies with 

47.4% in this sample had a turnover of more than 250 billion Euro in the year 2006. 

Up to 50 billion Euro of turnover did 18.3% of the firms have. This was followed by 
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two nearly equal shares of up to two billion (12.6%) and of up to 250 billion Euro 

(12%). Up to 10 billion have been made by 9.7% of the companies. 

Concerning the average growth of turnover between the years 2003 to 2006 in % for 

the Austrian locations the respondents indicated that 34.9% of the companies did have 

a growth of up to 5%, closely followed by 30.3% of the companies with an increase of 

up to 10%. Nonetheless, 16% of the people presented a growth of up to 20%, and a 

remarkable share of 14.9% of the company representatives implied a record growth of 

over 20%. Only 4% of this sample’s companies had to face a turnover development of 

less than 1%. This was put into relation with the sectoral financial developments, 

showing much higher growth rates for the companies involved in this survey. In con-

sequence, it can be implied that this sample of company representatives belonged to 

successful businesses, as about 61% of the companies could show a growth of at least 

10%. 

When considering all these company characteristics, it can be estimated that 134 dif-

ferent companies had participated in this anonymous survey. 

Overall, the data suggested relatively homogenous results, with the limitation that the 

companies presented a variety in size and sector. Nevertheless, the author tried to con-

sider this fact through confounding aspects like employee number or sector size in the 

analyses. 

As the replication of the Hofstede survey in the Austrian business environment was 

one of the tasks, the Austrian results were in a first attempt analyzed following Hofs-

tede’s (1990) original item allocation to his six practice dimensions (P1 to P6), the 

core of Hofstede’s work on organizational culture, as well as the basis for the author’s 

research study. 

In order to check internal consistency of each of the factors, the author used Cron-

bach’s coefficient alpha. The analysis showed the following results for Cronbach’s 

alpha based on standardized items: Good consistency was found for the factors P1 

“process-oriented vs. results-oriented” (.867) and P2 “employee-oriented vs. job-

oriented” (.794). Internal consistency with a level higher than .5 was found for P4 
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„open system vs. closed system“ (.627). Poor consistency was found for the factors P3 

„parochial vs. professional“ (.290), P5 „loose vs. tight control“ (.398), and  P6 “norma-

tive vs. pragmatic“ (.382),  

In a next attempt of the replication process the author realized an improvement of 

Cronbach’s alpha values through an item selection by removing the weakest items of 

the factors. After deleting these items, the outcome showed two promising trends: On 

the one hand, the factors with Cronbach’s alpha already above .5 (P1, P2, P4) did not 

or only slightly improve. On the other hand, the factors with poor internal consistency 

(P3, P5, P6) all improved strongly, with values increasing for P3 to .396, P5 to .551, 

and P6 to .551, too. Already the first task of replicating Hofstede’s dimensions in the 

Austrian business environment had brought valuable results: With the deletion of spe-

cific items, the Cronbach alpha values increased significantly. For five of the six orga-

nizational dimensions significant or near significant results could be achieved (Cron-

bach’s alpha values between 0.5 and 0.9). This result should be positively valued with 

regard to the following differences: The different cultural settings, the different com-

position of the respondent’s samples, and a time span between these two empirical 

researches of nearly 25 years. 

The second hypothesis proclaimed that other national-culture related aspects might 

emerge apart from Hofstede’s six dimensions of organizational culture. This assump-

tion was based on the established empirical research of the GLOBE project data (Sza-

bo & Reber, 2007) for Austria. 

The author thereby replicated the method of factor analysis, which Hofstede (1990) 

had used in his research study, too. The author thereby focused on the 41 items togeth-

er forming the six practice-factors (P1 to P6), the core of Hofstede’s work on organiza-

tional culture, as well as the basis for the author’s research study. The research goal 

was to check whether a factor analysis with the 41 items and the same requirement of 

six factors brought a similar outcome as Hofstede had found out or a completely dif-

ferent picture. 
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The results of the factor analysis were very motivating for two reasons: First, the inter-

nal consistency of these six factors was already very encouraging right from the start. 

Five out of the six factors already reached Cronbach’s alpha levels of above .6, and 

one factor attaining an internal consistency of nearly .5. Second, the six factors shared 

similarities in large scale with the original Hofstede dimensions, although they did not 

fully reproduce them. 

The scale was further optimized in relation to internal consistency with the following 

results: Dimension 1 already had a very strong Cronbach alpha of .867 and could not 

be further improved. The item selection process for dimension 2 indicated the removal 

of one item in order to reach a level of .847. The third dimension could improve to a 

strong .720 due to the deletion of two items. Dimension 4 increased slightly to a level 

of .796 with the exclusion of three items. The weakest of the six dimensions, the fifth 

factor, started with a Cronbach alpha score of .470 and could be improved to .529 

through the elimination of one item. Finally, factor 6, increased slightly to .671 with 

the removal of one item. 

Concerning the similarities between the replication of Hofstede’s scale and the au-

thor’s new factor-analyzed scale, the following appeared: Five out Hofstede’s six or-

ganizational culture dimensions appeared, to a different extent, in the author’s scale, 

too. P1 “process-oriented versus results-oriented”, P2 “employee-oriented versus job-

oriented”, P4 “open system versus closed system”, P5 „loose versus tight control“, and 

P6 “normative versus pragmatic“. 

The author’s six dimensions loaded on the following characteristics of Hofstede’s di-

mensions: “results orientation”, “employee orientation”, “job orientation”, “open sys-

tem”, “loose control”, and “pragmatic”. 

Yet, the surprise was the total missing of the “parochial vs. professional” dimension 

within the author’s scale. Furthermore, only one item  of each of the two poles loaded 

on the new six dimensions. Therefore, it may be concluded that the qualification of this 

dimension could be questioned. Further research could give an answer whether it was a 

limit within the author’s research design or whether this dimension does not apply in 
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an organizational culture in this form and should therefore be integrated in other di-

mensions. 

Another major result followed of the first, as both poles of Hofstede’s “employee-

oriented vs. job-oriented” dimension loaded on the scale. This result fits well with the 

research of Blake and Mouton and their Managerial Grid (1964), where they claimed 

employee and job orientation to be two independent dimensions.  

Nevertheless, this outcome is a clear contradiction to Hofstede’s paradigm of organiza-

tional cultures, which states that organizational cultures can be explained by either one 

characteristic of these six dimensions. Further research on the qualification of this clear 

bi-polar distinction of these six organizational culture dimensions would certainly sup-

port the model’s quality. 

The author’s six organizational culture dimensions are as follows: 

• Dimension Performance Orientation, instead of Hofstede’s characteristic “re-

sults orientation”, implying the “customer first”-mentality 

• Dimension Participative Leadership, instead of “employee orientation”, for the 

collectivist communicative leadership approach 

• Dimension Job Orientation for a style of “getting the job done” 

• Dimension Open System for the egalitarian construct 

• Dimension Loose Control for the higher uncertainty avoidance 

• Dimension Pragmatism for the people’s partly ethical flexibility 

Concluding, the following results seem worth noting: It is positive that, although the 

samples did differ a lot, conformity could be noticed in large areas between the Hofs-

tede replication and the author’s scale. The author therefore believes, that the author’s 

new dimensions based on the quality of the Hofstede dimensions, but considered na-
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tional characteristics of the Austrian cultural setting, too. This reflection of the national 

influence is well-supported by theoretical and empirical research (Szabo & Reber, 

2007). Furthermore, the author’s new factor-analyzed dimensions seem more suitable 

with regard to statistical and content-related consistency. The complete missing of one 

of Hofstede’s dimensions (“parochial vs. professional”) and the appearance of both 

poles of the “employee-oriented vs. job-oriented” fundamentally contradicts Hofs-

tede’s paradigm of organizational culture. This result calls for further intense research. 

This overall very positive outcome motivated the author to do further research on a 

possible link between these six organizational culture dimensions and turnover growth 

as possible measure for financial performance. This approach should identify, if there 

is a relationship to be found. 

The author ran multivariate regression analyses in order to detect the aggregated rela-

tionship of the six adjusted factors to performance. This meant a simultaneous analysis 

of the six factors with the company’s turnover growth as dependent variable while 

considering the three confounders (“total number of employees (Austria)”, “turnover 

or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria)”, „average sector growth 2003 to 

2006”). 

The analysis with the company’s turnover growth as dependent variable brought an 

“adjusted R²” of .073, implying that a reasonable share of 7.3% of variance in the de-

pendent variable (turnover growth) is explained by the model. Global significance was 

given with a value of .0095, and individual significance resulted in one significant 

(Performance Orientation) and one weakly significant (Participative Leadership) fac-

tor, the other four factors being not significant. Another regression analysis with taking 

into account the difference between the company’s turnover growth and the sectoral 

growth, resulted in an “adjusted R²” of .063 and a global significance of .015, with one 

factor (Performance Orientation) being weakly significant.  

As the outcome of the regression analyses with the author’s new six dimensions, with 

strong consistency in comparison to the Hofstede replication, resulted in moderate re-

sults – only two significant or weakly significant factors - no further analyses with 
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Hofstede’s replication have been executed. Nevertheless, this outcome should not be 

too surprising, as correlations between these organizational factors and a company’s 

financial performance are weak – due to numerous aspects influencing this relation. 

The size and the homogeneity of the sample brought some limitations, too. 

As the topic seems promising for further research, a possible enlargement of the sam-

ple on both a sectoral or national level, thereby further increasing significance, would 

suit well. The comparison of these results with research in neighboring countries 

would put further importance to this topic. 

On an experimental basis, the author compared Hofstede’s Austrian scores for national 

value dimensions (Hofstede, 2001) with the results of his Austrian sample. The results 

partly matched, nevertheless they still differed due to distinctions in sample characte-

ristics and size. Overall, the author’s sample proved to be more balanced with no ex-

treme values. 

The strength of this research was this identification of these six improved organiza-

tional culture dimensions. They even well-integrated in comparison to the well-

established research of GLOBE (Szabo & Reber, 2007) and Sagiv and Schwartz 

(2007). Concerning a general applicability of the author’s scale, it should be mentioned 

that the sample and research design was too limited in order to claim any universality 

for the management research in the Austrian context. 

As a conclusion – organizational culture is definitely worth being considered, as a 

wide range of quantitative findings (e.g., Peters & Waterman, 1982) provides addition-

al support for the culture-performance link. In short, the evidence is strong for this 

relation. Culture is certainly not the only ingredient of organizational performance – 

strategy, organization structure, work processes, pay systems, and other aspects of the 

organization are also important, as are the market and external environment of the or-

ganization. Still, culture is a key part of the “performance equation” (Rollins & Ro-

berts, 1998, p. 12). 
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9 Executive Summary 

The pioneering research project by Hofstede et al. on organizational culture (1990), 

implemented in Denmark and the Netherlands in the 1980s, could be partly replicated 

in Austria with a sample of employees and middle managers from around 134 firms. 

For five of the six organizational culture dimensions significant or near significant 

results could be achieved (Cronbach’s alpha between 0.5 and 0.9). 

A factor analysis of the empirical data led to the identification of an improved scale of 

six organizational culture dimensions, which fit well in the Austrian cultural setting 

and showed high reliability. The outcome also matched well with the empirical 

GLOBE results for Austria. These dimensions are: 1: Performance Orientation imply-

ing the “customer first”-mentality; 2: Participative Leadership for the collectivist 

communicative leadership approach; 3: Job Orientation for a style of “getting the job 

done”; 4: Open System for the egalitarian construct; 5: Loose Control for the higher 

uncertainty avoidance; 6: Pragmatism for the people’s partly ethical flexibility. Con-

trary to Hofstede’s paradigm, the dimension “parochial versus professional” did not 

appear and the dimension “employee-oriented versus job-oriented” even loaded on 

both characteristics. This outcome implies the importance of further research on the 

applicability of some of Hofstede’s organizational culture dimensions. As a next step, 

the author compared his adjusted six organizational culture dimensions with the well-

established research of GLOBE and Sagiv and Schwartz on organizational culture, 

which matched well. 

These six organizational culture dimensions were put into relation to organizational 

performance, measured by turnover growth. The results showed both lower signific-

ance and variability of performance and an aggregated relation to performance with 

levels between 7.3% and 6.3%. Nevertheless, this outcome should not be too surpris-

ing, as correlations between these organizational factors and a company’s financial 

performance are weak – due to numerous aspects influencing this relation. 
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The size and the homogeneity of the sample bear some uncertainty for the author’s 

implications. Therefore, an enlargement of the sample on both a sectoral or national 

level would further increase significance. The comparison of these results with re-

search in neighboring countries would put further importance to this topic. 
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Appendices 

Note: For the analyses including the author’s factor-analyzed 6 factors the following 

should be mentioned: In order to simplify comparisons between Hofstede’s and the 

author’s dimensions, the author changed the sequence of his six factors following 

Hofstede’s established order. This means: SPSS factor 1 = Factor 1 Performance 

Orientation, SPSS factor 2 = Factor 2 Participative Leadership, SPSS factor 3 = Fac-

tor 4 Open System, SPSS factor 4 = Factor 6 Pragmatism, SPSS factor 5 = Factor 3 

Job Orientation, SPSS factor 6 = Factor 5 Loose Control. 

Appendix 1: Explorative factor analysis with 6 fact ors for 41 
organizational culture items 
 
 

 
 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6

Fast ,803
Proactive ,785
Optimistic ,705
Direct ,700 ,290
Employees feel comfortable in unfamiliar 
situations and in taking risks ,429 ,325 ,291

Employees always push themselves to their 
maximum ,410 ,299 ,250

Well groomed ,400 ,309 -,294
Meeting the customer needs ranks first for us

,379 ,368 ,271

Every day brings new challenges ,310 ,257 -,276
We feel our department is the worst of the 
whole organization
Decisions centralized at top -,295 -,662
Managers keep good people for own 
department -,611 ,462

Changes are implemented by management 
decree -,594 ,286

We also get feedback from our superiors for 
good performance ,539 -,262

Important decisions made by individuals -,471 ,372
We are ahead of others with our technology 
and working methods ,415 -,295 -,300

Factor
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Cooperation and trust between our 
departments are normal ,308 ,414 ,375
In some cases mistakes are accepted as 
consequence of initiative ,414 ,305
Always speak seriously of organization and job

,264
Our organization and people are closed and 
secretive -,306 -,259 -,571 ,294
New employees need more than a year to feel 
at home -,274 -,276 -,571
Warm ,426 ,521
Only very special people fit into our 
organization -,498
Newcomers are left to find their own way -,430 ,301
We are easy with each other ,345 ,401 ,277
Job competence is the only hiring criterion, not 
counting the social background ,366
No special ties with local community ,665
Organization contributes little to society ,657 ,341 ,289
In matters of business ethics, we are pragmatic, 
not dogmatic ,375 ,260 ,295
Never talk about the history of the organization

,252
Organization only interested in work people do

-,313 ,627
Little concern for personal problems of 
employees ,556
Our top managers do not support our 
membership in unions ,438
Little attention is paid to our working 
environment ,431 ,315
Management stingy with small things -,398 ,268 ,416
Strongly aware of competition ,380
Our private life is considered our own affair ,335
We are all highly conscious of the costs (time, 
material,..) ,325 -,554
We always respect the meeting times -,495
We pre-plan at least the next three years -,457
For the most part the departments develop their 
own rules ,271

a. Rotation converged in 22 iterations.
 Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  Rotation Method: Equamax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Appendix 2: Descriptive data for 41 organizational culture 
items 
  

 
 

N Min. Max. Std. Dev.
Stat. Stat. Stat. Stat. Std. Err. Stat.

Employees feel comfortable in unfamiliar 
situations and in taking risks 175 1 6 3,66 ,105 1,384

Employees always push themselves to 
their maximum 175 1 6 4,19 ,088 1,158

Every day brings new challenges 175 2 6 4,73 ,077 1,025
In some cases mistakes are accepted as 
consequence of initiative 175 1 6 4,55 ,079 1,043

We also get feedback from our superiors 
for good performance 175 1 6 4,54 ,097 1,281

We are ahead of others with our 
technology and working methods 175 1 6 4,70 ,089 1,172

We are easy with each other 175 1 6 4,99 ,077 1,017
Proactive 175 1 6 4,31 ,097 1,286
Warm 175 1 6 4,45 ,084 1,112
Direct 175 1 6 4,29 ,089 1,183
Fast 175 1 6 4,33 ,090 1,190
Optimistic 175 1 6 4,23 ,093 1,229
Little concern for personal problems of 
employees 175 1 6 3,77 ,095 1,263

Important decisions made by individuals
175 1 6 3,87 ,100 1,329

Organization only interested in work people 
do 175 1 6 3,29 ,106 1,406

Newcomers are left to find their own way
175 1 6 2,24 ,094 1,245

No special ties with local community 175 1 6 2,27 ,084 1,116
Managers keep good people for own 
department 175 1 6 2,58 ,100 1,328

Decisions centralized at top 175 1 6 3,43 ,118 1,559
Changes are implemented by management 
decree 175 1 6 3,28 ,108 1,425

Our top managers do not support our 
membership in unions 175 1 6 3,94 ,104 1,380

We pre-plan at least the next three years
175 1 6 4,26 ,110 1,449

Our private life is considered our own affair
175 1 6 4,66 ,093 1,234

Job competence is the only hiring criterion, 
not counting the social background 175 1 6 4,02 ,102 1,356

Cooperation and trust between our 
departments are normal 175 1 6 4,39 ,101 1,330

Strongly aware of competition 175 1 6 4,24 ,112 1,482
Our organization and people are closed 
and secretive 175 1 6 2,21 ,090 1,192

Mean
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Only very special people fit into our 
organization 175 1 6 3,48 ,096 1,272

New employees need more than a year to 
feel at home 175 1 6 2,59 ,098 1,296

We feel our department is the worst of the 
whole organization 175 1 6 2,42 ,077 1,013

Little attention is paid to our working 
environment 175 1 6 2,98 ,100 1,322

Management stingy with small things 175 1 6 3,18 ,094 1,240
We are all highly conscious of the costs 
(time, material,..) 175 1 6 4,26 ,098 1,294

Always speak seriously of organization and 
job 175 1 6 3,00 ,095 1,255

We always respect the meeting times 175 1 6 4,42 ,101 1,332
Well groomed 175 1 6 4,95 ,073 ,966
Meeting the customer needs ranks first for 
us 175 1 6 4,70 ,094 1,243

In matters of business ethics, we are 
pragmatic, not dogmatic 175 1 6 2,50 ,097 1,286

For the most part the departments develop 
their own rules 175 1 6 3,74 ,097 1,290

Organization contributes little to society 175 1 6 2,91 ,100 1,323
Never talk about the history of the 
organization 175 1 6 3,37 ,104 1,379
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Appendix 3: Statistics for explorative factor analy sis with 6 
factors for 41 organizational culture items 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 4,259 10,387 10,387
2 3,372 8,225 18,612
3 2,734 6,668 25,279
4 2,327 5,676 30,955
5 2,317 5,651 36,606
6 1,948 4,752 41,358

Total Variance Explained

Factor

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.

,840

Approx. Chi-Square 3022,552

df 820
Sig. ,000

KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy.

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
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Appendix 4: Statistics for multivariate regression analysis 
(Dependent Variable: Average growth of turnover 200 3 to 2006 
in %) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square
Std. Error of 
the Estimate

1 ,348a ,121 ,073 1,084

Model Summary b

a. Predictors: (Constant), REGR factor score   6 for analysis 1, REGR factor 
score   2 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   1 for analysis 1, REGR factor 
score   5 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   3 for analysis 1, REGR factor 
score   4 for analysis 1, Average Turnover by Company Sector, Turnover or 
balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria), Total number of employees 
(Austria)

b. Dependent Variable: Average growth of turnover 2003 to 2006 in % 
(Austria)

Model
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 26,805 9 2,978 2,532 ,0095a

Residual 194,052 165 1,176
Total 220,857 174

a. Predictors: (Constant), REGR factor score   6 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   2 for 
analysis 1, REGR factor score   1 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   5 for analysis 1, 
REGR factor score   3 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   4 for analysis 1, Average 
Turnover by Company Sector, Turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria), 
Total number of employees (Austria)

b. Dependent Variable: Average growth of turnover 2003 to 2006 in % (Austria)

ANOVAb
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Appendix 5: Statistics for multivariate regression analysis 
(Dependent Variable: Difference of company's to sec toral 
average CAGR) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model R R Square
Adjusted R 

Square
Std. Error of 
the Estimate

,325a ,106 ,063 3,147

Model Summary b

a. Predictors: (Constant), REGR factor score   6 for analysis 1, REGR factor 
score   2 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   1 for analysis 1, REGR factor 
score   5 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   3 for analysis 1, REGR factor 
score   4 for analysis 1, Turnover or balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR 
(Austria), Total number of employees (Austria)

b. Dependent Variable: Difference of company's to sectoral average CAGR

Model
Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Regression 194,493 8 24,312 2,454 ,015a

Residual 1644,501 166 9,907
Total 1838,994 174

a. Predictors: (Constant), REGR factor score   6 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   2 for 
analysis 1, REGR factor score   1 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   5 for analysis 1, 
REGR factor score   3 for analysis 1, REGR factor score   4 for analysis 1, Turnover or 
balance sheet total 2006 in bn EUR (Austria), Total number of employees (Austria)

b. Dependent Variable: Difference of company's to sectoral average CAGR

ANOVAb
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Appendix 6: Questionnaire based on Hofstede origina l 
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