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Abstract. The paper reveals multidimensional nature of organizational culture. When investigating its influence on success
only performance influencing dimensions must be under consideration. The authors suggest the ways for reducing their
number: content analysis and hierarchical structuring method. The system (list) of dimensions was formed by using the
mentioned methods. Questionnaire was made. Relationship between dimensions and their influence on performance was
tested.
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1. Introduction

The Organizational culture (OC) is a complex phe-
nomenon, which is characterized by many aspects
(dimensions) [1]. OC research can be divided into three
groups. The first group embraces scientific works, in
which culture is only described [2–4]. The second one
includes works, in which dimensions are picked out
[5–7]. Their influence on success is validated theo-
retically or empirically in the third group of works [1,
8–14]. The more dimensions of the analysed phenom-
enon will be disclosed, the more clearly it will be
perceived. However, analysing all dimensions is irra-
tional when investigating culture’s influence on suc-
cess, i.e. only selection of the performance most in-
fluencing dimensions is significant. If we know the
influence of each dimension, we can “correct” them.
Thus, we can manage the performance.

Scientists, who analyse OC, present different number
of dimensions. Furthermore, some of them are very
similar by their content (meaning), i.e. they are com-
ponents of each other. Not all scientists examine the
link between dimensions and organizational outcomes.

Therefore the goal of this paper is to pick out signif-
icant, performance influencing dimensions; to exam-
ine interrelationship between them and their influence
on performance.

The research methods, used in this work, are systematic
analysis of scientific literature, content analysis, method
of hierarchical structuring, correlation and factor
analysis.

2. Assessment of organizational culture

The phenomenon, observed in organizations, called as
organizational culture, was primarily analysed only by
using qualitative research methods. It was considered
not to be measured, therefore when compared with
organizational climate, the different measurement
methods were distinguished as the biggest difference
between them, i.e. climate can be measured quantita-
tively and OC can be assessed only qualitatively [15,
16]. When the influence of OC on performance was
noted, it was sought for the quantitative evaluation
methods of OC as well. The first step to the quantita-
tive assessment was the perception, that some aspects
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(dimensions) can be separate in the OC. The second
step was creation of questionnaire, in which statements
characterizing dimensions are presented (see Appen-
dix). Respondents evaluate whether they are charac-
teristic to their enterprise or not. The scientist gives
the quantitative expression for the answers. 5-point Likert
scale is chosen the most often [5, 10, 11, 14, 17]. Based
on it the answers from “Strongly disagree” to ‘Strongly
agree” are expressed correspondingly in numbers 1-
5. After analysing answers of respondents, various
aspects of OC can be assessed.

The questionnaire of measurement (assessment) of
OC is called a research instrument [5, 14, 16, 18, 19]
or tool [20]. It can be useful for both practical and
scientific purposes. In the first case, enterprises are
interested to investigate their cultures, because they
want: 1) to diagnose the OC and find problematic
areas, which can cause problems in the future, if they
are not “corrected”; 2) to establish the benchmark-
ing position; 3) to manage the changing OC [20].
Management of OC of merged and acquired com-
panies is especially important [3].

Scientists try to compare the impact of OC on suc-
cess (performance) in different enterprises. They can
be grouped into different groups according to size [14,
19, 21, 22], age [21, 22], industry [17, 21], country

[11, 21], life cycle phase, and activity type (services,
manufacture). Comparative analysis can show, which
dimensions are the most important (the most influenc-
ing performance) in different groups.

Usually OC measurement concept is used in the liter-
ature. However, members of enterprise assess OC (to
be precise, its dimensions). This assessment is subjec-
tive. Therefore assessment concept is more suitable
than measurement. Measurement is usually expressed
in objective measures such as financial ratios in finance
and so on. So, the measurement is associated with
objectivity, and assessment – with subjectivity.

Table 1 presents lists of dimensions of OC research
instruments. Different authors present different number
of dimensions. Furthermore, they are similar by their
content; therefore it is unclear if they are the same
or different dimensions. For example, Park [24] treats
teamwork and participation (involvement) as single
(separate) dimensions of OC. Denison and Neale [20]
ascribe teamwork to involvement dimension. After
analysing literature, in which OC is only described but
concrete dimensions are not picked out, it becomes
clear, that there are more cultural aspects. Therefore
dimensions of OC must be reanalysed. This will help
to decide, whether they can be involved into research
instrument of OC or not.

Table 1. Dimensions, presented in instruments of organizational culture measurements

Name of instrument Dimensions of organizational culture Notes 
Denison Organizational 
Culture Survey [20]  

1) involvement: a) empowerment, b) team orientation, c) capability development; 
2) consistency: a) core values, b) agreement, c) coordination and integration; 
3) adaptability: a) creating change, b) customer focus, c) organizational learning; 
4) mission: a) strategic direction and intent, b) goals and objectives, c) vision 

Relationship between 
dimensions and measures of 
effectiveness are examined 
empirically 

An instrument to 
measure organizational 
culture [5] 

1) conflict resolution, 2) culture management, 3) customer orientation, 4) disposition 
towards change, 5) employee participation, 6) goal clarity, 7) human resource 
orientation, 8) identification with the organization, 9) locus of authority, 
10) management style, 11) organization focus, 12) organization integration, 
13) performance orientation, 14) reward orientation , 15) task structure  

Authors picked out 114 
dimensions. This number was 
decreased to 15 after analysis. 
Dimensions are linked with 
financial performance [23] 

Perceived Cultural 
Compatibility Index [6] 

1) encourages creativity and innovation, 2) cares about health and welfare of 
employees, 3) is receptive to new ways of doing things, 4) is an organization people 
can identify with, 5) stresses team work among all departments, 6) measures individual 
performance in a clear, understandable manner, 7) bases promotion primarily on 
performance, 8) gives high responsibilities to managers, 9) acts in responsible manner 
towards environment, discrimination, etc., 10) explains reasons for decisions to 
subordinates, 11) has managers who give attention to individual's personal problems, 
12) allows individuals to adopt their own approach to job, 13) is always ready to take 
risks, 14) tries to improve communication between departments, 15) delegates 
decision-making to lowest possible level and other ones 

Totally 23 items. Authors think 
that selected dimensions are 
linked with performance. 
Instrument was created to assess 
merged companies 

Critical success and 
failure factors of 
organizational culture 
change [24] 

1) communication, 2) leadership, 3) employee participation, 4) HRM training and 
development, 5) improvements in teamwork, 6) regular feedback, 7) continuous 
change, 8) organization structure,  9) empowerment, 10) creativity and other ones 

Dimensions are linked with 
changes of organizations 

Organizational Culture 
Profile [7] 

1) competitiveness, 2) social responsibility, 3) supportiveness, 4) innovation,   
5) emphasis on rewards, 6) performance orientation, 7) stability 

Authors provide an improved 
O’Reilly’s, Chatman’s and 
Caldwell’s instrument version.  
An empirical evidence about the 
link between dimensions and 
performance is not given 
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3. Analysis of dimensions of organizational
culture

Definitions of organizational culture disclose diverse,
often different aspects of it. Schein [2] provided one
of the most exhaustive definitions. According to the
author, organizational culture is a pattern of shared
basic assumptions, which are formed, when members
of organization solve the problems of external adap-
tation and internal integration. These assumptions are
taken for granted, however it is very difficult to ob-
serve them [2]. They are linked with employees’
behaviour, which is easier to observe [25]. So, namely
behaviour should be analysed when investigating OC.

Organizational culture can be described by its aspects
[3], dimensions [5, 16, 18], traits [10], elements [18,
22, 26]. Scientists use different concepts. However,
after analysing their works, it became clear, that these
concepts have the same meaning. So, these concepts
(dimensions, aspects, etc.) characterize OC and show
that it is not single, and various aspects can be ob-
served in it as well.

When seeking to assess different phenomena, the
question arises – how many factors can disclose them.
The choice of improper number can cause such prob-
lems [27]: 1) if number of factors is insufficient, the
reality won’t be disclosed exhaustively, 2) if there are

too many factors, the problem will be complex.

The selection of OC dimensions was carried out in
three stages:

1. All dimensions were collected from the sourc-
es of literature. Many authors didn’t single out
concrete dimensions; therefore by analysing the
content of described phenomena names char-
acterising cultural aspects were given for them.

2. Differently named dimensions were ascribed to
one dimension, if after analysing their content
it became clear, that they were similar.

3. Only such dimensions were selected, impact of
which on performance was based empirically
or theoretically.

Totally 53 works were analysed. They revealed not
only aspects of organizational culture, but also changes
of it and behaviour of employees. References of the
authors [5, 6, 24], who also made the list of dimen-
sions by analysing other works, were not examined
in this paper. So, it is possible to say that duplication
of dimensions was avoided. It is important because
the frequency is given near them. The results of
analysis are presented in Table 2. Only such dimen-
sions were included in it, influence of which was
validated. The number of authors, who tested this
influence, is presented in brackets.  The asterisk
means, that one author based the link only theoreti-

Table 2. Dimensions of organizational culture

Name of dimension Different names by authors Frequency of 
dimension 

1 2 3 
1. Communication § Communication [1, 3– 6, 8, 13, 14, 19, 22, 24, 26, 28– 44] 29 (6) 
2. Management style § Management style [4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 24, 31, 34, 35, 40, 41, 45–50] 

§ Leadership [36, 39, 42, 51, 52] 
§ Management, support 29] 
§ Management practice 53] 
§ Strength of management [16] 

25 (4) 

3. Reward and incentive 
system 

§ Pay and incentive system [41] 
§ Reward and punishment system ([2, 5] 
§ Reward [4, 7, 24, 28, 31, 35, 47, 48, 51, 56] 
§ Propriety criteria of compensation [1] 
§ Support [36] 

23 (2) 

4. Decision making § Decision making 1–3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 14, 18, 28, 30, 33, 34, 38, 41, 44, 45, 47, 48, 50, 55, 57] 22 (6) 
5. Strategy and goals § Strategy and goals [1, 2, 10, 28] 

§ Goals [4, 5, 13, 31, 36–38, 41, 42, 52, 54, 55] 
§ Strategy [3, 33, 44, 47] 
§ Long term programme [6, 24] 

22 (3) 

6. Cooperation (collaboration) § Cooperation [3, 5, 10, 14, 17, 38, 41, 45] 
§ Team work [6, 7, 16, 24, 30, 35, 43, 56, 58] 
§ Behaviour between employees [57] 
§ Type of interpersonal relationships [4, 40] 
§ Integration of members of organization into team [42] 

21 (6) 

 7. Coordination and 
integration 

§ Coordination and integration [2, 3, 5, 10, 13, 14, 17, 19, 28, 29, 31, 32, 37, 39, 41, 54, 55, 48] 
§ Cohesion of groups [59] 
§ Group interaction [40] 
§ Relationships between hierarchical levels and subgroups [43] 

21 (5) 

8. Innovations § Innovations  [1, 6, 8, 14, 16, 41, 44, 48, 51, 56] 
§ Creating change [5, 10, 24] 
§ Risk [7, 28, 37, 42, 47, 50, 58] 

20 (7) 
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cally. Dimensions are laid out in Table 2 in descend-
ing manner of frequency. In addition, it is presented,
how different authors name dimensions or which as-
pects are analysed in their works.

The number in brackets (see Table 2) only shows, how
many authors analysed these aspects of OC by re-
lating them with performance, but it does not mean
that they have strong link with organizational outcomes.

In general, frequency of mention of each dimension
is significant and shows, how many scientists noted
namely this aspect by analysing OC. Graphic view
of distribution (arrangement) of dimensions accord-
ing to significance is presented in Fig 1.

Upper curve shows frequency of mention of dimension.
Lower curve shows how many scientists found relation-
ship between certain dimensions and performance.

Table 2 continued 

1 2 3 
9. Adaptation § Adaptation [2, 8, 10, 14, 18, 19, 24, 28, 30, 31, 38, 42, 47, 51, 55, 57, 50] 

§ Management of changes [44] 
§ Response to the market [1] 

19 (10)* 

10. Learning § Learning/ training [5, 10, 13, 19, 24, 30, 31, 35, 41, 44, 45, 47, 49] 
§ Skills (competence) [2] 
§ Human resource development and training [50] 
§ Professionalism [1] 
§ Career [55] 
§ Knowledge [34] 
§ Managers improvement [43] 

19 (5) 

11. Norms, rules and values § Norms, rules and values [2, 5, 41, 42, 51, 54] 
§ Values [10, 16, 33] 
§ Rules [3, 31, 37, 38] 
§ Standards of group [35] 
§ Normative documents [4] 
§ Degree of formality [47, 50] 

17 (3)* 

12. Organizational structure § Organizational structure [1–3, 8, 24, 31, 38, 40, 41, 45, 47, 50, 53, 54] 
§ Management structures [9] 
§ Number of hierarchical levels [33] 
§ Infrastructure [34] 

17 (2) 

13. Behaviour with subjects of 
external environment (e.g. 
clients) 

§ Behaviour with subjects of external environment [6, 14, 38, 43, 47, 50, 54] 
§ Interaction policy [45] 
§ Care about client [4, 5, 10, 22; 31, 51] 
§ Social responsibility [7, 57] 

16 (4) 

14. Climate § Climate [1, 2, 4, 8, 22, 34, 36, 39, 41, 43] 
§ Work environment [47, 50] 
§ Atmosphere [5, 31, 35, 38] 

16 (3) 

15. Mechanism of control § Control mechanism [2, 19, 29, 31, 33, 37, 38, 45, 47, 50, 55] 
§ Control of management  [14, 41, 42] 

14 (2) 

16. Involvement § Involvement [1, 5, 10, 13, 18, 22, 45, 49] 
§ Participation [24, 35, 43, 51] 

13 (7) 

17. Transmission of information § Systems of information [2, 3, 7, 10, 31, 32, 41, 44, 45, 47, 50] 
§ Process of knowledge transmission [54] 

12 (1) 

18. Concern for employees § Concern for employees [1, 5, 6, 7, 14, 41, 51, 55] 
§ Support of managers [16, 37] 
§ Work/ family programs [43] 

11 (3) 

19. Agreement § Agreement [2, 4, 7, 10, 34, 43, 59] 
§ Conflicts [5, 37, 47, 54] 

11 (1) 

20. Degree of employees’ 
responsibility and freedom 

§ Degree of employees’ responsibility, freedom and independence [5, 37] 
§ Taking over of responsibility [7, 28, 45, 55] 
§ Degree of freedom [1, 38, 40] 
§ Responsibility of managers [6, 42] 

11 (1) 

21. Empowerment § Delegation [2, 13, 35, 45] 
§ Empowerment [5, 6, 10, 24, 41; 43] 

10 (3) 

22. System of selection of 
employees 

§ System of selection [1, 3, 34, 41, 43, 49] 
§ Process of group formation, boundaries of membership in organization [2] 
§ Stability of subordination to the group  [54] 
§ Policy of personnel [4] 

9 (1) 

23. Vision § Vision [5, 10, 13, 24; 38, 44, 52] 
§ Direction [34] 

8 (1) 

24. Mission § Mission [2, 5, 10, 24, 38, 41] 6 (1) 
25. Politics of enterprise § Politics [1, 5, 38] 3 (1) 
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Dimensions in Fig 1 are distributed into three areas
of significance according to Ginevičius and Podvez-
ko [27] method of distribution of phenomenon fac-
tors. Based on this method experts assess the list of
factors, then by using mathematical counting the most
significant factors are picked out. The first area shows
the most significant factors, the second one shows
factors, which have a medium influence on phenom-
enon, the third one shows insignificant criteria or such
criteria, which have little influence on phenomenon.

The authors presented in Table 2 analysed different
number of dimensions. Some of them analysed only
the chosen area, e.g. Horwitz at al. [13] examined
influence of human resources on performance. So, the
number of evaluators for each dimension was different.
Lack of information hinders to use all the advantag-
es of the mentioned method. However, general ten-
dency can be disclosed – if many authors analysed
the same dimension, it is probable, that this dimen-
sion is important, especially if it is linked with organ-
izational outcomes.

In case it was tried to attribute the aspects of the same
content to the same dimension, not all dimensions have
still the same extent. In other words, many dimen-
sions are similar by content (meaning). Such situa-
tion appeared because some authors presented some
aspects as separate ones, although they can be joined
into one.

Only dimensions, marked with grey colour (see
Table 2), can be included into the research instrument
(questionnaire), because they are monosemantic. The
remaining dimensions have double dependencies; there-
fore only they will be analysed further. Content analysis
[60] and hierarchical structuring method [61] were
used for seeking to eliminate double relationship and
to decrease the number of dimensions. Content analysis

is such method, when there are analysed words, which
describe the investigated phenomenon. Content of
dimensions was analysed by examining description of
dimensions, provided by authors presented in Table 2.
Relationship between concepts was established ac-
cording to mentioned descriptions. The essence of
hierarchical structuring method is that the analysed
phenomenon is presented graphically and matrix is
made, where relationship between dimensions of
phenomenon is presented. The number of relationship
is decreased by successive comparison.

Relationship between dimensions, which have double
dependencies, is presented in Fig 2. Organizational
climate, system of selection and politics of enterprise
are not presented in Fig 2. Organizational climate is
a separate phenomenon, although it is associated with
OC [15], so it should be analysed separately. Selec-
tion system is not a daily phenomenon in organiza-
tion, so it can be insignificant for some enterprises,
especially if turnover is low. Enterprise politics ac-
cording to Fig 1 is the least significant dimension. So,
it was rejected.

We can see from Fig 2, that management style is
defined by 8 dimensions: delegation of tasks and com-
petence (empowerment), decision making, involvement,
support (concern) for employees, control [5, 45],
communication style between managers and subor-
dinates [5], responsibility and freedom of employee
(influence) [5, 41, 42, 50] and turn for innovations [8].
If we used management style dimension, it would be
too broad, therefore broader class must be refused
and smaller one must be used. However, these smaller
dimensions not only define management style, but also
are components of each other. For example, involve-
ment is defined by participation in decision-making
process [1, 5, 10, 12, 41, 45, 47, 50], decision making
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Fig 1. Distribution of frequency of dimensions of organizational culture
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is associated with empowerment [2, 5, 6] and so on.
Double dependencies between such dimensions must
be removed.

If we refuse the management style dimension, con-
trol and communication become independent units, i.e.
double relationship disappears. After ascribing vision
and mission to strategy, only it can be kept in the list
of dimensions. Relationship between remaining dimen-
sions is complex. Based on the method offered by
Ginevičius [61] they are numerated and presented in
matrix form (see Fig 3). By seeking to arrange ma-
trix M1, reverse relationship which is marked as “-”,
and double-relationship between dimensions must be
eliminated.

Relationships are corrected by using the mentioned
method [61]. They are presented in Fig 4.

Fig 2. Hierarchical structure of dimensions

Fig 5 is drawn according to corrected matrix.

As it was mentioned, management style will not be
included into the list of OC dimensions. After refus-
ing it, double relationship, which linked it with inno-
vations and support, disappears (see Fig 5). Now they
belong to the learning dimension. Namely it (not its
components) will be included into the list. Grey col-
oured dimensions (see Fig 5) are included into the list;
remaining ones will be reflected in them.

Analysis, made in this paper, allows to form such list
of dimensions: 1) involvement, 2) cooperation (collab-
oration), 3) transmission of information, 4) learning,
5) care about clients, 6) adaptability, 7) strategic di-
rection, 8) reward and incentive system, 9) system
of control, 10) communication, 11) agreement, 12) co-
ordination and integration.

Although organizational structure is significant it is
not included in many OC assessment instruments
because more complex than questionnaire research

Fig 5. Corrected relationships between dimensions

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1  0 + + + + + + 
2 0  0 0 0 0 + + 
3 - 0  + + - 0 0 
4 - 0 -  0 - 0 0 
5 - 0 - 0  0 0 0 
6 - 0 + + 0  0 0 
7 - - 0 0 0 0  0 
8 - - 0 0 0 0 0  

Fig 3. Matrix M1 of coherent comparison of dimensions

  1 6 3 4 5 2 7 8 
1  ⊕  + + + 0 + + 
6   ⊕  + + 0 0 0 
3    ⊕  ⊕  0 0 0 
4     0 0 0 0 
5      0 0 0 
2       ⊕  ⊕  
       + 0 

7         

Fig 4. Modified matrix M1
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methods are needed to disclose its essence. In this
paper it is not included in the questionnaire because
of mentioned reason. Furthermore, dimensions are
characterized by statements, which disclose behav-
iour of employees. Organizational structure is ascribed
to artefacts [2]; therefore it would be distinguished
from the set of other dimensions.

If we compare the number of dimensions with other
authors lists of ones (see Table 1), we will note, that
Denison and Neale [20] presented the same number
of dimensions, but they differ. Other authors present
not only different dimensions, but also different number
of dimensions.

4. Relationship between dimensions of
organizational culture

By seeking to examine the interrelationships between
dimensions, a questionnaire was made. Statements
were formulated to disclose the essence of them (see
Appendix). The statements of other authors were under
consideration [20]. As it was mentioned, some dimen-
sions are components of other ones. This was under
consideration when formulating statements too. Thus,
smaller dimensions do not disappear, they just “hide
themselves” in other ones. Such number of statements
was used for describing dimensions, which can dis-
close their essence in the best way. It was striven to
formulate more positive statements than negative ones.

Questionnaires were presented to 334 Lithuanian
companies. 73 companies refused to participate in
survey. Remaining ones filled in 23 questionnaires. So,
such survey can be called only pilot study, which can
show whether questionnaire is suitable to use in fur-
ther investigations.

Respondents had to choose an answer from “strong-
ly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Later these answers

were transformed into 1-5 points. 4 top-level man-
agers, 7 middle-level managers and 12 subordinates
participated in survey. Since there was one respond-
ent from each enterprise, he/ she was asked to as-
sess each statement not personally, but on behalf of
many employees. Literature recognizes single respond-
ent survey too [21]. However, incongruity of opinions
can remain. Another problem – firms are from dif-
ferent industries and their sizes are different; there-
fore answers can be distributed very differently. Survey
results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3 shows, that dimensions are interrelated. Ac-
cording to the research results, the most correlated
dimensions are: adaptability with care about clients
and transmission of information, reward and incen-
tive with learning and strategic direction, communi-
cation with reward, agreement with transmission of
information, coordination and integration with agree-
ment. Most dimensions are correlated with commu-
nication, reward and incentive.

As there are related dimensions, it is possible that they
form broader classes of dimensions. Factor analysis
is usually used for such grouping. It also shows the
validity of questionnaire. This analysis could not be
used for the examination of all statements because
there were few respondents. It was used in this work
only for grouping the mentioned dimensions. Results
of analysis are presented in Table 4.

 The Table 4 presents correlations between dimensions
after Varimax rotation. Dimensions can be grouped into
four groups. The first group is directed toward outside
(clients), the third one defines work style, the fourth
one is associated with organizational systems (reward,
information and so on). The second one is directed
toward concern about employees. However, strategic
direction gets into it too. Its content differs from other
dimensions. This states, that more respondents should
be involved to define these groups more exactly.

Table 3. Pearson correlation of dimensions of organizational culture (N = 23)

Dimension Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. Involvement 3,86 0,52 1            

2. Cooperation (collaboration) 3,91 0,50 0,38 1           

3. Transmission of information 3,79 0,51 0,03 0,08 1          

4. Learning 3,55 0,68 0,14 0,33 0,39 1         

5. Care about clients 3,94 0,61 0,26 0,24 0,51 0,40 1        

6. Adaptability 3,77 0,59 0,13 0,21 0,70 0,45 0,70 1       

7. Strategic direction 3,89 0,59 –0,10 0,00 0,22 0,54 0,30 0,04 1      

8. Reward and incentive system 3,56 0,58 0,22 0,30 0,40 0,58 0,49 0,28 0,56 1     

9. System of control 3,63 0,38 0,35 –0,12 0,40 –0,13 0,31 0,30 –0,23 0,07 1    

10. Communication 3,98 0,39 0,39 0,25 0,49 0,40 0,48 0,48 0,32 0,68 0,19 1   

11. Agreement 3,64 0,27 0,31 0,29 0,55 0,37 0,46 0,39 0,27 0,32 0,40 0,44 1  

12. Coordination and integration 3,76 0,69 0,52 0,40 0,49 0,17 0,26 0,29 0,09 0,03 0,47 0,37 0,56 1 
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Table 5. Relationship between groups of dimensions and
performance measures (N = 21)

Groups of 
dimensions Overall performance Employee satisfaction 

 F1 0,132 –0,155 
 F2 0,260 0,283 
 F3 –0,005 0,211 
 F4 0,022 –0,040 

Dimensions, which belong to certain group, are in-
terrelated. Research showed that influence (on per-
formance) of each group of dimensions is bigger than
of single dimension. This influence is presented in
Table 5.

Table 5 reveals relationship between each group of
dimensions and overall performance and employee
satisfaction. These indexes were measured on 5-point
scale. “5” means that position of investigated enter-
prise is very good in comparison with other com-
panies from the same industry. The table shows, that
overall performance has strong correlation with the
second group of dimensions, which includes such di-
mensions as learning, strategic direction, reward and
incentive system and communication (between sub-
ordinates and managers). Influence of the third group
on performance is doubtful. Other scientists found,
that involvement and cooperation are positively re-
lated with performance. So, bigger set is necessary
to examine this relationship. The second group of
dimensions has the biggest influence on employee
satisfaction too.

of them is too big. After picking out the dimensions,
which influence performance most of all, it became
clear, that some of them are similar by their content;
therefore it is unclear if they are the same or differ-
ent dimensions. Refusing broad meaning having di-
mensions and ascribing smaller ones to broader group
can decrease number of dimensions. Content analy-
sis and hierarchical structuring method were used to
unify the extent of dimensions and to decrease their
number. Such methods help to eliminate the double
relationship between dimensions.

By using these methods number of dimensions was
decreased from 25 to 12. Removed dimensions do not
disappear. They are reflected in other ones. The fi-
nal list includes the following dimensions: 1) involve-
ment, 2) cooperation (collaboration), 3) transmission
of information, 4) learning, 5) care about
clients, 6) adaptability, 7) strategic direction, 8) reward
and incentive system, 9) system of control,
10) communication, 11) agreement, 12) coordination
and integration. A questionnaire was made based on
this list. It can be called as modified instrument of
organizational culture assessment, because existing cul-
ture measurement instruments were under consider-
ation. This instrument can be used for further inves-
tigations of organizational culture and its influence on
success.

It is stated in the literature, that organizational cul-
ture can be measured. Measurement is objective.
Assessment, in opposite, is subjective. Therefore
concept of assessment is more precise.

The questionnaire was sent to Lithuanian companies
seeking to examine the relationship between dimen-
sions. Survey of 23 companies shows, that dimensions
are interrelated. It was established, that communica-
tion, reward and incentive influence other dimensions
most of all.

Factor analysis showed, that dimensions fall into 4
groups. One group is directed toward internal proc-
esses of organization, second one includes internal
systems, third one is directed toward outside and the
fourth one is made from different dimensions. This
states, that bigger sample is necessary to examine the
dependencies of dimension to certain groups.

Relationship between each group and performance and
also employee satisfaction were examined too. Re-
search results show, that both of them are most re-
lated with strategic direction, learning, fair reward and
support.

Dimension F1 F2 F3 F4 
1. Involvement 0,031 0,041 0,659 0,500 
2. Cooperation 0,095 0,130 0,980 –0,003 

3. Information system 0,409 0,394 –0,179 0,431 
4. Learning 0,325 0,656 0,315 –0,097 
5. Care about clients 0,520 0,391 0,151 0,256 

6. Adaptability 0,900 0,088 0,113 0,121 

7. Strategic direction –0,053 0,875 –0,117 –0,080 

8. Reward and incentive 0,149 0,827 0,171 0,076 
9. System of control 0,056 –0,102 –0,242 0,847 
10. Communication 0,336 0,541 0,308 0,327 

11. Agreement 0,187 0,391 0,203 0,545 
12. Coordination 0,009 0,123 0,394 0,695 

Table 4. Factor analysis of dimension of OC (N = 23)

5. Conclusions

Organizational culture is multidimensional phenome-
non, which influences enterprise success (outcomes).
It is irrational to analyse all dimensions when inves-
tigating its influence on performance, because number
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Appendix
Questionnaire of dimensions of organizational culture

Dimension Statement (item) 
1. All employees have favourable conditions for decision making and for giving various ideas, suggestions, notes and so on 
2. There are created good conditions for the interesting work, therefore employees get used to their work willingly 

Involvement  

3. Rituals and traditions of enterprise unite employees to work further effectively 
4. Managers consult subordinates (they collaborate) 
5. Teamwork is used more often than individual work, especially when solving important questions or projects 

Cooperation 
(collaboration) 

6. When problems, difficulties or questions arise, employees solve them more individually than by consulting other ones 
7. New or other important information reaches employees in due time 
8. Employee is often lacking information, which is necessary to make decision or to work 
9. Employees (also managers) often misunderstand each other (improper  transmission of information) 

Transmission of 
information 

10. Managers do not provide feedback to the employees  
11. It is permanently invested into knowledge and skills of employees (different courses are offered and so on) 
12. Managers improve themselves permanently 
13. Employees teach each other, share skills and knowledge 

Learning 

14. Various investigation/analysis (e.g. of product characteristics, consumers and personnel needs) are made permanently 
15. It is enough invested into improvement of product/service quality 
16. Employees look after clients and satisfaction of their needs permanently 
17. Dissatisfaction of clients is always removed 
18. It is offered to the client, what enterprise thinks is better, but not this, what client desires 

Care about clients 

19. Enterprise inquire customers opinion about products/ services and improvement of them and takes that into account  
20. Enterprise responds always to the changes in external environment  
21. Work is performed straggly, if enterprise meets serious problems 
22. Many problems are ignored (employees/ managers do not respond to them/ they are not solved) 
23. Employees keep up affairs and news in domestic market, abroad and strive to improve the work 

Adaptability  

24. It is difficult for employees to adapt to novelties and changes in enterprise 
25. Enterprise has a long-term strategy, plans and goals 
26. Goals and plans are achieved purposefully 
27. Your enterprise is as leader showing direction, other enterprises “follow” it 
28. Work is planned so, that everybody knows what and how to do his/her job 

Strategic direction 

29. Vision of enterprise becomes reality little by little 
30. Reward system is correct (employee is getting salary/ wage according to the results and efforts) 
31. It is always rewarded (in monetary or other form) for the good works, ideas, innovations and so on 
32. Existing punishment system is correct 
33. Employees are more often awarded than punished 

Reward and 
incentive system 

34. Managers care about welfare of employees (e.g. they are provided with free services, things and so on) 
35. Existing rules and norms are more directive (i.e. show direction) than restrictive 
36. Employees have too much freedom, they think that manager must show direction 

System of control 

37. Managers control subordinates too much 
38. Managers more often ask than command 
39. Managers’ teaching and deeds are always at variance 
40. Manager always strives to help and advise employee 

Communication 

41. Communication between employees is friendly (more informal than formal) 
42. Employees are unified as family 
43. Employees always agree about most important things, when solving questions, problems or conflicts 
44. Employees often do not approve of changes and resist or behave indifferently 

Agreement  

45. Employees agree about most rules, norms, values (they think these things are right) 
46. It is very hard to work with person from other department/ group 
47. Departments (groups) have difficulties when carrying out common activity, sharing information and so on 

Coordination and 
integration 

48. Different departments (groups) have many common things (goals, tasks, celebrations and so on) 
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