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Abstract
Many dimensional models of organizational cultures were developed decades ago, thus, in very different contexts. The world
has become more complex, and such complexity can be identified in many aspects of everyday life, including working spheres.
The objective of the study is to identify the changes in the perception of the complexity of characteristics of organizational
cultures. Research is based on the Nine Factors Methodology aimed at the analysis of the motivational potential of organiza-
tional cultures and, based on the results, the analysis of the differences between/among selected subcultures. In the study,
bivariant correlation analysis and factorial analysis with PCA extraction are used. The results show that the number of factors
(dimensions) has lowered through the decades. While in 1999, nine factors of organizational culture were used to character-
ize it, in 2007, there were seven factors, and in 2017, only four factors which assumably led to the increase in their complex-
ity. Even though the importance of existing dimensional models cannot be underestimated at present, the study indicates that
the complexity of organizations and their organizational cultures results in more complex and interconnected individual
dimensions than suggested initially. According to the study, when analyzing organizational cultures, a wider context must be
considered, including relations between and among their dimensions because atomizing culture into individual dimensions
provides an incomplete picture of the culture in question. At the same time, it is necessary to look at the organizations as
heterogeneous units, which include several possible subcultures.
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Introduction and Theoretical Background

The world has undergone enormous changes in the last
two decades. The advent of the internet, smart devices,
social networks, or artificial intelligence can be perceived
at the level of development of advanced information
technologies (Celik, 2023; Roe et al., 2022; Sanasi et al.,
2022). Terrorist attacks, war conflicts, global crises, nat-
ural disasters, or pandemics can be perceived at the level
of human society (Almansour, 2022; Bossman &
Gubareva, 2023; Madzı́k et al., 2023). Global trade, mul-
tinational corporations, virtual teams, diversity, or work-
ing from home can be perceived at the level of
organizations (Gibson et al., 2023; Greimel et al., 2023;
Poláková et al., 2023). All these events influenced the
whole world, which has become unbelievably intercon-
nected by several mutually dependent systems. We also
include organizations and their cultures among such

systems because they act as open systems linked to their
environment. At the same time, employees create other
subsystems inside the organization, namely subcultures.
In the context of these enormous changes, many ques-
tions about culture and organizations arise that beg for
answers. For example, is it possible to characterize such
a complex phenomenon as culture only by selecting spe-
cific cultural dimensions (RQ1)? Can the organization be
perceived as a homogeneous whole that can be
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characterized by a limited number of cultural dimensions
(RQ2)? Using the Nine Factors Methodology, we will
answer the mentioned research questions by characteriz-
ing the selected organizational culture. We will analyze
the factors characterizing organizational culture in dif-
ferent periods (RQ1) and identify potential organiza-
tional subcultures through them (RQ2).

The researchers have been focusing on organizations
as complex systems for several decades (Arévaloa &
Espinosa, 2015), which requires studies of such an
abstract phenomenon as cultures (Brown, 1998).
Theorists and practitioners have been motivated to study
organizational cultures for various reasons. Initially, it
was the success of some economies and their organiza-
tions (e.g., Ouchi, 1981; Pascale & Athos, 1981). The ini-
tial endeavor stemmed from the naive assumption that if
an organizational culture backing the organization’s suc-
cess can be identified, it will be possible to implement it
in any other organization with the same result—success.

The research endeavors result in numerous
approaches applied in characterizing cultures, including
the models representing combinations of various cultural
dimensions. Cultural dimensions were identified and
defined for various problem areas faced by the commu-
nities in their everyday struggles (Hofstede et al., 2010).
Every cultural dimension can be placed on the conti-
nuum between minimum and maximum importance.
This culturally biased way of perceiving the world by
understanding the comprehensive phenomena is based
on dividing it into smaller units (Hampden Turner &
Trompennars, 1994). Such an approach constitutes the
basis for the endeavor to characterize an organizational
culture by decomposing it into individual specific areas,
traditionally called cultural dimensions as mentioned
(Kluckholn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Maznevski et al., 2002),
but also cultural patterns (Stewart, 1971), cultural differ-
entiation (Argyle, 1986), and patterns of variables
(Parsons, 1951).

For instance, Schein (2016) claims six cultural dimen-
sions. Robbins and Coulter (2021) introduce the example
of seven such dimensions claiming that they are sufficient
for depicting the complete picture of the culture of a par-
ticular organization (Chatman & Jehn, 1994; O’Reilly
et al., 1991). Cartwright (1999) also designed a metho-
dology based on cultural dimensions. However, he called
them factors and interlinked them with motivation as an
essential determinant of organizations’ overall efficiency
and efficacy (Sokro, 2012). Cartwright’s nine factors
(dimensions) account for psychological characteristics of
organizational culture that function as motivational fac-
tors and are essential to be fulfilled to have motivated
employees. Namely identification (identification with the
organization and its goal), equity (balance between
expectations and reality), equality (the respect of

individuality of all members), consensus (mutual under-
standing), instrumentality (expectations that particular
behavior will lead to specific outcomes), rationality (sys-
tematic approach to solving problems), development
(growth of employees), group dynamics (synergic effect
of cooperation), and internalization (identification with
norms and ideas).

Even though the above-mentioned cultural dimen-
sions can also be found in the current publications of the
authors (e.g., Schein, 2016) and are used in numerous
today’s studies (e.g., Schöbel et al., 2017), they were first
published many years ago (e.g., Schein, 1985). Most
dimensional models were developed decades ago and
thus under vastly different market, social, and societal
conditions. At present, we are not on the threshold of the
Industry 4.0 scene. We have already stepped in. It has the
potential for progress unseen within the preceding three
ones (Xu et al., 2018). The environment in its nature has
become endlessly interconnected, and its complexity
influences many spheres of people’s daily lives. This also
finds its expression in research activities, for instance, in
the context of innovations (Demircioglu & Audretsch,
2020) or product ranges (Nguyen et al., 2020). If such
essential changes exist on a global scale as well as materi-
alize in everyday lives and research, it is time to return to
the original question and try to answer it: can culture be
characterized and understood based on a limited number
of cultural dimensions considered as sufficient grounds
of the perception of such a complex phenomenon as cul-
ture is, and, can a culture be dealt with as a homogeneous
whole?

Manifestations of differences among and between var-
ious social groups have been identified for a long time.
On the one hand, these groups hold common values. On
the other hand, the smaller groups differ from one
another in specific characteristics. Such an analogy can
be used in many contexts as well, one of them can
include organizations. They are not necessarily homoge-
neous, and various groups of employees can constitute
subcultures as well (Mumford et al., 2008). Most organi-
zations are not homogeneous; their cultures are not
monocultures, but they are heterogeneous, comprising
one or more subcultures. At the same time, an individual
(employee) in an organization is part of the overall orga-
nizational culture and one or more subcultures.

Trice and Beyer (1993) argue that subcultures are
holders of the identical elements as the umbrelling cul-
ture, that is, they identify with the systems of artefacts,
values, and assumptions (Keyton, 2011). The impact of
subcultures on organizations has been the focus of
numerous surveys. For instance, in their paper Abane
and Phinaitrup (2020) describe the impact of subcultures
on employee performance. Barker et al. (2014) widely
deal with the general influence of subcultures and
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confirm their impact. Identically with the umbrelling
organizational culture, subcultures have an essential
impact on the functioning of the whole organization, but
also on the behavior of its members. Black (2003) argues
that subcultures can be categorized into, for instance,
occupational subcultures and departmental subcultures.
Daft (2015) presented an example of an organization
with the subculture of the production department and
one of the research department. Copuš et al. (2019) aim
their research at the subcultures of production and non-
production (support) employees. If subcultures are to be
identified through the prism of Hofstede’s (2010) levels
of culture, subcultures emerge around gender, social stra-
tification, national, regional, ethnic, religious, language,
generational, and organizational groupings. If it is possi-
ble to identify subcultures in large social groups where
organizations belong as well, using so many various
characteristics, it is time to return to the original ques-
tion if it is possible to characterize organizational cul-
tures as homogeneous wholes using a limited number of
cultural dimensions. The answers offer an advantageous
opportunity to enrich theoretical models of organiza-
tional cultures, including subcultures and contribute to
the practical initiatives in organizations.

This study aims to identify the changes in the percep-
tion of the complexity of the organizational culture of a
particular organization applying the Nine Factor
Methodology and, based on the findings, to analyze dif-
ferences between/among its identified subcultures.

Methodology

Data from a survey were processed to achieve the aim
of this study. The survey is based on Cartwright’s
(1999) Nine Factors Methodology. The methodology
covers nine motivational factors used to identify an
organizational culture in terms of its motivational
potential: Identification, Equity, Equality, Consensus,
Instrumentality, Rationality, Development, Group
dynamics, and Internalization (Table 1). Cartwright’s
methodology is unique because it provides one research
tool for measuring two phenomena—motivation and
culture. This can be seen as its advantage over other
models, in which one research tool measures culture and
another measures motivation. Then, it is necessary to
interlink them. In the case of Cartwright’s methodology,
an organization’s culture is measured indirectly by its
effect on motivation and motivation is subsequently
measured by its effect on the activation of human beha-
vior. However, this can be considered a limitation and
disadvantage of this methodology since culture and
motivation cannot be analyzed separately. The results
obtained by this methodology thus, on the one hand,
bring a comprehensive view of organizational culture,

but on the other hand, only from the limited point of
view of motivation and not from the point of view of
other important aspects of people’s behavior in organi-
zations, which can not be separately linked to the char-
acteristics of culture identified by this methodology. At
the same, similar to other cultural models, nine factors
probably cannot cover all aspects of the organizational
culture, only selected.

The individual factors exercise their impact in two
directions, that is, positive (motivational) and negative
(demotivational). These can be denoted via psychological
values. For instance, the positive impact of Factor 1
Identification is represented by loyalty, while the negative
one by alienation (Cartwright, 1999). To identify positive
or negative impacts, the methodology of a motivometer is
used (Figure 1). It includes 10 boxes, with 5 indicating
negative preference and 5 of them positive. Zero is in the
center and represents zero motivational effect. The
respondent ticks five boxes in a row based on the prefer-
ence evoked by the question or to what degree the
respondent agrees with the given proposition. The
respondent cannot decide for the division of the boxes
50:50, covering both directions (positive as well as nega-
tive), which restrains the respondent from introducing a
mean response without much thinking.

Motivational factors and motivometer form the basic
methodological apparatus of our survey. To identify the
changes in the perception of organizational culture com-
plexity and characterization of differences between sub-
cultures, we surveyed the employees in an organization
with long-term history. The objective lay in the record of
the changes in the organizational culture that might have
been caused by the changes in the internal and external
environments of the organization in question in 10 years
span. We used the time interval of 10 years because the
culture is historically based (Kummerow & Neil, 2013).
Therefore, it takes longer to identify the changes in cul-
ture if there are no significant changes in other areas of
an organization. The questionnaire used in the survey
comprised questions allowing for the analysis of the
motivational potential of the organization’s organiza-
tional culture.

The data based on the questionnaire were collected in
2017. The questionnaire comprised 36 questions and 3
demographic questions about age, job title, and tenure.
We did not create the questions (variables) ourselves, but
they were extracted from Cartwright’s previous research
publications (Cartwright, 1999; Cartwright et al., 1999),
covering the crucial areas of the selected motivational
factor. The complete questionnaire is in Annex A.
Cartwright (1999) recommends adjusting questions con-
cerning the specifics of the surveyed organizations. In
our case, the adjustments were just minor ones. The orig-
inal pattern questions of Cartwright’s methodology
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Table 1. Nine Motivational Factors and Their Aspects.

Variable/factor Description Measure

Age Respondent’s age Ordinal (18–29; 30–45; 46–59; and
60+ years)

Position Respondent’s job title Nominal (managerial; support;
production)

Length of tenure Respondent’s tenure Ordinal (1 and less; 2–4 years;
5–9 years; 10 years and more)

F1 Identification (Identification
with the organization itself and
its objectives)

The first factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor Methodology
surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Identification_1: Comparison of reality with external image of
company
Identification_2: A sense of pride working for the company
Identification_3: Consistency between managerial decisions,
actions, and promises
Identification_4: Degree of confidence in company and
management

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

F2 Equity (Balance between
expectations and reality)

The second factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor
Methodology surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Equity_1: Fair treatment by company and management
Equity_2: Comparison of pay and benefits provided by
management and company
Equity_3: Satisfaction by voicing criticisms and grievances
provided by company and management
Equity_4: Recognition and rewards of company and
management for efforts made

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

F3 Equality (Respect for
individuality of all the
company’s members)

The third factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor Methodology
surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Equality_1: Removal of ‘‘us and them’’ differentials
Equality_2: Consideration and respect given to employees
Equality_3: Working atmosphere in company
Equality_4: Respect given by employees to managers

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

F4 Consensus (Mutual
understanding)

The fourth factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor
Methodology surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Consensus_1: Mutual trust between managers and employees
Consensus_2: Managers’ willingness to listen and be
questioned
Consensus_3: Communications and freedom of information
Consensus_4: Feedback from requests and suggestions

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

F5 Instrumentality (Expectation
that a particular behavior will
lead to a particular effect)

The fifth factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor Methodology
surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Instrumentality_1: Relationship of work to goals and objectives
Instrumentality_2: Pride and satisfaction in work
Instrumentality_3: Fulfilling personal expectations from work
Instrumentality_4: Encouragement given to meet customer
requirements

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

F6 Rationality (Systematic
approach to problem solving)

The sixth factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor Methodology
surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Rationality_1: Information regarding future policies and plan
Rationality_2: Getting the real cause of problems
Rationality_3: Managers’ attitude toward mistakes
Rationality_4: Friendly open style of management

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

F7 Development (Members’
growths)

The seventh factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor
Methodology surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Development_1: Attitude toward employees and their
development
Development_2: Provision of education and training facilities
Development_3: Responsibility for own work quality and
performance
Development_4: Encouragement given to work on one’s own
initiative

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

(continued)
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(Cartwright et al., 1999) were modified regarding the
nature of the surveyed organization, an industrial multi-
national corporation (primarily concerning the organiza-
tion’s organizational structure).

Three groups of employees were aimed at—managers,
back-office/support employees, and production employ-
ees. These three groups (variables) are considered subcul-
tures based on the nature of their work. At the same time,
subcultures are also constituted regarding age and tenure
(the other two variables). The analysis of these subcultures
(variables) is vital to answering RQ2 regarding the homo-
geneity of the organization. The type of variable and the
measures used are introduced in Table 1.

The employees with company email accounts were
approached via email, and they filled in the questionnaire
online. Those without company accounts (because their
work does not require access to a computer) were pro-
vided with a paper version of the questionnaire. Mostly,
they were production employees working in shifts. This
fact complicated the data collecting because the respon-
dents needed to be approached in person while working.

The survey was based on nine motivational factors,
each comprising four variables (aspects). Thus, they
resulted in 36 variables. To quantify the variables based
on the motivometer, a scale of 25 to +5 was applied.
From the methodological point of view, bivariant

correlation analysis was used to analyze relations. With
the help of correlation analysis, it was possible to deter-
mine the intensity of relationships between individual
questions and thus explore the potential for more
advanced statistical procedures. With a large number of
significant relationships between individual questions
(variables), there is an assumption that the complex cor-
relation structure can be explained by the existence of
latent (not directly measured) factors. In the later steps
of our research, the factor analysis procedure using the
PCA extraction method—principal component
analysis—was applied. The purpose of the factor analysis
was to confirm or refute the assumption about the exis-
tence of latent factors. If they are confirmed, the factors
are identified, named, and quantified.

To answer the RQ1, we needed to identify latent fac-
tors that would capture the correlation structure between
the observed variables more generally using factor analy-
sis. The data were recorded in a structured way, with all
36 variables identified for two periods. The values of the
first period referred to the situation of approximately 10
ago (the year 2007), and the data of the second period
referred to the situation when the data were collected
(the year 2017). Using the identical variables with the
identical scales in both surveyed periods allowed for com-
parison of the results of factor analyses for the period in
question. The identification of the motivational potential
in the given period was based on the capacity of the
employees with their tenure excessing 10 years to com-
ment on the motivational potential of the organizational
culture (based on the 36 variables) in the past (around
the year 2007) as well as the situation in 2017 when data
were collected.

In both factor analyses (covering 2007 and 2017 data),
the suitability of correlation structure concerning

Table 1. (continued)

Variable/factor Description Measure

F8 Group dynamics (Synergic
effect of a particular form of
cooperation)

The eighth factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor
Methodology surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Group dynamics_1: Team spirit within the company
Group dynamics_2: Working relationships between
departments
Group dynamics_3: Effectiveness and value of meetings
Group dynamics_4: Caring and motivating management style

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

F9 Internalization (Internalization
of norms and ideas)

The nineth factor of Cartwright’s Nine Factor
Methodology surveyed using four variables (aspects):

Internalization_1: Attitude and loyalty toward the company
Internalization_2: Giving employees a sense of belonging and
being part of a company
Internalization_3: Consider a job to be worthwhile
Internalization_4: Dedication of company to high quality
standards

Ordinal (25; 23; 21; 1; 3; and 5)

Figure 1. An example of filling in the motivometer for one
aspect of a factor.

Copuš et al. 5



sufficient reliability of the results was first analyzed.
KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
Adequacy), Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity and communal-
ities analysis were used to measure data reliability. After
confirming the suitability of the data, PCA as a method of
factor extraction was used, while we did not determine a
specific number of factors. Our decision was based on the
eigenvalue level—the threshold for Eigen value was 1.000
based on Kaiser rule. A statistically based approach to
determining the number of latent factors is both more
flexible than determining a specific number of factors and
is also more relevant to identify time shifts in factors
affecting motivation. Then, the resulting number of fac-
tors statistically defining the intensity of the relationships
between factors and the observed variables was used. We
applied the factor rotation method while the number of
iterations was not limited. The factor analysis resulted in
the factors being named according to their predominant
composition. At the same time, a factor Z-score was
recorded, which was used in more detailed analyses. The
factor Z-score made it possible to quantify the size of the
given factor for each observation (in our case, for one
respondent). Thus it was possible to further analyze these
factors’ intensity for different subcultures (e.g., age).

After factor analysis, subcultures based on a given
variable were analyzed to answer the RQ2. The Z-score
written in the data matrix for subsequent testing of dif-
ferences using one-way ANOVA was applied. The var-
iance of the Z-score values (the variance of the intensity
of the latent factor) for individual subcultures (e.g., age)
was analyzed in the ANOVA. This made it possible to
identify statistically significant differences in factors in
individual subcultures and to evaluate their role in differ-
ent groups of employees and a possible shift over time.

Results

The survey included 310 respondents, the employees of a
selected multinational corporation operating globally in
various industrial production segments. At the time of
the survey, the corporation employed 1,402 employees,
that is, the respondent sample accounts for 22%. Figure
2 presents the survey of the main identification charac-
teristics of the respondents in graphical form.

To the best of our ability, the composition of the
respondents involved was adequate, and it should be
ensured that, in the survey, each substantial part of the
staff was sufficiently represented. The following are the
results of using exploratory factor analysis for the past
(2007) and the data collection situation (2017). The origi-
nal Cartwright’s methodology lists nine factors repre-
senting the motivational potential of organizational
culture expressed in 36 variables. In our analysis, we
examine the composition of factors not concerning logi-
cal relationships but with respect to statistically signifi-
cant relationships between the observed variables.

Motivational Factors of the Organizational Culture in
2007 (Past)

Determining the motivational potential of organizational
culture through individual factors in that period was
based on providing those respondents who worked in
the organization for more than 10 years the opportunity
to comment on the motivational potential of organiza-
tional culture in the past through the 36 variables
(aspects). There were 195 such respondents in our sam-
ple. We checked the interrelationships between the 36
variables through bivariate correlation analysis, using

Figure 2. Survey of the respondent structure.
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Pearson’s linear correlation coefficient as the primary
metric. Figure 3 shows the correlation heatmap, with
stronger correlations highlighted by more vigorous color
intensity.

Figure 3 shows the values of Pearson’s linear correla-
tion coefficient and indicates relatively complex rela-
tionships between the observed variables as well. This
complexity is also confirmed by assessing the statistical
significance of the relationships, where it is shown that
almost all relationships are significant at the significance
level of p\ .05. We identified only a positive correlation
coefficient—this means that increasing one variable is
related to an increase in another variable. Interpreting
every relationship would be inefficient, given the num-
ber of variables. Thus, these results suggest that a

complex correlation structure between variables may be
a reliable basis for factor reduction in the form of factor
analysis.

To provide information to answer the RQ1, the
exploratory factor analysis was performed in statistical
software IBM SPSS Statistics, where all its steps were
performed. The KMO value reaches the level of 0.926,
which is significantly above the recommended limit of
.700. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reaches a significance
level of .000, lower than the recommended maximum of
.05. Analysis of communalities shows that the extraction
value falls below the recommended level of .200 in no
variable—most of the values are around .650 (Table 2).
Thus, all three tests show that the data and their struc-
ture are suitable for continuing the factor analysis.
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Figure 3. Correlation map of the surveyed variables in the year 2007.

Table 2. Results of Factor Analysis and the Measure of the Explained Variability in 2007.

Factor

Extraction sums of squared loadings Rotation sums of squared loadings

Total % of Var Cum % Total % of Var Cum %

Factor 1 14,523 40,341 40,341 5,439 15,108 15,108
Factor 2 1,879 5,220 45,561 3,973 11,036 26,144
Factor 3 1,746 4,850 50,411 3,708 10,300 36,444
Factor 4 1,487 4,130 54,541 3,510 9,750 46,194
Factor 5 1,155 3,210 57,750 2,417 6,714 52,908
Factor 6 1,111 3,087 60,838 2,399 6,664 59,572
Factor 7 1,012 2,812 63,650 1,468 4,078 63,650

Note. Total = eigenvalue of extracted factor; % of Var = percentage of explained variability; Cum % = cumulative percentage of explained variability.
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The PCA method identifies seven factors that explain
a total of 63.65% of the data variability. The choice of
factors is based on the eigenvalue value, that is, only
those factors with a value higher than 1,000 are consid-
ered. The number of factors was selected based on the
Kaiser rule, often used in exploratory factor analysis to
determine the number of components (Golino &
Epskamp, 2017; Ruscio & Roche, 2012). After identify-
ing the number of factors, correlation coefficients are
calculated for individual variables concerning specific
factors. Table 3 provides an overview of the links
between the 36 variables surveyed and the 7 factors iden-
tified in Table 2. Table 2 shows the rotated component
matrix, with values below 0.300 not shown for better
readability. The rotation is performed by the Varimax
method, and the final solution is achieved in the 12th
iteration. Table 3, the values of the correlation coeffi-
cients in bold are key for naming the factors.

In principle, the seven factors were extracted from all
36 variables. However, some variables are more related
to a particular factor than others. In practice, this means
that if we were to measure only these seven factors
(instead of all 36 variables), we would, with some prob-
ability, obtain similar results. However, the seven factors
are a smaller number than the original nine factors pro-
posed by Cartwright’s methodology. It is, therefore, a
new division of variables (questions) into new separate
groups (factors). Based on the strongest correlations
between variables and factors, these seven factors are
named due to their ‘‘composition’’:

- Factor 1: Identification of employees with their orga-
nization and its management. This Factor in compari-
son to the others is characterized by its relatively wide
scale of various aspects of the organizational culture,
with the common element being the bonding

Table 3. Overview of Links Between the Surveyed 36 Variables and 7 Identified Factors.

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7

Equity_1_past 0.735
Equity_2_past 0.724
Identification_3_past 0.714 0.301
Identification_4_past 0.686 0.325
Equity_3_past 0.635
Consensus_2_past 0.521 0.350 0.454
Equality_1_past 0.515 0.454 0.339
Consensus_4_past 0.475 0.403
Consensus_3_past 0.457 0.447 0.311
Identification_1_past 0.399 0.375
Rationality_3_past 0.741
Group_Dynamics_3_past 0.699
Rationality_1_past 0.681
Group_Dynamics_4_past 0.329 0.620
Rationality_2_past 0.504 0.357
Equality_3_past 0.716
Group_Dynamics_1_past 0.588 0.369
Equality_2_past 0.497 0.581
Group_Dynamics_2_past 0.455 0.574
Equity_4_past 0.472 0.534
Consensus_1_past 0.454 0.509
Rationality_4_past 0.359 0.373 0.382 0.346
Development_4_past 0.312 0.662
Development_2_past 0.658
Development_1_past 0.635
Instrumentality_4_past 0.395 0.590
Internalization_3_past 0.774
Development_3_past 0.454 0.526
Internalization_2_past 0.358 0.390 0.499
Equality_4_past 0.327 0.395
Instrumentality_3_past 0.745
Instrumentality_2_past 0.301 0.738
Instrumentality_1_past 0.331 0.310 0.433
Identification_2_past 0.399 0.343 0.498
Internalization_1_past 0.466 0.481
Internalization_4_past 0.330 0.400 0.347 0.408
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(identification) of the employees with the organiza-
tion’s management and the organization itself and
thus the linkage to the objectives, plans, and decisions
of the organization’s management. For this Factor,
the most intensive variables include: Fair treatment by
company and management (Equity_1_past),
Comparison of pay and benefits provided by manage-
ment and company (Equity2_past), Consistency
between managerial decisions, actions, and promises
(Identification_3_past), and Degree of confidence in
company and management (Identification_4_past).
- Factor 2: Rationality. This Factor is primarily
characterized by those aspects of culture that relate to
constructive, open, and rational approaches to deci-
sion-making, problem-solving, and communication all
over the organization. Here, the most intensive vari-
ables include: Managers’ attitude toward mistakes
(Rationality_3_past), Effectiveness and value of meet-
ings (Group_Dynamics_3_past), and Information
regarding future policies and plan (Rationality_1_past).
- Factor 3: Group dynamics. The common element
interlinking the aspects of the organizational culture
represents primarily the forming of adequate work
relationships in the whole organization that can be
perceived via group dynamics. The most intensive
variables include: Working atmosphere in company
(Equality_3_past), Team spirit within the company
(Group_Dynamics_1_past), and Consideration and
respect given to employees (Equality_2_past).
- Factor 4: Development initiative. This Factor is
characterized primarily by those aspects of the organi-
zational culture that relate to individual initiatives
and the effort of the employees to enhance their per-
sonal development through training and developing
their careers. The most intensive variables include:
Encouragement given to work on one’s own initiative
(Development_4_past), Provision of education and
training facilities (Development_2_past), and Attitude
toward employees and their development
(Development_1_past).
- Factor 5: Respect. This Factor is characterized pri-
marily by those aspects of culture that relate to recog-
nition and respect of performance, including all
employees undertaking their own responsibility for
work. The most intensive variables include: Consider
a job to be worthwhile (Internalization__3_past),
Responsibility for own work quality and performance
(Development_3_past), and Giving employees a sense
of belonging and being part of a company
(Internalization_2_past).
- Factor 6: Instrumentality. This Factor is character-
ized by those aspects of culture that relate to the rela-
tion between an exercised effort and the expected
outcomes (results) of the effort, including individual

and organizational expectations. The most intensive
variables include: Fulfilling personal expectations from
work (Instrumentality_3_past), Pride and satisfaction
in work (Instrumentality_2_past), and Relationship of
work to goals and objectives (Instrumentality_1_past).
- Factor 7: Internalization. This Factor is character-
ized by those aspects of culture that relate to the inter-
nalization of the organization’s values and its
management by the employees. In comparison with
identification, internalization refers to the higher level
of identification with the organization’s and its man-
agement’s values in terms of employees’ value sys-
tems. The most intensive variables include: A sense of
pride working for the company (Identification_2_past),
Attitude and loyalty toward the company
(Internalization_1_past), and Dedication of company
to high quality standards (Internalization_4_past).

Since the seven motivational factors represent a rela-
tively new way of defining the essential motivating ele-
ments of organizational culture, it is interesting to learn
whether the intensity of these factors differs within sub-
cultures. To make this happen and get the information
for answering the RQ2, we recorded a factor Z-score for
each factor and each respondent. To calculate the Z-
score standard linear regression is used. The Z-score is
written into a data matrix and then used to test for differ-
ences using one-way ANOVA. Such a review is carried
out via several identifying features based on possible sub-
cultures grounded in theoretical knowledge (age, tenure,
and job title). Given that the past was observed, some
subcultures of respondents were logically excluded in
assessing the differences in the intensity of factors. These
were, for example, subcultures defined by age (young
employees) and subcultures defined by tenure (employees
working in the organization for less than 10 years). This
means we could not use the age and tenure variables to
evaluate the differences. We, therefore, examined the dif-
ferences in the intensity of all seven factors concerning
subcultures based on job titles, that is, the position vari-
able. The respondents represent three groups of employ-
ees—managerial, production, and support. We consider
these three groups to be subcultures. Figure 4 shows the
results of one-way ANOVA, which graphically and sta-
tistically point to differences in all factors. A statistically
significant difference (marked by red interval lines) is
demonstrated for the above subcultures in two new fac-
tors: development initiative (Factor 4) and recognition
(Factor 5).

Factor 4 testing initiative results show that different
subcultures of employees perceive motivation through
job opportunities and initiative at unequal levels. After a
more thorough analysis, the most significant difference
appears between the two subcultures—production and
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managerial. This is also confirmed by statistical results
accounting for average managerial values at the level of
.206 and production values at the level of 2.322. The
p-value reaches the level of .019, declaring a statistically
significant difference. It means that the managerial sub-
culture in the surveyed organization considers the sup-
port of individual effort in personal growth via training
and developing one’s career to be appropriate and

motivational. In contrast, the production subculture per-
ceives it as insufficient and thus demotivational. This
result can be understood in the context of different types
of skills on which the training of the subcultures’ mem-
bers focuses. The same refers to the opportunities for
career development which differ due to the nature of the
work done. While the training delivered to managers pri-
marily aims at soft skills (even though hard skills are
covered as well) and based on their personal initiatives,
managers enjoy more opportunities for developing and
controlling their own careers, the training of production
employees is almost exclusively focused on manual skills
(hard skills) consumed directly in their work and, at the
same time, with fewer opportunities for career develop-
ment. These differences lead to different values recog-
nized by both the subcultures as well as their different
attitudes, and, thus, they perceive the support of individ-
ual employees’ efforts in their personal development via
training and career development in the surveyed organi-
zation differently. The finding is supported by other
studies documenting considerable diversity in work val-
ues, attitudes, and behaviors between managers and
other groups of employees (e.g., Lam, 1996).

The second factor in which a statistically significant
difference is demonstrated is recognition (Factor 5).
Also, we used the job title as a sorting variable in this
case. It turns out that there is a statistically significant
difference in two of the three subcultures (managerial,
production, and support). These subcultures’ results and
average values show that the highest difference lies
between the managerial subculture (average value of
.239) and the support subculture (average value of
20.124). This is also confirmed by the statistical test,
where the p-value reaches the level of .031. It means that
the managerial subculture considers recognition, includ-
ing appreciation and respect of all employees working in
the surveyed organization, as adequate and motivational.
In contrast, the support subculture sees it as insufficient
and thus demotivational. These findings can be under-
stood in the context of the nature of the work of both
subcultures. It is evident that managers are those who
can publicly express respect to their subordinates. They
can thus perceive the measure of such recognition as
appropriate. The findings show that the measure of the
recognition perceived as appropriate or inappropriate
varies only between managerial and support subcultures.
However, the difference is missing between managerial
and production subcultures. Production employees are
considered an essential part of the organization without
which it could not perform (produce). Differently is the
measure of recognition perceived just by those members
of support subculture whose work can be recognized as
less essential and thus less appraised compared to the
work of managerial or production subcultures. Similar

Factor Position

F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

F6

F7

Figure 4. Results of variety testing in individual factors.
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findings show the differences between managerial and
support subcultures in production, even though they
focus on other aspects (e.g., Hunt et al., 2015).

Motivational Factors of the Organizational Culture in
2017 (When Data Were Collected)

Regardless of their tenure, all employees took part in the
survey of the motivational potential of their organiza-
tional culture in that period, again commenting on the 36
variables (aspects). The sample consisted of 310 employ-
ees. Again, bivariate correlation analysis was used to ver-
ify the relationships between the surveyed 36 variables,
with the primary metric being the Pearson correlation
coefficient. Figure 5 shows the heatmap of correlation
coefficients. Stronger correlations are highlighted by
more vigorous color intensity.

Figure 5 shows the values of Pearson’s linear correla-
tion coefficient and indicates relatively complex relation-
ships between the observed variables and investigation
shown in section 3.1. It reveals that almost all relation-
ships are significant at the significance level of p\ .05.
Thus, the results suggest that the complex correlation
structure between the variables (we have identified only
positive correlation) can be a reliable basis for informa-
tion reduction through factor analysis in this case as
well. It is, therefore, a similar case as we noted during
the data analysis in section 3.1. Even in this case, the
interpretation of individual links between variables
would be ineffective (due to their high number), and
there is an assumption that this complex correlation
structure indicates the existence of latent factors.

To obtain information for answering the RQ1, again,
the actor analysis was performed in the statistical soft-
ware IBM SPSS Statistics, like in the previous case. The
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Figure 5. Correlation map of the surveyed variables in 2017.

Table 4. Results of Factor Analysis and the Measure of Explained Variability in 2017.

Factor

Extraction sums of squared loadings Rotation sums of squared loadings

Total % of Var Cum % Total % of Var Cum %

F1 17,680 49,112 49,112 7,566 21,016 21,016
F2 1,780 4,943 54,055 6,218 17,273 38,289
F3 1,383 3,843 57,898 4,310 11,971 50,260
F4 1,184 3,288 61,186 3,933 10,926 61,186

Note. Total = eigenvalue of extracted factor; % of Var = percentage of explained variability; Cum % = cumulative percentage of explained variability.
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KMO value reaches the level of 0.957, which again
exceeds the recommended limit of 0.700. Bartlett’s Test
of Sphericity reaches a significance level of .000 which
is also lower than the recommended maximum of .05.
The analysis of communities shows a relatively high
rate of extraction of variables—the smallest value of
extraction reaches the level of .602, significantly higher
than the recommended minimum limit of .200. Thus,
the initial tests of the factor analysis show that the data
representing the year 2017 also have a sufficient correla-
tion structure for reducing dimensions through factor
analysis (Table 4).

The PCA method identifies four factors that explain
a total of 61.19% data variability. As in the previous
factor analysis, the choice of factors is based on the
eigenvalue value and the Kaiser rule so that only those
factors are considered for which the value of the eigen-
value is higher than 1,000. After identifying the

number of factors, correlation coefficients are calcu-
lated for individual variables concerning specific fac-
tors. Table 5 shows an overview of the links between
the surveyed 36 variables and the four identified fac-
tors. Table 5 is in a rotated component matrix format
with values lower than 0.300 not displayed for better
clarity. The Varimax method performs the rotation,
and the final solution is achieved in 11 iterations.
Table 5 shows the values of the correlation coefficients
(in bold) that are key for naming the factors.

In principle, the four factors are extracted from all 36
variables. However, some show a higher correlation level
with a particular factor than others. Since four factors were
identified in this case (compared to seven factors in section
3.1), this is an interesting finding because we analyzed the
same 36 variables, but with a 10-year time shift. Based on
the strongest relations between variables and factors, these
four factors are named due to their ‘‘composition’’:

- Factor 1: Identification of employees with their orga-
nization and its management. This Factor, in compari-
son to the others, is characterized by its relatively wide
scale of various aspects of the organizational culture,
with the common element being the bonding (identifi-
cation) of the employees with the organization’s man-
agement and the organization itself and, thus, the
connectedness with the objectives, plans, and decisions
of the organization’s management. For this Factor,
the most intensive variables include: Fair treatment by
company and management (Equity_1), Recognition and
rewards of company and management for efforts made
(Equity_4), Consistency between managerial decisions,
actions and promises (Identification_3), Comparison of
pay and benefits provided by management and company
(Equity_2), and Satisfaction by voicing criticisms and
grievances provided by company and management
(Equity_3).
- Factor 2: Rationality and development. Like Factor
1, this Factor is primarily characterized by a relatively
wide range of various aspects of the organizational
culture with two elements interlinked. It is a construc-
tive, open, and rational approach to decision-making,
problem-solving, and communication all over the
organization as well as individual initiative and effort
of employees in their personal development through
training and developing their own careers. Here, the
most intensive variables include: Information regard-
ing future policies and plan (Rationality_1),
Encouragement given to meet customer requirements
(Instrumentality_4), Communications and freedom of
information (Consensus_3), Attitude toward employees
and their development (Development_1), and
Managers’ attitude toward mistakes (Rationality_3).
The variable Encouragement given to work on one’s

Table 5. Overview of Links Between the Surveyed 36 Variables
and 4 Identified Factors.

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Equity_1 0.747
Equity_4 0.722
Identification_3 0.720
Equity_2 0.670 0.324
Equity_3 0.649
Group_Dynamics_4 0.624 0.394 0.362
Identification_1 0.612
Equality_2 0.611 0.355 0.366
Identification_4 0.610 0.433
Identification_2 0.600 0.312 0.346
Equality_1 0.583 0.315
Development_4 0.437 0.427 0.370 0.304
Rationality_1 0.736
Instrumentality_4 0.307 0.672
Consensus_3 0.381 0.645
Development_1 0.423 0.604 0.306
Rationality_3 0.597 0.460
Rationality_2 0.594 0.544
Instrumentality_1 0.582 0.410
Consensus_4 0.468 0.557
Consensus_2 0.503 0.549 0.342
Equality_4 0.507
Rationality_4 0.404 0.490 0.399
Development_2 0.333 0.443
Group_Dynamics_2 0.729
Group_Dynamics_1 0.703
Equality_3 0.409 0.598
Group_Dynamics_3 0.391 0.514
Consensus_1 0.465 0.382 0.477
Internalization_4 0.465 0.444
Development_3 0.758
Internalization_3 0.716
Instrumentality_2 0.305 0.692
Instrumentality_3 0.404 0.567
Internalization_1 0.519 0.547
Internalization_2 0.445 0.405 0.513
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own initiative (Development_4) has been aligned to
this Factor because its intensity identified by the fac-
tor analysis also shows its impact in Factor 2. From
the statistical point of view, it would be more appro-
priate to link it with Factor 1. However, if correlation
coefficient values of the other factors are considered,
a relatively strong effect of cross-correlation can be
seen here. From an interpretational point of view, the
variable fits Factor 4 better.
- Factor 3: Group dynamics. The common element
interlinking the aspects of the organizational culture
characteristic of this Factor represents primarily form-
ing adequate work relationships in the whole organi-
zation that can be perceived via the group dynamics.
The most intensive variables include: Working rela-
tionships between departments (Group_Dynamics_2),
Team spirit within the company (Group_Dynamics_1),
andWorking atmosphere in company (Equality_3).
- Factor 4: Internalization. This Factor is character-
ized by those aspects of culture that relate to the inter-
nalization of the organization’s values via the
identification with the performed tasks. Compared
with identification, internalization refers to the higher
level of identification with the organization regarding
its employees’ value systems. The most intensive vari-
ables include: Responsibility for own work quality and

performance (Development_3), Consider a job to be
worthwhile (Internalization_3), Pride and satisfaction
in work (Instrumentality_2), and Fulfilling personal
expectations from work (Instrumentality_3). The vari-
able Dedication of company to high quality standards
(Internalization_4) has been aligned to this Factor
because its intensity identified by factor analysis also
shows its impact in Factor 4. From the statistical
point of view, it would be more appropriate to link it
with factor 3. However, if correlation coefficient val-
ues of the other factors are considered, a relatively
strong effect of cross-correlation can be seen here.
From an interpretational point of view, the variable
fits Factor 2 better.

Since the number of identified factors has decreased
even in this case, and it is again a new way of defining the
essential motivational elements of organizational culture,
the differences between their intensities were analyzed to
answer RQ2. Like in the previous analysis, we recorded
the factor Z-score for each factor and each respondent,
using a standard linear regression to calculate it. The
Z-score written in the data matrix for subsequent testing
of differences using one-way ANOVA was applied. The
review was performed using several identifiers defining
subcultures: position, age, and tenure (Figure 6).

Position Age Length of tenure

F1

F2

F3

F4

Figure 6. Results of variety testing in individual factors.
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The difference in intensity of all four factors concern-
ing the position variable refers to three subcultures—
managerial, production, and support. A statistically sig-
nificant difference is found for the following three fac-
tors: Identification of employees with the organization and
its management (Factor 1), Rationality and development
(Factor 2), and Internalization (Factor 4).

The results of the one-way ANOVA point to differ-
ences in individual factors, and a more thorough analysis
of Factor 1 Identification of employees with the organiza-
tion and its management shows a significant difference
between all three subcultures. This is also manifested by
the statistical results showing average managerial values
at .375, support values at .046, and production values at
2.423. The p-value reaches the level of .001, manifesting
a statistically significant difference.

It means that the members of the managerial subcul-
ture consider their employees’ identification with the
organization and its management as appropriate and
motivational. In contrast, the members of the production
subculture regard it as inadequate and demotivational
and the members of the support subculture as neutral,
that is, without any positive or negative motivational
effect. The interpretation assumes that managers perceive
their activities and behaviors toward employees as ade-
quate (this is confirmed by the individual element of this
Factor, such as Fair treatment by company and manage-
ment, Recognition and rewards of company and manage-
ment for efforts made, Consistency between managerial
decisions, actions, and promises) as they are the ones who
can significantly influence this Factor. At the same time,
the production employees’ nature of work does not
allow for assessing all circumstances impacting the
management activities. Thus, some members might
likely have problems identifying themselves with some
decisions and activities of their management. The mem-
bers of the support subculture stand somewhere in the
middle—it is likely that they are aware of a wider range
of circumstances because they are closer to management
and, within the context of their work, they acquire more
information. However, neither they are those who can
exercise a more significant impact on the Factor. The
differences between and among subcultures regarding
their jobs are also identified in other studies, for exam-
ple, Badia et al. (2020), describe headquarters and facil-
ity subcultures. However, they interpret the differences
primarily in the context of the level of proximity to
technological issues.

After a more thorough analysis of Factor 2
Rationality and development, the most significant differ-
ence can be identified between two subcultures—
production and managerial ones. This is also confirmed
by statistical results presenting average managerial val-
ues at the level of .284 and production values at the level

of 2.199. The p-value reaches the level of .011, manifest-
ing thus a statistically significant difference. It means
that the members of the managerial subculture regard
the level of the constructive, open, and rational approach
to decision-making, problem-solving and communication
all around the organization as well as the support for
initiatives and individual efforts of employees in their
personal growths via training and career development as
being adequate and motivational. In contrast, the mem-
bers of the production subculture consider them inade-
quate and demotivational. The result can be interpreted
similarly to the previous factor analysis through the con-
text of typical opportunities for both subcultures to get
training and develop their careers. While on the one
hand, managers likely have various data and analyses
available when deciding. Therefore they perceive their
decision-making as rational. On the other hand, the lack
of information available to the members of the produc-
tion subculture, or their lower capacity to put them into
wider context, may influence their perception of
decision-making and problem-solving as rational, and, in
addition, they receive them via emotions. The differences
between managers and other employees have also been
identified in the above-mentioned studies showing signif-
icant variety in their work values, attitudes, and beha-
viors (e.g., Lam, 1996).

After a more thorough analysis of the internaliza-
tion factor (Factor 4), a significant difference can be
seen between the managerial and production subcul-
tures and between the managerial and support subcul-
tures. This is also confirmed by the statistical results
showing average managerial values at the level of .290,
support values at the level of 2.034, and production
values at the level of 2.200. The p-value reaches the
level of .003, manifesting a statistically significant dif-
ference. It means that the members of the managerial
subculture perceive their employees’ internalization of
the organization’s values through performance as ade-
quate and motivational. In contrast, the members of
the production and support subcultures regard it as
being inadequate and demotivational. This result rep-
resents a problem for the organization, as identified in
other studies (e.g., Lee et al., 2015). Since employees’
values do not coincide (or they are in contrast) with the
organization’s values, they are likely demotivated. The
interpretation of this finding stems from the assump-
tion that the decision-making authority lies with man-
agers. It is easier for them to internalize what the
organization does and what it is. While the members of
support and production subcultures are unlikely to
have the opportunities to make decisions, they might
struggle with the organization’s decisions and, thus,
with the organization itself and its values. This fact
may correspond with the previous result in which they
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do not sufficiently appreciate the opportunities for
their personal initiative and development. Therefore,
they do not consider the decisions as being made
rationally.

The variety of all four factors’ intensity regarding the
age variable refers to the members of four subcultures
aged 18 to 29, 30 to 45, 46 to 60, and 60+ years.
Statistically, no significant difference has been identified
in either of the four factors. In this context, while no sig-
nificant differences are evidenced among these groups, it
is questionable to perceive them as separate subcultures
in the organization in question.

The variety of all four factors intensity regarding
the variable tenure refers to the members of four sub-
cultures with their tenure ranges of 1 year and less, 2 to
4 years, 5 to 9 years, 10 years, and more. Statistically,
the significant difference is demonstrated in two fac-
tors: Group dynamics (Factor 3) and Internalization
(Factor 4).

After a more thorough analysis of Factor 3 Group
dynamics, the most significant difference is between the
two subcultures of employees: 1 year and less and
10 years and more. This is also confirmed by the statisti-
cal results showing average values of 1 year and less at
.381 and 10 years and more at 2.096. The p-value
reaches the level of .005, manifesting a statistically sig-
nificant difference. It means that the subculture of
employees working for the organization for less than
1 year considers its work relations and group dynamics
adequate and motivational. In contrast, the group of
those working for the organization more than 10 years
regards them as inadequate and demotivational. The
interpretation of this result assumes that new employees
start understanding actual relations at the workplace,
their intensity and efficacy only after some time they
become the organization’s full members. Those employ-
ees who work for the organization longer are likely able
also to detect its negative manifestations. Adjustment
to one’s group is one of the aspects associated with
newcomers in organizations (Bauer et al., 2007).

After amore thorough analysis of Factor 4
Internalization, several significant differences can be
identified between several subcultures, namely among
the following groups: 1 year and less, 5 to 9 years, and
10 years and more, between groups 2 to 4 years, and
10 years and more, and between groups 5 to 9 and
10 years and more. This is also confirmed by the statisti-
cal results manifesting average values of subculture
1 year and less at the level of 2.879, values of subcul-
ture 2 to 4 years at the level of 2.121, values of subcul-
ture 5 to 9 years at the level of .380, and values of
subculture 10 years and more at the level of .057. The p-
value reaches the level of .001, manifesting a statisti-
cally significant difference. It means that the subculture

of the employees working for the organization for a
short time (1 year or less) does not perceive internaliza-
tion of the organization’s values and identification with
the organization via the performance as adequate and
thus demotivational. Internalization is, however, con-
sidered more intensively by other subcultures of the
employees working for the organization longer. It
results from organizational socialization as identified
by Cooper-Thomas and Anderson (2006), and it is this
context in which the finding can be interpreted.
Understanding and internalizing an organization’s val-
ues require being an organization’s member and its cul-
ture’s insider for a longer time.

Discussion

The results provide a variety of findings related to the
changes in perception of the complexity of organiza-
tional culture’s dimensions and answer the RQ1: Is it
possible to characterize such a complex phenomenon as
culture only by selecting specific cultural dimensions? In
the past, nine factors of Cartwright’s (1999) methodol-
ogy were used for characterizing a culture. They were
intended to provide a complete picture of an organiza-
tional culture’s motivational potential. Based on the
survey of the structure of organizational culture ele-
ments in the past (2007), we have found out that the
original 36 variables can be interpreted using only seven
factors when identifying the organizational culture’s
motivational potential. It means that the factors must
exercise higher complexity. In the same way, the corre-
lation structure of 2017 data is assessed. We found that
only four factors can interpret all 36 variables to iden-
tify the organizational culture’s motivational potential.
Because the input variables (aspects of the organiza-
tional culture) have not changed, it implies that seven
or four factors are more complex than the original nine
factors. The findings suggest lowering the number of
factors needed to characterize an organizational cul-
ture’s motivational potential from 9 (in 1999) to 7 (in
2007) and 4 (in 2017) and thus account for the natural
rise of their complexity (Figure 7). We assume this as
evidence of the increase in complexity of various fea-
tures of organizational culture (dimensions) and the
mutual interrelationship among them.

Regarding the RQ1, we may claim, based on our
results, that analyzing organizational cultures by cultural
dimensions is a valuable tool, and organizational culture
can be characterized by the limited number of dimen-
sions, but culture is too complex to reduce it only to some
not connected limited number of dimensions. Wider con-
text must be considered including relations between and
among its dimensions and other aspects which are not
included in the dimensions itself. The atomizing culture
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into single dimensions provides an incomplete picture of
the culture itself because the complexity of interconnec-
tions is enormous, which is supported by the results of
our research.

The results also provide a host of findings referring to
subcultures, providing valuable knowledge to answer the
RQ2: Can the organization be perceived as a homogeneous
whole that can be characterized by a limited number of cul-
tural dimensions? Most differences are identified among
those based on job title (positions; nine differences
among individual subcultures in total, with two of them
related to the 2007 analysis and seven to the 2017 analy-
sis). Based on the analyses, the organizational culture is
generally perceived as motivational through three out of
four factors by the members of the managerial subculture
(2017 analysis). Simultaneously, these factors represent
the highest value of perception of organizational culture’s
motivational potential in this subculture. Production
subculture considers the organizational culture being
demotivational in all four factors. The findings show
namely the difference between the production and man-
agerial subcultures with much lower motivational poten-
tial identified by the first one. The findings uncover
numerous questions that organizations should deal with
trying to find the answers, such as if there is any natural
way how to influence production subcultures and
increase the motivational potential of the organizational
subculture in question to reach the level of non-
production subculture or if this is an inherent specificity
of the subculture stemming from the nature of their
work, for example, demanding physically intensive work
and the like. A similar result is presented in the context
of happiness, where Helliwell et al. (2017) claim that
labor-intensive work is linked to a lower level of
happiness perception. In the subcultures based on tenure
seven differences are detected (2017 analysis) related to
the subculture of employees working for the organization
for a short period of time (1 year and less) and the subcul-
ture of those working for the organization long time
(10+ years). In the surveyed organization, no differences
in the age groups are identified, and thus they cannot be
considered subcultures based on this characteristic, even
though theory recognizes such subcultures.

Regarding RQ2, our findings suggest that even though
an organizational culture can be characterized by a lim-
ited number of increasingly complex dimensions, any
organization must be recognized as a heterogeneous
whole. Therefore, the attention must be focused on its
various subcultures.

Conclusion

The majority of dimensional models used for culture
characterization were developed decades ago, that is,
under different market, social, and societal conditions.
Even though the importance of existing dimensional
models and their application cannot be underestimated
at present, the complexity of organizations nowadays
finds its expression in organizational cultures and in
more complex and interconnected individual dimen-
sions (factors). Based on our research, the number of
factors needed to characterize an organizational cul-
ture’s motivational potential has decreased from nine to
seven and four recently. We assume that the complexity
of factors used to characterize organizational culture’s
motivational potential also increased. Based on our
research, we claim that characterizing organizational
culture by cultural dimension is possible. But organiza-
tional culture may be too complex to reduce to simplis-
tic cultural dimensions. Wider context must be
considered, including relations between and among its
dimensions and another aspect outside the focus of
dimensions, because putting culture into single dimen-
sions provides an incomplete picture of the culture
itself. Managers should be able to understand the wider
context of organizations and their cultures to make
such decisions that would be acceptable among the
employees, which creates culture.

Based on our findings, the organization is not homo-
geneous, but individual groups of employees exercise
their own cultural characteristics, namely the subcul-
tures based on positions (job titles) and tenure. We
claim that when characterizing an organizational cul-
ture, it is crucial to assess it in the whole organization
and focus on individual subcultures. If the survey is
aimed at the whole organization, the differences among

Decrease in number of
factors

=
Increase in their complexity

Figure 7. Decrease in the number of factors and increase in their complexity.
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subcultures could not be detected, and thus, the organi-
zation would miss the opportunity to increase its moti-
vational potential. This knowledge is essential for
managers to understand that there are different groups
of employees with specific values, and they possibly
would not accept the decisions made similarly. It opens
possibilities to adjust several HRM functions, for exam-
ple, remuneration systems, career prospects, or training
to specific subcultures.

Our survey has been limited by conducting it only in
one organization, and memory optimism could influ-
ence the perception of the organizational culture by the
employees referring to the past. However, several scien-
tific studies and publications confirm that asking about
individuals’ past behavior is possible and widely used.
(e.g., Motowidlo, 1999; Taylor & Small, 2010). In addi-
tion, the findings open numerous topics for future sur-
veys, for example, considering the diversity of the
sample in terms of cultures like in other studies
(Hofstede, 2002; Zeqiri & Alija, 2016) or the impact of
corona pandemics (Kniffin et al., 2021). While the data
were last collected in the surveyed organization in 2017,
there is an opportunity to collect new data in the future
and compare them with the past periods and already
publicized results. However, since culture is historically
based and results from group problem-solving
(Kummerow & Neil, 2013; Williams et al., 1993), cul-
ture change should be analyzed only after a more
extended period, when employee behavior has changed,
and values stabilized. Therefore, we would probably
only measure group opinion now, but it cannot be con-
sidered as culture itself (Trice & Beyer, 1993). From
another point of view, culture change can be a con-
scious process on the one hand and an unconscious pro-
cess on the other, and one source of culture is its
environment (Trice & Beyer, 1993). Our research
focused on a manufacturing company whose primary
operation was minimally influenced by the covid pan-
demic, and production was unaffected. From a metho-
dological point of view, the limitations can be seen in
the sample size since 22% of the employees of the inves-
tigated company took part in the survey. Although the
sample achieves relatively good values from the point
of view of quantity (with a 95% confidence level, a con-
fidence interval of 4.91% would be reached), the exis-
tence of non-response bias during data collection
cannot be ruled out. Such a bias could also have a par-
tial impact on the results of testing statistically signifi-
cant differences through ANOVA. The use of Kaiser’s
rule in determining the number of factors can also be a
limitation. Although this is a fairly frequently used rule
in exploratory factor analysis, a smaller number of fac-
tors usually results in a smaller amount of explained
variability. This limitation could be removed by

subsequent research in this area, which would examine
the validity of our results.

Annex A: Questionnaire

F1 Identification

1 Does the reality of the company compare favorably
with its external image?

2 Do you feel a sense of pride working for the
company?

3 Is there a consistency between managerial decisions,
actions, and promises?

4 Do you have confidence in the company and its
management?

F2 Equity

1 Do you feel you are treated fairly by the company
and management?

2 Does your rate of pay and benefits provided by the
company and management compare favorably with
similar jobs on other parts of the company?

3 Are you able to voice criticisms and grievances and get
satisfaction provided by company and management?

4 Do you feel your efforts are properly recognized
and rewarded?

F3 Equality

1 Does company and managers seek to remove ‘‘us
and them’’ differentials considered to be unfair?

2 Is it treated with you with respect?
3 Is working atmosphere good in the company?
4 Is it no problem to listen to managers and show
respect to them?

F4 Consensus

1 Is there a mutual trust between managers and
employees?

2 Do managers show their willingness to listen to
their staff and to be questioned?

3 Is there a freedom of information and communica-
tion in company?

4 Do organization response to request and
suggestions?

F5 Instrumentality

1 Can you see the relationship between your work
and company’s goals and objectives?

2 Do you have pride and satisfaction in your work?
3 Does your work fulfil your personal expectations?
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4 Are you encouraged by company and management
to meet customer requirements?

F6 Rationality

1 Are you aware of the future policies and plans?
2 Is there an effort to discover the real causes of
problems?

3 Do managers prefer to use established tools and
techniques toward mistakes?

4 Is there a friendly open style of management with
two-way communication?

F7 Development

1 Are you encouraged by company to develop
yourself?
2 Does company provide a provision of education
and training facilities?
3 Are you willing to accept the responsibilities for
own work quality and performance?
4 Are you encouraged by company and managers to
work on your own initiative?

F8 Group dynamics

1 Do you feel a team spirit within the company?
2 Are departments able to cooperate without
problems?

3 Are team meetings effective and value added?
4 Is management style of managers caring and
motivating?

F9 Internalization

1 Do you have a positive attitude and loyalty toward
the company?

2 Do you feel that you are a part of a company?
3 Do you consider your job to be worthwhile?
4 Is company dedicated to high quality standards?
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Schöbel, M., Klostermann, A., Lassalle, R., Beck, J., & Man-
zey, D. (2017). Digging deeper! Insights from a multi-
method assessment of safety culture in nuclear power plants
based on Schein’s culture model. Safety Science, 95, 38–49.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.01.012

Sokro, E. (2012). Analysis of the relationship that exists between
organizational culture, motivation and performance. Prob-

lems of Management in the 21th Century, 3, 106–120. https://
doi.org/10.33225/pmc/12.03.106

Stewart, E. C. (1971). American cultural patterns: A cross-

cultural perspective. Intercultural Network.
Taylor, P. J., & Small, B. (2010). Asking applicants what they

would do versus what they did do: A meta-analytic compar-
ison of situational and past behaviour employment inter-
view questions. Journal of Occupational and Organizational

Psychology, 75(3), 277–294. https://doi.org/10.1348/
096317902320369712

Trice, H. M., & Beyer, J. M. (1993). The cultures of work organi-

zations. Prentice Hall.
Williams, A., Dobson, P., & Walters, M. (1993). Changing cul-

ture: New organizational approaches. Institute of Personnel
Management.

Xu, M., David, J. M., & Kim, S. H. (2018) The fourth indus-
trial revolution: Opportunities and challenges. Industrial

Journal of Financial Research, 9(2), 90–95. https://doi.org/
10.5430/ijfr.v9n2p90

Zeqiri, J., & Alija, S. (2016). The organizational culture
dimensions: The case of an independent private university
in Macedonia. Studia Universitatis Babe-Bolyai

Oeconomica, 61(3), 20–31. https://doi.org/10.1515/sub-
boec-2016-0002

20 SAGE Open

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025697
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025697
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2020-0363
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2017.01.012
https://doi.org/10.33225/pmc/12.03.106
https://doi.org/10.33225/pmc/12.03.106
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317902320369712
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317902320369712
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijfr.v9n2p90
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijfr.v9n2p90
https://doi.org/10.1515/subboec-2016-0002
https://doi.org/10.1515/subboec-2016-0002

