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Abstract

This study aims to provide a hypothetical explanation for whether industry characteristics
have a significant effect on organizational culture. It is attempted to present a model about
how certain characteristics contribute to the formulation of cultures. This aims to hypothesize
which industrial determinants can be developed from several identified industries and how
these determinants can contribute to the organizational cultural dimensions. While doing this,
the hypothesized relations will be further developed in order to be able to answer ‘how’ and
‘Why’ there are relations and mediation analyses will be conducted for this. This can suggest
practical insight for which industries have organizational members with specific cultural
dimensions and the reasons of these effects via the mediating factors.
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ENDUSTRI OZELLIKLERININ ORGUT KULTURU UZERINE ETKIiLERI:
HIiPOTETIK BiR CALISMA’

0z

Bu ¢alisma, endiistri ozelliklerinin orgiit kiiltiirii iizerinde onemli bir etkisi olup olmadig
konusunda hipotetik bir agitklama sunmayr amaglamaktadir. Bu ¢alismada, belirli 6zelliklerin
kiiltiirlerin olusumuna nasil katkida bulunduguna dair bir model sunmaya ¢alisilmaktadir. Bu
calisma,  c¢esitli  tammlanmis  endiistrilerden  hangi  endiistriyel  belirleyicilerin
gelistirilebilecegini ve bu belirleyicilerin orgiitsel kiiltiirel boyutlara nasil katkida
bulunabilecegini varsaymayr amaglamaktadir. Bunu yaparken ‘“nasil” ve ‘“neden” yaniti
verebilmek icin varsayilmis iliskiler daha da gelistirilecektir ve bunun icin arabuluculuk
analizleri yapilacaktir. Bu, hangi endiistrilerin belirli kiiltiirel boyutlara sahip drgiitsel

'Dr. Ogretim Uyesi, Izmir Demokrasi Universitesi, I.I.B.F, Isletme Béliimii, Izmir, TURKIYE.
alev.ozer@jidu.edu.tr ORCID: 0000-0002-0589-1231
? Makalenin genisletilmis Tiirkge 6zeti, ¢aligmanin sonunda yer almaktadir.



Alev OZER TORGALOZ

tiyelerinin bulundugunu ve bu etkilerin nedenleriyle ilgili uygulamaya doniik agiklamayr
saglayabilecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Orgiit Teorisi, Orgz'jt Kiiltiirti, Endiistri  Ozellikleri, Sektorel
Benzerlikler.

JEL Kodlar: L7, L10, L22, L16, M10
Bu ¢alisma Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine uygun olarak hazirlanmistir.

*Makalenin degerlendirme siirecinde emegi gegen hakemlere degerli, yapict ve yardimci
yorum ve Onerileri i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

1. INTRODUCTION

Various studies support the view that task environments affect organizational values (Deal &
Kennedy, 1982: 99; Porac et al., 1989: 399; Hofstede et al., 1990: 289, Phillips, 1994: 386,
Christensen & Gordon, 1999: 399). Based on reviewing these studies, in this research, it is
hypothesized, that certain industry characteristics strongly affect the value dimensions that
build up the organizational culture, through different dynamics. Industry characteristic that are
considered in this study are part of the characteristics of the task environment and include the
competitor actors in the same industry. There is large support found for this hypothesis in the
literature. Gordon (1991:398) hypothetically presented the argument, that organizational
culture is strongly affected by the characteristics of the industry in which the organization
functions. Within industries, specific cultural characteristics can be shared among
organizations, and these can be highly different from the characteristics existing in other
industries. Similarly, Weiss and Delbecq (1987:42) noted that industrial cultures can affect
managerial behavior through organizational ones. Here, the extent to which organizational
cultures reflect and share elements form the industry’s dominant culture is a major research
question. Moreover, Phillips (1994: 389) stated, that strategy theorists generally focus on the
industry level of analysis and suggest that commonly held mindsets exist across organizations
within industries and influence strategic decision making by members of those organizations.
For example, Huff (1982) and Rumelt (1979) argued that shared ‘strategic frames’ for the
structuring of uncertainty develop within the industries. Porter (1980: 301) similarly noted
that shared assumptions about strategic variables build the basis for the competitive grouping
of organizations. Fombrun and Shanley (1990: 236) also suggested that cognitive constructs
are shared among organizations within a given industry. Grinyer and Spender (1979) asserted
that an ‘industry recipe’ provides the context for strategic decisions and is used by managers
across firms within an industry for strategic uncertainties. Spender (1989) described the
industry recipe as the business-specific perceptions of a definable group of industry experts,
which is quite like a local culture (Phillips, 1994: 387).
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This study aims to hypothesize which industrial determinants can be developed from several
identified industries and how these determinants can contribute to the organizational cultural
dimensions. While doing this, the hypothesized relations will be further developed in order to
be able to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ there are relations and mediation analyses will be
conducted for this. This can provide practical insight for which industries have organizational
members with specific cultural dimensions and the reasons of these effects via the mediating
factors. In other words, the main aim of this research is to hypothesize a classification of the
industries with respect to key dimensions and to analyze the relationship between these
industry dimensions and organizational culture dimensions. The eight industries to be
considered with regard to the key industrial dimensions are as FMCG, healthcare, energy,
banking/finance, automotive and online services.

There are four industry characteristics to be studied, which are intensiveness (capital/labor
intensive); industrial dynamism (static/dynamic), technology involvement (high/low) and
speed of industrial growth (fast/slow). These four characteristics are determined as a result of
literature review. Similar industry differentiation-focused studies have made use of several
industry dimensions. Chatman and Jehn (1994: 529) used technology and growth as industry
determinants, while Dess et al. (1990) used entry/exit barriers (industry controls) and
environmental volatility as the industry effects. With regard to the theory of population
ecology, Aldrich (1979: 651) identified ecology dimensions as resources available, aggregate
birth/death rates, capacity (munificence), complexity, homogeneity and stability (dynamism).
Dess and Beard (1984: 55) considered environmental dynamism, complexity, munificence as
the dimensions of organizational task environment. There are several studies focusing on the
industry environment (Duncan, 1972; Kaufman; Tolbert, Horan, & Beck, 1980) and the three
most cited dimensions are mainly: complexity, dynamism and growth extent (Gordon, 1991).

With regard to the culture dimension, Weiss and Delbecq (1987) grouped cultural dimensions
into three categories as; regional characteristics, industrial culture and organizational
manifestations. In this classification, industrial culture includes dimensions as:
entrepreneurial/conservative, formal/informal, loose/tightly coordinated,
cooptative/collaborative and regulating norms. Chandler and Rumelt (1974) revealed in their
study, that increasing diversification contributes to decentralized structures (Gordon, 1991:
398). Besides, Tozkoparan and Susmus (2001: 205) applied same dimensions for both
manufacturing and service industries and measured their extents. They used the dimensions as
internal/external ~ focus,  work/relationship ~ orientation,  security/risk,  individual
similarity/diversity, individual/collective rewarding, individual/collective decision making,
centrality/diversification, planning/non-planning, stability/dynamism, simple/complex,
formal/informal and cooperation/competition. As another example for industry characteristics,
in their study on construction industry, Giritli and Oraz (2004: 255) argued that this industry
has specific characteristics different from all other industries.
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2. METHODOLOGY

2. 1. Organizational Culture

Literature review on organizational culture reveals that there is no one specific definition for
culture and studies so far provided various definitions. According to Hofstede (1980), culture
is the collective formatting of the mind that separates the members of one human group from
another. It is the interactive aggregate of common characteristics that affect a group's response
to its environment. Ogbonna and Harris (2002) defined culture as the common values, beliefs
and assumptions shared within a group and helping to shape the ways of response to each
other and to the external environment. Similarly, Sorge (2002) identified the characteristics of
organizational culture as holistic, historically determined, relating to rituals and symbols,
socially constructed, and difficult to change. Moreover, Schein (1984) argued, that the main
underlying assumptions of the culture determines the initial formulations of means, goals,
missions and strategies, of which only group members are familiar.

Why it is valuable to study the antecedents of organizational culture has a number of
explanations with respect to the significance of culture. According to Schein (1999: 21),
“culture is a powerful, latent, and often unconscious set of forces that determine both our
individual and collective behavior, ways of perceiving, thought patterns, and values”. Detert
et al. (2000: 852) stated that “a shared vision and shared goals are necessary for
organizational success. All employees should be involved in decision making and in
supporting the shared vision”. As argued by Saffold (1988: 547), “strong, powerful cultures
have been hailed as keys to improved performance. Deal & Kennedy (1982) asserted that
“strong culture has almost always been the driving force behind continued success in
American business”. Strong cultures have been defined as homogeneous (Ouchi & Price,
1978), stable and more intense (Schein, 1984), thick and widely shared (Sathe, 1983),
cohesive and tight-knit (Deal & Kennedy, 1983), characterized by congruent rule-based
expectations (Schall, 1983), fully articulated and highly differentiated (Schein, 1985), and
coherent (Weick, 1985)”.

The relation of organizational culture to environment is also largely held within the literature.
The relation to industrial characteristics is implied in the sense that culture permeates the
decision-making and problem-solving processes by affecting the means, manners and goals,
underlining activities and providing motivation and satisfaction (Williams et al., 1993).
Ashforth (1985: 838) pointed out that “culture determines both what features of
organizational settings are considered relevant by members and also the standards used to
evaluate these features”. There is also the view that a reciprocal relationship exists between
organizational culture and the environment. Culture helps organizations to adapt to the
environment through processes of sense making (Weick, 1976) and shaping internal processes
of decision making (Shrivastava, 1985).
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Culture is also commonly considered as a type of control mechanism (Halthill, Betts, &
Hearnsberger (1989); Kilmann & Saxton (1991); Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1983)). In a similar
vein, organizational culture affects behavior effectively (Faux, 1982) and helps to remove
those who do not fit in that organization (Sathe, 1983). Moreover, Hatch (1993: 659) stated,
that performance meetings, productivity reports and offices are acceptable ideas in a culture
emphasizing control. Ideas about control, coordination, and responsibility exist almost in all
frameworks of organizational culture. Organizations have different versions of control
whether concentrated (usually at the top) or shared (Beyer, 1998; Hofstede et al., 1990; Quinn
& Rohrbaugh, 1983). Where control is concentrated, there are formalized rules and
procedures set by management, with the intention to guide the behavior of the majority (Smart
& St. John, 1996).

In line with this research’s study focus of culture, Gordon (1991) argued that the strategy
literature has focused basically on industry influences, while the culture literature has
emphasized more the influences of company founders. Accordingly, future research might be
conducted on identifying the relative impact that founders versus industry characteristics have
on culture formation as well as the later impact of the environmental change. Barthorpe et al.
(2000) argued that studies by Hofstede (1980), Peters and Waterman (1982), and Kanter
(1989) regarded culture within a broader perspective rather than mere individual organizations
and included also industrial dimensions. For these reasons, this current study focuses on the
industrial effects on organizational culture.

2.1.1. Organizational Culture Dimensions

Various studies in the literature have applied different typologies for organizational culture.
Handy (1993: 67) developed four categories for organizational culture as club culture, role
culture, task culture and existential culture. Similarly, Cameron and Quinn (1996) provided a
classification as clan/group culture, adhocracy culture, market/rational culture, hierarchy
culture. In their study, O’Reilly et al. (1991) provided various organizational culture
dimensions such as innovation, attention-to-detail, outcome-orientation, emphasis on rewards,
team orientation and decisiveness. Haffar et al. (2014) provided four types as group,
hierarchical, developmental and rational culture with regard to flexibility/control and
internal/external dimensions.

In this study, culture is regarded as the composition of the six dimensions developed by
Hofstede, as process- vs. results-oriented, employee- vs. job-oriented, parochial vs.
professional, open vs. closed system, loose vs. tight control and normative vs. pragmatic.

2.2. Industry Dimensions

The analyses of these industry dimensions mainly assert that organizations within specific
industries can share some common characteristics and these commonalities can be grouped
under specific dimensions. Huff (1982: 121) argued that an industry can be defined by shared
metaphors or perceptions. Many studies (e.g., Chatman & Jehn 1994; Gordon, 1991) have
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revealed that organizations within an industry share distinct cultural values and the
commonalities between these companies are not random but arise from similar industry
demands. In line with this, in her study on industry mindsets, Phillips (1994) focused on
between-industry heterogeneity and within-industry homogeneity, proposing that industry-
level common mindsets are established within each industry. Aldrich and Fiol (1994)
mentioned about this industry effect as a cognitive type of legitimacy with an intra-industry
level of analysis and stated that organizations develop knowledge base by encouraging
homogeneity around a common design. Furthermore, in their study Porac et al. (1989)
identified competitive groups as cognitive communities.

There is a large theoretical support for the idea of industry-based mindsets in the literatures of
institutional theory, organization behavior, and strategy (Phillips, 1994). In his study, Gordon
(1991) suggested that for an organization to survive, certain assumptions required by the
industry are necessary to build on, and that certain values emerge from these assumptions.
Christensen and Gordon (1999) mentioned the same point, that some cultural values and
associated practices are possibly regarded as a precondition for survival in a specific industry.
Gordon (1985) further argued that organizational cultures develop from the adaptation of
organizations to the requirements of the environments. Since organizations in an industry
share several common influences, there emerge similarities in their cultures as well. Pizam
(1993) also revealed in his study that industries as mining, electronics, restaurants and hotels
reflect common cultures within themselves.

In addition, Deal and Kennedy (1982) pointed to the effects of the environment on
organizational culture and identified the environment with two factors as the degree of
organizational activities and the speed of getting feedback on decisions and strategies. Weiss
and Delbecq (1987) argued that differences between organizational cultures exist mainly
across industries rather than among organizations within same industries. Furthermore,
Gagliardi (1986: 119) stated that industry-driven assumptions create consistent value systems
that prevent organizations from conflicting with these assumptions when developing strategies
and structures. Besides, Reynolds (1986) found several cultural differentiations for
organizations in various industries.

Spender (1989) suggested the existence of ‘industry recipes’, which are the shared responses
to the managerial uncertainties in that specific industry. These recipes mostly consist of well-
known assumptions that Schein (1992) described as the underlying values of the
organizational culture (Christensen & Gordon, 1999: 401). Spender (1989: 39) was among the
first ones calling the industrial characteristics that contribute to an understanding of industry
culture as ‘industry recipe’. The idea behind industry recipe helps to clarify the suggested
relationship between the industry characteristics and organizational culture dimensions
hypothesized in this study. As stated in Grinyer and Spender (1979: 117), based on Schutz’s
(1972) and Simon’s (1962) leading statements, the industry's pattern of managerial belief can
be called a ‘recipe’. When this recipe can be made explicit, management develops a way of
evaluating own judgments and beliefs with regard to a wider pattern considered reasonable by
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others in the same industry. Hatten’s work in the U.S. brewing industry is an example of the
fruitfulness of such an industry-level analysis. Matthyssens et al. (2006: 752) have also
compared five industries as printing, food ingredients, traffic management systems, truck and
trailer and energy management systems and provided items for industry recipes as: price as
competitive weapon, efficiency and scale, technology, commoditization, willingness to
innovate and invest, reactive behavior, proactive behavior, power play in chain, marketing
focus, cooperation between levels of supply chain, and service differentiation. The collective
mindset for each industry can be methodologically identified. Here, the concepts of the
dominant logic (Prahalad & Bettis, 1986) and the industry recipe (Spender, 1989) are referred
to, which are widely shared by managers of different organizations in the same industry. Their
mental models shape perceptions and influence decision-making processes and outcomes,
which can be related to organizational culture (Matthyssens, et al., 20006).

A further support for the industry effects is found under the concept of industry macro-
cultures. Generally, management theorists define organizational culture as relatively
idiosyncratic, organization-related beliefs that are shared within an organization (Meyerson &
Martin, 1987: 627). Abrahamson and Fombrun (1994: 730) described this as the major focus
the field has with regard to organizational micro-cultures and distinguished it from what they
termed ‘inter-organizational macro-cultures’, with which the relatively idiosyncratic,
organization-related beliefs that are shared among managers across organizations is
considered. Besides, Abrahamson and Fombrun (1994: 731) added that not only does the
homogeneity of beliefs within an industry-level macro-culture inhibit adaptation by
organizational members to their environments, but it also affects how inventions arise and
how easily and completely they can disseminate. In this regard, it is important to elaborate
this ‘how’ dimension, as in this current research. Ogbonna and Harries (2002: 39) argued in
their study, by assessing separate change programs spaced ten years apart, that their research
analyzed the similarities and differences in the rationale, form, substance and impacts of two
separate culture change initiatives in the same macro-culture spaced ten years apart. Their
analyses suggested a number of implications for organizational culture research. In particular,
they argued that researchers examining organizational culture need to devote significantly
greater attention towards studying the effects of industry macro-cultures. In their research,
Abrahamson and Fombrun (1994: 732) had also referred to what is termed inter-
organizational ‘macro-cultures’, that are shared beliefs by managers across organizations.
More specifically, they proposed that value-added networks linking organizations into
collectivities reflect the existence of possible homogeneous macro-cultures. These
homogeneous macro-cultures influence the inventiveness of organizations and the diffusion of
innovations among them and increase the similarity of member organizations' general
profiles.

Several empirical studies provide support for the abovementioned ideas. Phillips (1994) also

argued that industry mindsets have great potential for fruitful empirical research. Sorge (2002)
stated that four of the six dimensions are affected by the job and market of the organization.
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Accordingly, these four dimensions partly reflect the industry culture and an industry has
certain occupations and maintains particular practices. For example, results of an empirical
study yielded that most organizations in the manufacturing industries revealed as process-
oriented; whereas service industry members scored results-oriented. Organizations adopting
traditional technologies scored as parochial, while high-tech organizations scored as
professional. Furthermore, organizations producing risky outcomes scored tight control,
whereas those with innovative activities scored loose control. And finally, service
organizations scored pragmatic while organizations with high regulations scored normative
(Sorge, 2002). Moreover, in his study of three British industries, Spender (1989) provided a
significant degree of homogeneity among the perceptions by managers in each industry.
Similarly, in a study of environmental scanning in three industries, Hambrick (1982: 162)
stated, that a common knowledge exists within an industry which is diffused through media
available to and used by all executives within the same industry. More recently, studies
revealed macro-cultures in various sectors, e.g., among small-city retailers (Gripsrud &
Gronhaug, 1985); U.S. airlines (Marcus & Goodman, 1986); and steel manufacturers
(Stubbard & Ramaprasad, 1988).

There are other different uses of industrial typologies in the literature. For example, in their
study, Dess and Beard (1984) also focused on the size and composition of board of directors,
executive recruitment and succession and also inter-organizational transactions as the
dimensions of organizational task environment. For a comparative study, Daft et al. (1988)
analyzed the sectors in the task environment and the sectors in the general environment as the
environmental characteristics study. In this current research, we will focus only on the task
environment and the environmental characteristics mentioned will refer to the ones in the task
environment. While the study by Chatman and Jehn (1994) related industry differences to
growth and technology, Christensen and Gordon (1999) argued that these cultural differences
can be associated with broader industrial requirements. At this point, this study aims to focus
on these relations more deeply with mediating variables.

2.3. Mediating Variables

A similar mediation analysis was conducted by Weiss and Delbecq (1987: 41), a mediating
factor of characterization of industrial culture for the relationship between regional
characteristics (geography, economics, politics, technology) and organizational manifestations
such as policies, rituals, structures and management orientation, which are part of the
organizational culture.

With regard to the level of innovation factor as a mediating variable, Pennings and Harianto
(1992) stated, that innovation in organizations is a result of the practices and competencies
which organizations have accumulated throughout their history. Similarly, Gordon (1991)
stated, that industries which develop high growth rates adopt values of innovation and risk
tolerance to benefit from possible growth opportunities. In line with these, Shaw et al. (2005)
argued that differences can be discerned between industries (Phillips 1994, Christensen &
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Gordon 1999) and these can also cause differences in innovation adoption in the same way
that some studies identified industry culture as a factor for explaining differences in
organizational performance.

Leadership type is also suggested as a mediating factor in this current study. The literature
provides support for the argument that managerial/leader beliefs are important for ‘how to
do’s. Mental maps of decision-makers and how those maps contribute to a particular
interpretation (Porac et al, 1989: 399) can also be considered as a mediating factor for the
industry-organization relations. In this regard, Porac et al. (1989) identified beliefs and
identity to lead managers to define organizational boundaries and develop meaning for
interactions within these boundaries. They showed how such beliefs both cause and result
from specific choices about how to execute organizational functions, and suggested that such
beliefs are reinforced by a mutual process in which organizational choices determine the flow
of information back to decision-makers, and thus affect their perception of the industry to an
already developed one. In a similar vein, Giritli and Oraz (2004) noted, that the environment
in which leadership is executed also influences the leadership style of managers.

According to Naum (2001), large investments with complex decisions can require specific
leadership styles, arguing that a participative leadership would be more appropriate than a
directive type for a bureaucratic organization. Similarly, Nicholas (1990) argues that a less
participative and more directing style can be more appropriate when there is high pressure and
short time to complete a job. There is an assumption in the literature, that organizational
decision-making and behavior derives from how the environment is perceived by the
leadership applied in the organizations (Downey & Slocum 1975; Schmidt & Kochan 1977).
Gordon (1991) argued that once an organization is established, basic necessary assumptions
for its long-run survival are adopted by the employees and owners, and then is it these
assumptions that build the organizational culture. Spender provided empirical evidence
supporting the idea that important patterns of managerial perceptions exist at the industry
level. For example, this is observed on the relative ease with which executives can work
within an industry, but the greater difficulty when switching industries (Grinyer & Spender,
1979: 117). Porac et al. (1989: 401) interestingly presented in their study how the structure of
the relevant industry both determines and is determined by managerial perceptions of the
environment. As stated by Pablo (1999: 96), strategic management scholars noted that the
decision criteria used and their influences on strategic decision making can differ for
industries (Hitt & Tyler, 1991: 331), and also that industry ‘recipes’ (Spender, 1989) may add
to the development of specific managerial orientations. Those recipes establish a framework
for decision making, that define for specific industries, as to how the information should be
interpreted and the relevance to be evaluated. These recipes and judgments (e.g., beliefs about
risk taking (Donaldson & Lorsch, 1983) are critical to understand management’s response to
the environmental uncertainty (Spender, 1989). Dosi (1982) argued that economic,
institutional, and social factors drive the development of technological paradigms within
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industries. In this regard, level of technology can be proposed as a mediating variable in the
relationship between the industry and the organization.

The level of regulations is also considered as a mediating variable sin this current research
design. In this regard, Christensen and Gordon (1999) articulated that “for instance, in order
to compete effectively, organizations in an industry that is subject to a great deal of
government regulation may be forced to respond by concentrating upon documenting and
justifying activities. In this situation, there is so little variation among companies that a
correlation of this cultural aspect with an external variable, such as performance, may be so
constrained as to be indiscernible”. Besides, Cockrell and Stone (2010: 843) also conducted a
mediation analysis on the relationship between industry culture and pseudo-knowledge
sharing for the industries of finance, insurance, real estate and higher education.

Task complexity: For measuring task complexity, scale developed by Hitt and Middlemist
(1978: 49) will be used for the industry as well, taking the following criteria into
consideration:

= Complete personal discretion is given to employees in accomplishing the task.

= For doing most of the things required by the tasks, there are standardized procedures

which must be followed.
= Most of the things in this job are routine and repetitive.
= The overall complexity of the objectives, assignments and tasks are quite high.

2.4. Industrial Characteristics Dimensions

2.4.1. Intensiveness

Labor intensive industries are generally regarded as low-technology manufacturing work. (e.g.
Scott, 2006: 1520); whereas construction field is a major example for capital intensive
industries (Giritli & Oraz, 2004: 255).

2.4.2. Industrial Dynamism

The static-dynamic dimension indicates the extent to which the factors of the environment
remain the same for a long time or in a continuous change. Measurement for static/dynamic
categorization was made by ‘asking respondents how often each of the factors that they
identified as being important in decision making in their internal and/or external environment
change’ and ‘by asking respondents of a given decision unit how often they consider new and
different factors in decision making’. The response categories varied along the five-point
Likert scale (Duncan, 1972: 316).

2.4.3. Technology Involvement

According to Chatman and Jehn (1994: 531), one of the most important commonalities among
companies in the same industry is the technology in use. In line with this, Thompson and
Bates (1957: 329) argued that as the technology applied becomes elongated, organization will
have less control over the total technological process. Similarly, Pennings and Harianto
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(1992: 359) stated that companies operating in industries with intensive technologies can have
highly innovative cultures, as jobs would demand non-routine problem solving. Furthermore,
“long-linked organizations have little demand for discretion, mediating organizations require
some discretion in standardizing procedures, and intensive technologies require a great deal of
discretion. Similarly, Hitt and Middlemist (1978) showed, that technological complexity
increases from long-linked through mediating to intensive technologies” (Chatman & Jehn,
1994: 532). Accordingly, technology involvement is defined by Hitt and Middlemist (1978:
49) with three dimensions as time perspective, goal specificity and task complexity.

2.4.4. Growth Speed

As stated by Gordon (1985), industry growth can relate to organizational culture. For
example, growth can influence organizational culture by increasing innovation and risk
tolerance (Gordon, 1991). Studies by Harrison and Carroll (1991) and Zammuto and
O'Connor (1992) revealed that industry growth should affect the extent to which organizations
try to strategically manage complexities, which in turn are reflected in organizational culture.

3. RESULTS

The hypothesized relations in this study have been derived from a number of studies in the
organizational culture area as stated previously. (e.g., Deal Kennedy, 1982; Porac et al., 1989:
399; Hofstede et al., 1990: 289) There are four models with regard to the four hypotheses that
build up the relationship between the industrial dimensions and organizational cultural
dimensions.

1) Intensiveness (capital/labor) — Leadership — Orientation (job/employee)

2) Environmental dynamism (static/dynamic) —* Innovation —* Control
(tight/loose)

3) Technology involvement (high/low) — Task Complexity = — Orientation
(results/process)

4) Growth speed (fast/slow) — Regulations — Pragmatic/normative

As seen in the model, it is hypothesized in this study, that there is an assumed relationship
between certain industry determinants and organizational values building up the culture.

H1: Industrial intensiveness determines organizational orientation of job vs. employee.

Hla: Organizations operating in capital intensive industries have job-oriented cultures.

H1b: Organizations operating in labor-intensive industries have employee-oriented cultures.
H2: Industrial dynamism determines organizational control culture.

H2a: Organizations operating in static industries have tight control cultures.

H2b: Organizations operating in dynamic industries have loose control cultures.

H3: Industrial technology-involvement determines organizational orientation of results vs.
process.
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H3a: Organizations operating in industries with high technology involvement have results-
oriented cultures.

H3b: Organizations operating in industries with low technology involvement have process-
oriented cultures.

H4: Industrial growth speed determines organizational perspective of pragmatic vs.
normative.

H4a: Organizations operating in fast growing industries have pragmatic cultures.

H4b: Organizations operating in slow growing industries have normative cultures.

H5: Leadership type mediates the relationship between industrial intensiveness and
organizational orientation.

Hé6: Innovation mediates the relationship between industry dynamism and organizational
control culture.

H7: Task complexity mediates the relationship between industrial technology involvement
and organizational orientation of results vs. process.

HS8: The extent of regulations mediates the relationship between organizational perspective of
pragmatic vs. normative.

There are studies on the existence of industry-specific cultures (e.g., Hofstede etal., 1990:
288; Chatman & Jehn, 1994: 527; Gordon, 1991: 401). Chatman and Jehn (1994: 528) mainly
argued that “firms in industries characterized by intensive technologies should have cultures
characterized by high levels of innovation, since projects require non-routine problem solving
(Pennings & Harianto, 1992), and by a strong team orientation, since such ill-structured tasks
are more likely to require that members collaborate to solve problems (e.g., Kanter, 1988).
Opportunities for growth may, similarly, influence innovation (Gordon, 1985; Rosner, 1968)
and a firm's desire to be unique or rare (Barney, 1986). For example, high growth rates
increased innovation and flexibility among high- technology firms in Silicon Valley
(Saxenian, 1990)”. In a similar study, Tepeci and Bartlett (2002: 159) developed a culture
profile and then analyzed the relationship. Accordingly, “first, an instrument to assess
organizational culture and individual values in hospitality organizations — the hospitality
industry culture profile — was developed. Then, the instrument was used to measure the roles
of organizational culture, individual values, and the fit between the two (person—organization
fit) on hospitality employees’ job satisfaction and behavioral intentions”. This study considers
the relationship between industrial characteristics commonly observed for several industries
and organizational culture dimensions, by trying to provide theoretical explanations for how
this relationship develops.

4. DISCUSSION

This study proposes that several industrial characteristics can affect organizations, their
cultures, and orientations. According to the first hypothesis, the capital or labor intensiveness

of its industry affects organization’s orientation to either job or employee. According to
Dobrosavljevi¢ (2019), there is a need for more attention to the investigation of organizational

938



THE EFFECTS OF INDUSTRY CHARACTERISTICS ON ORGANIZATIONS

culture with regard to managing labor-intensive processes. Besides, the fifth hypothesis
suggests that this relationship can be explained via the leader’s behavior. In other words, this
hypothesis suggests that in labor intensive industries, organizations adopt more employee-
oriented cultures, and this happens through the employee-oriented management of the leader,
as the leader behaves strategically. This is due to the expectation that managerial style in an
employee-oriented culture would be caring for employees (Hofstede et al., 1990).

A reserach by Parveen et al. (2015) revealed that there is an association between innovation
and organizational culture. The second hypothesis suggests that the dynamism of the industry
contributes to the extent of adoption of control culture by an organization, and according to
the hypothesis 6, this association can be explained with decreased or increased levels of
innovation required. Accordingly, in dynamic environments where the speed of change is
high, organizations would need to have looser control mechanisms so that employees would
have more incentives to make decision and act, especially in change times and respond to the
change more easily. Several studies within the literature (e.g., Caldwell & O’Reilly, 2003;
Mumford et al., 2002) argue that when employees perceive discretion and feel control over
their own work, they tend to produce more innovative outcomes. This study further suggests
that the need for an increased innovation may lead to loose control culture for an organization,
so that innovative practices continue. The mediating role of innovation here is that the
transforming effect of dynamic industries on control behavior of organizations functions with
the need to innovate.

According to the third hypothesis, the technology-involvement level of the industry affects the
orientation of the organization to either results or process and the hypothesis 7 suggests that it
is the complexity of the task competed by the organization, or common within the industry,
that explains this relationship. Complexity is related with the nature of job, for example
outputs (Scott, 2003). Accordingly, it is expected more complex tasks can contribute to a
more results-oriented culture, and that high technology involved industries can lead to task
complexity.

Hypothesis 4 posits that the speed of growth within the industry contributes to the
development of an organizational culture of pragmatic or normative qualities. In companies
within fast growing industries, employees are driven by common goals and united by strong
bonds (Rashid et al., 2004). According to the last hypothesis of this study, to what extent the
industry is regulated mediates this suggested relationship and explains the mechanism. Fast
growing industries would lead to pragmatic organizational culture and low levels of
regulations would mediate, as in pragmatic cultures, there are less rules and regulations due to
the need to satisfy the changing customer needs (Raza et al., 2013).

All suggested hypotheses in this study are open for a following quantitative study. Future

studies can be conducted to test the suggested relations between the constructs of the study.
For a further quantitative study, intra-industry homogeneity and inter-industry distinctiveness
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with regard to the specified industry dimensions should be the key concern for choosing the
industries to be studied. In their industry-based study, Hofstede et al. (1990: 289) used
industries as: electronics, chemicals, banking, transportation, trade and telecommunications.
There are various dimensions applied in a number of other studies. For example, Williams
and Seaman (2001: 447) used manufacturing, industrial and service-oriented sectors. To
identify culturally relevant industry types, Christensen and Gordon (1999) applied their study
to the industries of paper products, chemical products, primary metals, fabricated metals
industry, industrial machinery, electronic, communications, electric and gas, depository
institutions and insurance. In their mediation analysis study on the influences of industry
culture, Cockrell and Stone (2010: 843) used industries of finance, insurance, real estate and
higher education. For the between-industry heterogeneity, Phillips (1994: 387) used the
differentiations as service/manufacturing; capital-intensive/labor-intensive; for profit/non-
profit; private-public. Reynolds (1986: 335) applied his culture scales study to computer
services (software), franchised restaurants and advanced technology industries. Furthermore,
in their study on organizational culture, Tozkoparan and Susmus (2001: 206) used production
and service industries for comparison purpose. Moreover, there are studies on capital
intensive — great deal of planning vs. less capital intensive — more innovative, national banks
vs. foreign banks and private sectors vs. public sectors.

Major contribution of this study can be argued as being the first one relating several industry
characteristics to organizational dynamics. This can help to explain why organizations
operating within the same industry can build up a cluster and act in similar ways with regard
to specific dimensions.

CONCLUSION

This study provides a theoretical explanation for the potential effects of industry
characteristics on organizations and their cultures. It is hypothesized, that certain industry
characteristics contribute to the formulation of cultural factors. Accordingly, it is contended
that industrial capital or labor intensiveness can determine organizational orientation with
regard to job or employee. Secondly, it is posited that dynamism of the environments where
the organizations operate can shape organizations’ control types whether tight or loose.
Thirdly, technology involvement of the industry can affect the orientation of the organizations
to either results or process. Finally, it is suggested that the growth speed of the industry can
influence the organization about being either pragmatic or normative.
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ENDUSTRI OZELLIKLERININ ORGUT KULTURU UZERINE ETKIiLERI:
HiPOTETIK BiR CALISMA

1. GiRiS

Gorev ortamlarinin orgiitsel degerleri etkiledigi goriistinii destekleyen cok sayida ¢alisma
vardir (Deal ve Kennedy, 1982: 99; Porac vd., 1989: 399; Hofstede vd., 1990: 289, Phillips,
1994: 386, Chatman & Jehn, 1994: 527, Christensen & Gordon, 1999: 399). Bu arastirmalara
dayanarak, bu arastirmada, belirli endiistri &zelliklerinin farkli dinamikler araciligiyla orgiit
kiltirtinii olusturan deger boyutlarini giiglii bir sekilde etkiledigi varsayilmaktadir. Bu
calismada ele alinan sektor 6zellikleri, gorev ortaminin ozelliklerinin bir pargasidir ve ayni
sektordeki rakip aktorleri igerir. Literatirde bu hipotez igin biiyiik destek bulunmustur.
Gordon (1991:398), orgiit kiiltiiriiniin, orgiitiin faaliyet gosterdigi endistrinin 6zelliklerinden
giiclii bir sekilde etkilendigi argumanini varsayimsal olarak sundu. Endiistriler iginde belirli
kiilturel 6zellikler kuruluslar arasinda paylasilacak ve bunlar diger endiistrilerde var olan
ozelliklerden oldukga farkli olacaktir. Benzer sekilde, Weiss ve Delbecq (1987:42),
endiistriyel kiilttrlerin, bireysel kiiltiirler araciligiyla kuruluslarin yonetim davranislarini ve
uygulamalarini etkileyebilecegini belirtmistir. Burada, 6rgiit kiiltiirlerinin endiistrinin baskin
kiiltirtinti  olusturan unsurlar1 ne ol¢tide yansittigt ve paylastigi onemli bir arastirma
sorusudur. Ayrica, Phillips (1994: 389), strateji teorisyenlerinin genellikle endiistri analiz
diizeyine odaklandiklarini ve endiistrilerdeki organizasyonlar arasinda yaygin olarak
benimsenen zihniyetlerin var oldugunu ve bu organizasyonlardaki bireylerin stratejik karar
vermelerini etkiledigini 6ne siirdiiklerini belirtti. Ornegin, Huff (1982: 120) ve Rumelt (1979:
199), endiistrilerde belirsizligin yapilandirilmasi i¢in paylasilan “stratejik cercevelerin”
gelistigini savundu. Porter (1980: 301) benzer sekilde, stratejik degiskenler hakkinda
paylasilan  varsayimlarin, organizasyonlarin rekabetgi gruplandirilmast ig¢in  temel
olusturdugunu belirtti. Fombrun ve Shanley (1990: 236) ayrica biligsel yapilarin belirli bir
endiistri icindeki organizasyonlar arasinda paylasildigini 6ne stirmiistiir. Grinyer ve Spender
(1979: 116) ve Spender (1989: 24), bir “endiistri regetesinin” stratejik kararlar i¢in baglam
sagladigimi ve bir sektordeki firmalar arasinda yoneticiler tarafindan stratejik belirsizlikler i¢in
kullanildigint iddia etti. Spender (1989), endiistri regetesini, yerel bir kiiltiire ¢ok benzeyen,
tanimlanabilir bir endiistri uzmanlart grubunun isletmeye 6zgii algilar1 olarak tanimlamistir
(Phillips, 1994: 387).

2. YONTEM

Bu calisma, endustri ozelliklerinin orgiit kiiltiirii tizerinde 6nemli bir etkisi olup olmadig:
konusunda hipotetik bir agiklama sunmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu calismada, belirli 6zelliklerin
kiilttrlerin olusumuna nasil katkida bulunduguna dair bir model sunmaya calisilmaktadir. Bu
calisma, cesitli  tamimlanmig  endistrilerden  hangi  endistriyel  belirleyicilerin
gelistirilebilecegini ve bu belirleyicilerin orgiitsel kiiltiirel boyutlara nasil katkida
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bulunabilecegini varsaymayir amaglamaktadir. Bunu yaparken “nasil” ve “neden” yaniti
verebilmek i¢in varsayilmis iliskiler daha da gelistirilecektir ve bunun i¢in arabuluculuk
analizleri yapilacaktir. Bu, hangi endistrilerin belirli kiiltiirel boyutlara sahip orgiitsel
iyelerinin bulundugunu ve bu etkilerin nedenleriyle ilgili uygulamaya doniik agiklamay:
saglayabilecektir.

3. BULGULAR

Bu calisma, cesitli endiistriyel 6zelliklerin organizasyonlari, kiiltiirlerini ve yonelimlerini
etkileyebilecegini one stirmektedir. Birinci hipoteze gore, endiistrisinin sermaye veya emek
yogunlugu, organizasyonun ise veya calisana yonelimini etkiler ve besinci hipotez, bu
iliskinin liderin davranisi ile agiklanabilecegini one siirer. Bagka bir deyisle, bu hipotez emek
yogun endiistrilerde Orgiitlerin daha ¢ok g¢alisan odakli kiiltiirleri benimsedigini ve bunun
liderin stratejik davrandigi i¢in c¢alisan odakli yonetimi yoluyla gerceklestigini ileri
stirmektedir. Bu, calisan odakli bir kiiltiirde yonetim tarzinin c¢alisanlart onemseyecegi
beklentisinden kaynaklanmaktadir (Hofstede vd., 1990).

Ikinci hipotez, endiistrinin dinamizminin bir organizasyonun kontrol kiiltiiriiniin
benimsenmesine katkida bulundugunu ve hipotez 6'ya gore bu iliskilendirmenin, gerekli
inovasyon seviyelerinin azalmasi veya artmasiyla agiklanabilecegini 6ne siirmektedir. Buna
gore, degisim hizinin yiiksek oldugu dinamik ortamlarda, calisanlarin ozellikle degisim
zamanlarinda karar verme ve hareket etme konusunda daha fazla tesvik sahibi olabilmeleri ve
degisime daha kolay cevap verebilmeleri i¢in kuruluglarin daha gevsek kontrol
mekanizmalarina sahip olmalari gerekecektir. Burada inovasyonun aracilik rolii, dinamik
endiistrilerin orgiitlerin  kontrol davraniglari tizerindeki doénistiiriicii etkisinin inovasyon
ihtiyact ile birlikte islev gérmesidir.

Ugiincii hipoteze gore, endiistrinin teknoloji katilim diizeyi, organizasyonun sonuglara veya
stirece yonelimini etkiler ve hipotez 7, organizasyon tarafindan rekabet edilen veya endiistride
yaygin olan gorevin karmasikligi oldugunu one siirer. bu iligkiyi agiklar.

Hipotez 4, sektoérdeki biiyiime hizinin, pragmatik veya normatif niteliklere sahip bir
organizasyon kiiltiiriiniin gelisimine katkida bulundugunu varsaymaktadir. Bu ¢aligmanin son
hipotezine gore, endiistrinin ne 6l¢iide diizenlendigi, 6nerilen bu iliskiye aracilik etmekte ve
mekanizmayi a¢iklamaktadir.

4. TARTISMA

Calisma, tamimlanmis  ¢esitli  endiistrilerden  hangi  endistriyel  belirleyicilerin
gelistirilebilecegini ve bu belirleyicilerin orgiitsel kiiltiirel boyutlara nasil katkida
bulunabilecegini varsaymayr amaglamaktadir. Bu yapilirken, iligkilerin “nasil” ve “neden”
olduguna cevap verebilmek i¢in varsayimsal iliskiler daha da gelistirilecek ve bunun igin
aracilik analizleri yapilacaktir. Bu, hangi endiistrilerin belirli kiiltiirel boyutlara sahip
organizasyon iiyelerine sahip oldugu ve bu etkilerin sebepleri i¢in araci faktorler araciligiyla

942



THE EFFECTS OF INDUSTRY CHARACTERISTICS ON ORGANIZATIONS

pratik bilgiler saglayabilir. Baska bir deyisle, bu arastirmanin temel amaci, sektorlerin kilit
boyutlara gore bir smiflandirmasini varsaymak ve bu endiistri boyutlar: ile orgiit kiiltiirii
boyutlari arasindaki iligkiyi analiz etmektir. Temel endiistriyel boyutlar a¢isindan incelenecek
ve analiz edilecek sekiz sektor, hizli tiiketim mallari, saglik, enerji, bankacilik/finans,
danigmanlik, imalat, hizmet, otomotiv ve ¢evrimi¢i hizmetler olarak planlanmaktadir. Bu
calismadaki tiim Oneriler, sonraki nicel bir ¢alismaya agiktir. Arastirmanin yapilari arasinda
onerilen iligkileri test etmek icin gelecekte arastirmalar yapilabilir. Daha ileri bir nicel ¢alisma
icin, belirtilen endiistri boyutlarina iligkin endiistri i¢ci homojenlik ve endiistriler arasi ayirt
edicilik, calisilacak endistrilerin se¢iminde temel endise olmalidir.

Calismanin en onemli katkisi, ¢esitli endistri 6zelliklerini 6rgiitsel dinamiklerle iliskilendiren
ilk calisma oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu, ayni sektérde faaliyet gosteren kuruluslarin neden bir
kiime olusturup belirli boyutlara gére benzer sekilde hareket edebildiklerini agiklamaya
yardimect olabilir.

Bu c¢alismada onerilen tiim hipotezler, bir sonraki nicel ¢aligmaya agiktir. Arastirmanin
yapilar1 arasinda onerilen iliskileri test etmek icin gelecekte ¢alismalar yapilabilir. Daha ileri
bir nicel ¢alisma i¢in, belirtilen endiistri boyutlartyla ilgili olarak endiistri i¢i homojenlik ve
endiistriler arasi ayirt edicilik, calisilacak endiistrilerin se¢iminde temel endise olmalidir.

SONUC

Bu ¢alisma, endiistri 6zelliklerinin organizasyonlar ve kiiltiirleri tizerindeki potansiyel etkileri
icin teorik bir agiklama sunmaktadir. Bazi endiistri 6zelliklerinin kiiltiirel faktorlerin formiile
edilmesine katkida bulundugu varsayilmaktadir. Buna gore, endiistriyel sermayenin veya
emek yogunlugunun, is veya c¢alisan agisindan oOrgiitsel yonelimi belirleyebilecegi ileri
stiriilmektedir. ikinci olarak, kuruluslarin faaliyet gosterdigi ortamlarin  dinamizminin,
kuruluglarin  siki veya gevsek kontrol tiirlerini sekillendirebilecegi varsayilmaktadir.
Uciinciisii, endiistrinin teknoloji katilimi, kuruluslarin sonuglara veya siirece yonelimini
etkileyebilir. Son olarak, endiistrinin biiylime hizinin organizasyonu hem pragmatik hem de
normatif olma konusunda etkileyebilecegi ileri stirtilmektedir.
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