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Abstract  

Purpose. The aim of this study was to develop a valid and reliable measurement instrument for 

organizational culture on the basis of grid-group cultural theory (GGCT). 

Methodology. The study consisted of three phases. In a first phase the literature was reviewed 

and experts on GGCT were consulted in order to design an item pool for the typology. In a 

second phase, a pilot study was done in two organizations of the Belgian federal government to 

evaluate this original item pool. The third phase consisted of the actual data-gathering in seven 

organizations within the Belgian federal government.  

Findings. The study showed that it is possible to measure organizational culture based on 

GGCT. We used confirmatory factor analysis to examine the underlying structure of the data and 

found support for the existence of four culture scales. Scale reliabilities in the third phase of the 

study were satisfactory and ranged between .703 and .848. 

Research limitations. The current research was not specifically designed to evaluate content 

validity. Further research is needed to explore this issue. It would also be interesting to develop 

a GGCT-based measurement instrument for the team level.  

Practical implications. The measurement instrument can be used by practitioners to describe 

and assess their organizational culture.  

Originality. This study introduces a novel way to measure organizational culture, using a 

promising theoretical framework.  

Key words. Organizational culture, grid-group cultural theory, grid-group typology, measurement 

instrument, survey 

Classification. research paper 



Introduction 

While researchers have shown an increasing interest in organizational culture since the 1970’s, 

there are still intense debates on how to measure it (Schwartz and Davis, 1981; Hofstede, 1984; 

Trice and Beyer, 1993; Den Hartog et al., 1999). Some are opposed to the use of quantitative 

measures (Schwatz and Davis, 1981; Trice and Beyer, 1993), others do not seem to object to 

this idea (Den Hartog et al., 1999; Hofstede, 1984). Despite the discussion, to date different 

measurement instruments of organizational culture are available, such as the Organizational 

Culture Inventory (Cooke and Lafferty, 1987), the CPV-instrument of Quinn (Cameron and 

Quinn, 2006) and the FOCUS questionnaire (van Muijen et al., 1999). While these measurement 

instruments are valuable, the current study will argue that grid-group cultural theory provides a 

useful alternative framework for a measurement instrument of organizational culture. Grid-group 

cultural theory originates from anthropology, but has been applied in many fields of social 

science  (e.g. Mars, 1999;  Hood, 1998;  Coughlin and Lockhart, 1998;  Thompson, Ellis, and 

Wildavsky, 1990).  Research applying the theory in the context of the workplace by means of 

quantitative measurement instruments is very limited. Two notable exceptions are Hampton 

(1982) and Ingram (2010). Since these measurement instruments are not appropriate for all 

research contexts (see below), this study aims to develop a new measurement instrument for the 

theory. 

Specifically, this paper presents the results of a study conducted to develop a valid and reliable 

instrument for the measurement of organizational culture on the basis of grid-group cultural 

theory (GGCT). The first section of this paper will briefly describe GGCT and argue that it is a 

useful framework to study the work context. Then, the challenges of studying grid-group cultural 

theory from a quantitative perspective are identified. The discussion is based on the literature as 

well as on our research experience in the early stages of the development of the measure. The 

third section addresses the development of the measurement instrument and the pilot study. The 

article concludes with preliminary findings of the actual study and with some suggestions to be 

addressed in future research.  

 

1. Grid-group cultural theory 

Grid-group cultural theory (GGCT) was originally developed by Mary Douglas (1970). She 

considered GGCT both a four-fold typology and a theory with causal claims.  

The typology is based on two dimensions, “group” and “grid”, which form the basis for four 

cultural types (Douglas, 1987). The first dimension of the typology “group” is generally 

understood as “the extent to which an individual is incorporated into bounded units” (Thompson 

et al., 1990). The higher the group-dimension, the more individual choice is subjected to group 

determination. The second dimension “grid” refers to “the degree to which an individual’s life is 

circumscribed by externally imposed prescriptions” (Thompson et al., 1990). The higher the grid-

dimension, the less life is open to individual negotiation (Thompson et al., 1990). As such, the 

grid-group typology provides a classification of four cultural types: hierarchy, egalitarianism, 

individualism and fatalism (see figure 1). These four types are generic, in the sense that the 

types can be applied to all cultural forms (e.g. societies, sports clubs, churches, organizations, 

teams etc.). Hence, the typology could be applied to the “organization” and four types of 

organizational culture could be identified respectively. The cultural types are extreme cases, 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

which can be distinguished on a theoretical level, but are never present in the empirical reality. 

We briefly discuss each of the types in turn. 

 

----- Please, insert Figure 1 about here ----- 

 

The upper right quadrant is a social environment characterized by high group and high grid and 

is called hierarchy (Douglas, 1999). In this cultural type there are many rules and prescriptions, 

which are justified by the importance of the whole over the parts, the collective over the 

individuals. Crucial for this culture type is “hierarchical authority” which is related to a role or 

position in the organization and based on rules and procedures. In other words, a central 

characteristic of hierarchy is that status is based on one’s position in a well-defined group 

(Breed, 2007). In a hierarchical organization the world is considered controllable with the help of 

standard operating procedures and routines. Since not everything in an organization is 

controllable, the hierarchical culture is vulnerable to misplaced trust in rules, authority and 

expertise (Mamadouh, 1999).  

The lower right quadrant, the egalitarian culture type, is characterized by strong group 

boundaries coupled with few rules and procedures (Douglas, 1999). The group is preserved 

through intensive relations between group members. The egalitarian culture is only preserved by 

maintaining a strong barrier between members and nonmembers (Caulkins, 1999), leading to an 

us-versus-them attitude and a distrust of outsiders (Breed, 2007). The central idea of 

egalitarianism is that all individuals are equal (Breed, 2007). Egalitarianism is therefore 

characterized by collective decision-making (Jensen, 1998; Smullen, 2007). Because in an 

egalitarian way of life, however, no one has the right to tell another what to do or what to be, the 

cultural type is vulnerable to impasses (Thompson et al., 1990).  

The cultural type located in the lower left quadrant of the typology is called “individualism” and is 

characterized by weak group incorporation and weak regulation or role prescriptions (Douglas, 

1999). This results in a competitive environment where individuals are in pursuit of personal 

rewards.  Individualism implies interaction between individuals based on tit-for-tat strategies. 

Everything in this cultural type is up to negotiation (Altman and Baruch, 1998). The cultural type 

is vulnerable for egoism and lack of cooperation because the individual is free to act for his own 

benefit. In a purely individualistic organization employees would follow profits regardless of 

respect for the law or personal integrity (Evans, 2007).  

The fatalistic culture in the upper left quadrant is characterized by binding prescriptions in 

combination with weak group incorporation (Douglas, 1999). It is often considered a special type 

of culture because it is a passive one, in comparison with the three active cultural types 

described above. A fatalistic culture is characterized by individuals feeling highly bound by a 

system of rules (high grid) without feeling connected to other individuals in the organization (low 

group). In a fatalistic culture, people belief that a person’s destiny is a matter of coincidence 



(Denters and Geurts, 1999). Individuals are highly suspicious towards others because no one 

ever knows what to expect. It is a culture “where cooperation is rejected, distrust widespread, 

and apathy reigns” (Hood, 1998: 9). The fatalistic world is considered a lottery, characterized by 

unpredictability and pure chance. Moreover, individuals do not see any possibility to change it for 

the better (Verweij et al., 2006: 820), since they have little to say about the way they live their 

life. Hence, trying to survive is the only strategy to cope with fatalism (O'Riordan and Jordan, 

1999: 87; Breed, 2007: 71). This cultural type is therefore vulnerable to unwillingness to plan 

ahead and lethargy (Mamadouh, 1999). Although fatalism seems undesirable, it also has some 

positive aspects. For example, Loyens (2012) considers fatalism a valuable perspective to cope 

with the unavoidable impotence to find solutions for every single issue. It can deliver individuals 

from the burden of the world’s problems on their back by introducing some form of 

acquiescence. 

GGCT is not only a typology but also a theory with causal claims. In our interpretation of GGCT, 

we propose three fundamental propositions.  

The first proposition claims that the four cultural types (hierarchy, egalitarianism, individualism 

and fatalism) shape the behavior and values (or biases) of individuals in social contexts such as 

organizations (Thompson et al., 1990: 97). For example, if the culture of an organization is 

dominantly hierarchical, then staff members will strongly emphasize rules and procedures in 

their daily functioning. In GGCT, this is referred to as the “compatibility proposition” (Thompson 

et al., 1990: 2).  

A second claim is called the “requisite variety proposition”. This proposition has two aspects 

(Maesschalck 2004: 31). First, it implies that the four cultural types are in constant competition 

with each other for dominance. Second, the four cultural types are said to be dependent on one 

another:  “[e]ach way of life needs each of its rivals” (Thompson et al., 1990: 4). In other words, 

each cultural type needs the other to define itself against. Thus, according to the requisite variety 

proposition all four [cultural] types are at least potentially and usually actually, always present 

(Maesschalck, 2004: 31).  

The third claim, called the socio-cultural viability proposition, has been at the core of the most 

recent work on GGCT (Maesschalck, 2004; 6 et al., 2002; Thompson, 1997). This proposition 

states that each of the four cultural types has its own built-in vulnerabilities (e.g. blind spots) that 

might result in negative consequences or excesses (Hood, 1998), unless they are compensated 

for by the strengths of the other cultural types (Maesschalck, 2004). The hierarchical culture, for 

example, could result in “rule-fetishism” (i.e. the obsessive emphasis on rules when this is 

manifestly harmful), but the cultural type “individualism” could compensate for this weakness 

with its emphasis on efficiency. Thus, every cultural type needs to be present in a certain amount 

in an organizational environment to compensate for the deficiencies of the other cultural types. 

Grid-group cultural theory is a promising theory to measure organizational culture for at least 

three reasons. First, unlike most other typologies of organizational culture, grid-group cultural 

theory has been applied in a variety of research domains, such as anthropology (e.g. Mars, 

1999), political science (e.g. Hood, 1998), sociology (e.g. 6, 2003) and criminology (e.g. Bennet 

and Flavin, 1994). These applications of the theory provide a very useful background for the 

operationalisation of the concepts in a measurement instrument. Second, GGCT has a 

theoretically broad focus. This is exemplified by the three propositions described above. Third,  

GGCT provides a typology that includes not only active forms of culture, but also the passive 

form “fatalism”. This cultural type is considered to be a great strength of cultural grid-group 

theory.  



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

2. Measuring culture in a quantitative way based on GGCT  

Although GGCT provides a valuable perspective for studying organizational culture, its 

application and quantitative measurement is not without problems. This paragraph discusses 

theoretical and measurement problems and suggests some strategies to address those 

problems.  

2.1 Theoretical issues in the development of a measurement instrument based on GGCT 

In order to develop a GGCT-based measurement instrument for organizational culture,  a 

number theoretical issues have to be addressed. This paragraph addresses the most important: 

two such issues are relevant for all attempts to conceptualize and measure organizational 

culture and one issue is specific to GGCT.  

2.1.1 Unit of analysis  

When developing a measurement instrument for organizational culture, one of course needs to 

specify the unit of analysis. Glick (1985) distinguishes between three views on this issue. Some 

consider the organization the most appropriate unit of analysis. Others consider two units of 

analysis to be appropriate: the individual and organizational. Researchers concerned with 

individual perceptions then focus on “psychological climate/culture”, whereas “organizational 

climate/culture” concentrates on organizational characteristics. A third group of researchers 

argues for “subsystem”, “group”, and “organizational” units of analysis depending on the culture 

construct of interest. This study will focus on “the organization” as unit of analysis, but 

recognizes that future research will have to address the subunit level.  

2.1.2 Dimensionality of organizational culture 

One of the most important problems with the concept of culture is the specification of appropriate 

dimensions of organizational culture. Organizational culture is a broad concept that includes 

several aspects such as leadership style, structure, relations with colleagues etc. In their 

literature review, Van der Post et al. (1997) revealed 114 dimensions or characteristics of 

organizational culture. Erakovich (2004) found 125 elements. The multidimensional nature of 

organizational culture has its disadvantages. First, as there are so many dimensions, not every 

dimension can be measured in one study. Second, since culture is very context specific, not all 

dimensions of an organization’s culture are relevant to any given issue (Schein 1985). However, 

organizational culture’s multidimensional nature also has advantages. For example, it allows for 

connecting research findings with insights from the literature on specific dimensions such as 

leadership or organizational structure. Since not all dimensions are always appropriate, it is 

argued that some focus is desirable. Therefore, a well-structured measurement instrument was 



developed in this study, more specifically items were developed for each cultural type based on 

a number of dimensions or topics.  

2.1.3 Different theoretical interpretations in GGCT 

The failure to develop reliable and valid measures based on GGCT might be caused by the 

different theoretical interpretations of the cultural types. According to Gross and Rayner (1985) 

these different visions, however, do not have to be a death blow for the quantitative 

measurement of the grid-group typology as long as one interpretation is worked out in the 

measurement instrument.  In that respect, the content validity of the measurement instrument 

should be evaluated. 

2.2 Measurement problems and implications 

There are also some methodological issues that need to be clarified when developing a 

measurement instrument for organizational culture based on GGCT. The first two are more 

general to the measurement of organizational culture, the subsequent two problems are specific 

to GGCT.   

2.2.1 Potential sources of bias: subjectivity  

When using respondents’ own assessment of their social context in a survey, subjectivity might 

threaten the validity of the results (Hampton, 1982). This plays both at the individual level and at 

the contextual or group level.  

First, the individual bias of the respondent might influence his responses. As Hampton (1982) 

argues:“[t]here is also the vexatious possibility that the reported view of the social context is 

biased by the distorting lens of the person’s cosmology”. However, because the perceptions of 

all respondents on their organization’s culture are aggregated, we assume that this will not be 

very problematic for the measurement of organizational culture. Second, respondents’ answers 

may also be influenced by context or group membership (e.g. reference group effects, shifting 

standards in evaluations and frog-pond effects). Group membership and context could influence 

respondents to such an extent that they will use an implicit standard when answering survey 

questions. For example, Maesschalck (2004: 212), found that employees of a certain 

organization had the perception of having a low level of autonomy, while in reality they had more 

autonomy than in other organizations. This was explained by a recent loss of discretion in the 

organization. Thus, it is possible that those respondents with high autonomy, do not consider 

themselves to have high autonomy. This is of course problematic when comparing groups (e.g. 

organizations, teams). Multi-group factor analysis and contextual models form a possible 

solution to this type of subjectivity. Multi-group factor analysis does not only analyze the factor 

structure of the model but also how this structure differs between groups. With contextual 

models, it is possible to answer the question how group membership influences individual 

attitudes and behaviors. However, although these methods solve the problem of subjectivity to a 

certain extent, complementary qualitative insights remain desirable.  

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

2.2.2 Different reference points 

Respondents can use different reference points when answering the survey questions on their 

organization’s culture. They can think about their organization as a whole, their team, their 

professional group, their network, etc. This issue is problematic for the validity of the 

measurement instrument. There are several possible ways of dealing with this problem. First, 

researchers could only include general survey-items in which they focus on the organization as 

reference point. The problem is that it is often difficult for respondents to answer questions about 

an entire organization - especially when it is a large one - and thus there is a risk that 

respondents will still use a lower level (e.g. team or professional group) as a reference point. 

Second, one could formulate clear survey-items for each reference point (e.g. organization, 

department, team). A disadvantage is that this would require many questions and this could lead 

to non-response problems. A third approach would be to ask respondents themselves to define 

their reference point and to use this throughout the rest of the survey. This has the advantage 

that the researcher knows which reference point the respondent has in mind while at the same 

time the amount of items is reduced. Yet, this might not generate the information needed by the 

researcher. Hence, the problem of different reference points is difficult to solve and one of these 

solutions (or a combination) should be chosen on theoretical and practical grounds. The current 

study will report on items that focus on the level of the organization as a whole.  

2.2.3  Measuring the dimensions 

In the GGCT-literature, some opt for measuring the dimensions (grid and group) (e.g. Hampton, 

1982) others measured the four types of the typology (hierarchy, egalitarianism, individualism, 

fatalism) (e.g. Brenot, Bonnefous, and Marris, 1998). In the context of this study we would argue 

in favour of the latter option, because of the implications of the “requisite variety” proposition. As 

described above, this proposition states that if an organization is to remain viable all four cultural 

types have to be present. Hence, organizations can score high on none, one, or a combination 

of the cultural types (Evans, 2007). An instrument to measure organizational culture therefore 

needs to allow for mapping this mix of cultural types. If researchers want to identify the relative 

intensity of each cultural type, it is necessary to measure each cultural type. As shown in the 

example in figure 2, researchers then can identify a score for each cultural type. Measuring the 

grid and group dimensions would indeed only lead to a combination of two points - one score on 

the grid dimension and one score on the group dimension - and combined to only one cultural 

type.  

----- Please, insert Figure 2 about here ----- 

 

Measuring the cultural types has another advantage in comparison with combining the “grid” and 

“group” dimensions to measure one cultural type.  When measuring the dimensions, the 



assumption of statistical unidimensionality does not hold and the items can have double loadings 

(Rippl, 2002). This issue is less prevalent when measuring the cultural types.  Double loadings 

can be avoided to a significant degree in the development of the measurement instrument by 

nuancing the items as much as possible towards every cultural type.  

However, the cultural types might also be difficult to separate quantitatively. A consequence of 

the requisite variety proposition is that every cultural type could be present in a certain amount in 

a certain situation. For example, there could be a high level of individualism and a high level of 

hierarchy. When two cultural types are present to a similar amount in a certain situation, it is 

more difficult to separate these two types by means of factor analysis. Empirical research is 

necessary to explore this limitation. Perhaps research in different sectors could be valuable 

since it will help to ensure sufficient variation in the mix of cultural types.  

2.1.4 Problems in the nature of the types 

Even when researchers agree about the definition and conceptualization of the cultural types, 

there might be some aspects of the nature of the cultural types themselves that might render 

survey-measurement difficult (Verweij and Nowacki, 2001). First, Verweij and Nowacki (2010) 

argue that because each of the four cultural types shares certain concerns with two of the others 

due to overlapping scores on either the grid or group dimension, they may be difficult to 

distinguish empirically. For example, hierarchy has the grid-dimension in common with fatalism, 

and the group-dimension in common with egalitarianism. Second, fatalism specifically might be 

hard to identify with surveys because of the lack of interest in cooperating (Verweij and Nowacki 

2010). Several quantitative studies indeed have revealed that it is not easy to reliably measure 

fatalism (e.g. Brenot et al.,1998; Sjoberg, 1997; Meader et al., 2002). However, there is also 

some evidence that measuring fatalism is possible (e.g. Marris et al., 1998). Therefore, more 

empirical research is necessary to determine to what extent this is really a problem.  

3. Development of a measurement instrument for organizational 

culture based on GGCT 

Taken together, there are many challenges in quantitatively studying GGCT. The brief review 

above showed that empirical research is needed to fully explore the extent of these theoretical 

and methodological limitations.  

There is a considerable amount of research that tried to empirically study GGCT through survey 

methods.  Most studies, however, investigated aspects that are not related to organizations, 

such as general cultural worldviews (Dake, 1990; Marris et al., 1998; Geurts and Denters, 1999; 

Rippl, 2002), myths of human nature (Grendstad and Selle, 2000), environmental worldviews 

(Meader et al., 2006), economic worldviews (Meader et al., 2006) or political attitudes (Swedlow, 

2008). So far, little quantitative research has been found that concentrates on the social context. 

Hampton (1982) and Ingram (2010) are two exceptions. However, these measurement 

instruments are not appropriate for each research context. Hampton (1982) measured 

organizational culture by measuring the grid and group dimensions and not the four types of 

organizing.  Ingram (2010) measured organizational culture as an aggregate of individual values 

in the context of the organization. The current study develops and empirically tests an instrument 

that measures the four types at both individual and organizational level.  



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

3.1 Methodology 

The study consisted of three phases. First, a literature review was done and experts on GGCT 

were consulted. The overall aim of this phase was to create an item pool for each of the four 

cultural types. Inspiration was found in existing instruments of organizational culture (e.g. 

Cameron and Quinn, 1999) and, of course, in the GGCT literature. We chose to develop items 

applicable to almost all kinds of organizations for 11 topics, such as promotion, reactions to rule 

breaking, success criteria, relations with clients and relations with other organizations. The topics 

were chosen as they are relevant to all types of organizations and offer a broad range of 

different relevant topics.This resulted in a set of 44 items (see table 1).  

In a second phase, the item-pool of 44 items was pretested in a pilot study in two Belgian public 

sector organizations. Data gathering was performed by means of an online survey that was 

distributed via e-mail in April 2010 to all employees of the organizations. The survey was 

available in Dutch as well as in French. Respondents received an e-mail request to fill out the 

survey containing a personalized URL-link. Before this invitation, a pre-notice letter was sent by 

top management. Respondents could object to the transfer of their e-mail address to the 

researchers. After the invitation to fill out the questionnaire, a reminder was sent by the 

researchers via e-mail after two weeks. The organizations have also sent out reminders 

themselves. Respondents were given a period of about four to five weeks to complete the 

survey. The questionnaire of the pilot study consisted of eight parts and addressed several 

themes related to integrity such as fairness, leadership, integrity policy and integrity violations. 

The seventh part of the survey measured organizational culture. Responses had to be made on 

an 11-point answering scale with the anchors “totally disagree” and “totally agree” and a mid-

point “neither agree, nor disagree”. Respondents were never forced to provide answers before 

being allowed to move on. A total of 1515 online surveys were sent out. Of those, 839 

respondents (55,3%) answered at least one question. A total of 525 (34,6%) respondents 

answered at least one question of all parts of the survey. The group of Dutch speaking public 

servants had a satisfactory response rate of 58,5% (468 respondents). To avoid inequivalence 

issues in the measurement instruments due to language-issues, only the data of the Dutch-

speaking public servants were analyzed in the pilot study.  

The third phase contained the actual data-gathering in seven other Belgian public sector 

organizations. Data gathering was also done by means of an online survey that was distributed 

via e-mail in May-October 2010. The survey was distributed among 50% of all public servants of 

the organizations.
[i] 

The data collection procedure was the same as in the pilot study. The 

questionnaire was different, however. It consisted of seven parts and addressed several themes 

related to GGCT such as organizational culture, team culture, values and organizational 

misbehaviour operationalized using GGCT. Organizational culture was measured on a 7-point 

answering scale with labels. The respondents were instructed to keep the whole organization in 

mind when answering the questions. For organizational culture, all items measuring one cultural 

type were placed after one another. 6543 online questionnaires were sent out. A total of 2652 



participants answered at least one question, resulting in a response rate of 40,5%.  A total of 

1791 respondents (27,3%) answered at least one question of all parts of the survey. This 

response rate is not particularly high, but acceptable for this type of research. We suspect that 

the relatively low response rate was partly due to the sensitivity of the topic and survey fatigue 

within those organizations. In this article we will only use the answers of the Dutch speaking 

public servants (N =1460) to avoid equivalence-issues of the survey items.
[ii]

 

3.2 Results  

3.1.2 Results of the pilot study 

The purpose of the pilot study was to test the large item pool of 44 items of organizational culture 

(as shown in table 1) in order to reduce this number for the actual data-gathering in the third 

phase of the study. Prior to testing the measurement model through confirmatory factor analysis, 

we examined item completeness and the distributions of the item scores – as indicated by the 

mean, median, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis in the sample. The number of 

missing values for all administered items was relatively high, ranging from 118 to 150 

respondents of the sample, with the number increasing towards the end of the survey. Therefore 

the increase can probably be ascribed to survey fatigue. All standard deviations indicate 

adequate variability. Kurtosis and skewness scores showed some deviations from the normal 

distribution. The Kolmogorov Smirnov test showed that all variables differed significantly from the 

normal distribution at p = 0.000. However, this could be caused by the 11-point answering scale. 

Reactions of respondents suggested that choosing a response of an 11-point scale was not an 

easy task.  This might explain why some answer categories were less frequently chosen 

(specifically categories 1, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 9).  

 

----- Please, insert Table 1 about here ----- 

 

To analyze the data, we performed confirmatory factor analysis with LISREL 8.8 using maximum 

likelihood estimation (ML) and listwize deletion. Confirmatory factor analysis allows for testing a 

more complex measurement model than with explorative factor analysis. ML is relatively robust 

to violations of the normality assumption on the condition that (1) the deviation from normality is 

not too extreme, (2) the variables are measured on an interval scale and (3) the sample size is 

sufficiently large (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). First, the histograms showed overall some 

normal distribution. Second, the data could be considered to be continuous because of the 11-

point answering scale. Third, the sample size of 468 Dutch speaking public servants was large 

enough to proceed with ML estimation. We used listwize deletion for two reasons. First, it is the 

safest way of treating missing data since cases with any missing data on the variables of interest 

are deleted (Allison, 2001). Second, our sample was large enough to have enough statistical 

power for the CFA.   

First, a four dimension model with all 44 items measuring organizational culture was estimated 

(Table 1). The initial CFA model contained the following specifications: (1) four factors (or four 

cultural types), with each factor correlated with the other factors; (2) 44 observed variables, each 

loading on only one latent factor as indicated in table 1; and (3) uncorrelated error terms. The 

model has 896 degrees of freedom and a χ²-value of 5558.12. The p-value indicated a badly 

fitted model. However, this value is known to be inflated for samples with N>200 (Kelloway, 

1998) and therefore not too much attention has to be paid to this result. The RMSEA, GFI, CFI 

and NFI, however, also suggested a bad fit (RMSEA=0.106; GFI=0.649; CFI=0.728; NFI=0.687). 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Therefore, we looked at the Wald-test to check whether some factor loadings are not significant 

and could be left out the model. The test showed that some of the indicators (H7, E2, I10, F3 

and F6) do not have a significant impact on their latent variable. The model also showed a large 

amount of modification indices, which suggests some paths had to be respecified, added or 

removed. Therefore our full model with four dimensions and 11 indicators for each dimension 

was not supported.  

----- Please, insert Table 2 about here ----- 

 

Following the lack of support for the original model, we respecified the model deleting four of the 

invalid survey-items (H7, E2, I10 and F3). The second model had 734 degrees of freedom and a 

χ²-value of 4165.77. The RMSEA, GFI, CFI and NFI also suggested a bad fit of the second 

model (RMSEA=0.100; GFI=0.692; CFI=0.769; NFI=0.729).
1
 The Wald-test, however, showed 

the significant impact of all indicators on their latent variable. This finding suggests some 

empirical support for the measurement instrument. However, the second model also showed a 

large amount of modification indices - which revealed cross-loadings between the indicators and 

other latent variables. There could be several reasons for this finding. First, some of the items 

are perhaps not a good indicator for their latent variable (see also below). Second, as suggested 

above, problems with the response scale might account for unexpected distribution across the 

answering categories. Third, it could have to do with the requisite variety proposition that 

underlies GGCT (see above). If we assume that there could be a mix of cultures in an 

organization, this could be reflected in difficulties to distinguish between the types. If, for 

example, hierarchy and individualism are evenly represented in an organization, it could be 

difficult or even impossible to distinguish between these types.  

The researchers made three important adaptations to the survey before the second test. The 11-

point response scale was changed into a 7-point scale with labels (totally disagree – disagree, 

somewhat disagree – neither agree nor disagree – agree – totally agree). Second, the sequence 

of the items was adapted: the items were organized according to cultural type and not according 

to topic, as was done in the first survey. Finally, the item pool was reduced from 44 to 28 items 

(7 for each latent variable), based on two criteria: (1) the indicator should have a significant t-

value and (2) the indicator should not have (too high) crossloadings. The seven selected 

hierarchy-items resulted in a Chronbach α of 0.673., the egalitarianism-items had a reliability α of  

0.749. For individualism, the selected  seven items resulted in a Chronbach α of 0.601. Finally 

the fatalism-scale had a reliability α of 0.580. The reliabilities of the scales were not particularly 

                                                           

1
 The GFI should have a value larger than 0.95 to indicate a good fit relative to the baseline 

model, and a value of 0.90 to indicate an acceptable fit. The NFI should be larger than 0.95 to 
indicate a good fit relative to the baseline model (Kaplan, 2000: 107), and larger than 0.90 to 
indicate an acceptable fit (Marsh and Grayson, 1995; Schumacker and Lomax, 1996). The 
comparative fit index (CFI) assesses the relative improvement in fit of the researcher’s model 
compared with a baseline model. A value larger than 0.95 indicates an acceptable fit 
(Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). 



high. However, in comparison with other studies using GGCT they were acceptable (Meader et 

al. 2006). Moreover, they were all, except for fatalism, above the 0.6 threshold rule of thumb 

proposed by Heat and Martin (1997).  

3.2.2 Results of data-gathering in seven organizations 

In the third phase of the study, data were gathered in seven organizations in order to evaluate 

the measurement instrument. Prior to testing the measurement model through confirmatory 

factor analysis, we examined  the distributions of the item scores – as indicated by the mean, 

median, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis in the sample.  The analysis of table 2 

shows that none of the items is poorly distributed.  Kurtosis and skewness scores, however, 

showed some deviations from the normal distribution. 

 

----- Please, insert Table 2 about here ----- 

 

Because of the ordinal nature of the data, we performed confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with 

LISREL 8.8 using diagonally weight least squares estimation (DWLS) and listwize deletion. 

We estimated a four dimension model with all 28 items measuring organizational culture with the 

following specifications: (1) four factors (hierarchy, individualism, egalitarianism and fatalism), 

with each factor correlated with the other factors; (2) 28 observed variables, each loading on 

only one latent factor as indicated in table 3; and (3) uncorrelated error terms. The model has 

344 degrees of freedom and a χ
2
-value of 2646.90. The RMSEA is acceptable and close to the 

suggested cut-off criterion of 0.6 provided by Hu and Bentler (1999). The fit statistics GFI, NFI 

and CFI suggest an acceptable and even good fit. The Wald-test was used to identify factors of 

which the loadings might not be significant and that could thus be left out the model. The test 

shows that all of the indicators have a significant impact on their latent variable. We concluded 

that the 4 dimensional model has good specifications for further research (see table 3).  

 

----- Please, insert Table 3 about here ----- 

 

The 4 scales are reliable. The Chronbach α of hierarchy (0.820), individualism (0.848), 

egalitarianism (0.703) and fatalism (0.780) scales all exceed the .60 minimum (Heat and Martin, 

1996).  The scales also exhibit validity. Convergent validity is demonstrated as the factorloadings 

are statistically significant (as measured by the t-values). Discriminant validity is demonstrated 

as the Pearson correlations between the four culture scales are not high. The highest correlation 

was found between  between egalitarianism and individualism (.649).   



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Conclusion 

This paper argued that a quantitative measurement of organizational culture based on grid-group 

cultural theory (GGCT) would be very useful but would also pose some important theoretical and 

empirical challenges. It presented the results of a study that aimed to address at least some of 

those challenges. The study showed that it is possible to distinguish the four cultural types – 

even fatalism - empirically. It used confirmatory factor analyses to examine the underlying 

structure of the data from two studies in the Belgian public sector and found support for the 

existence of four culture scales. Scale reliabilities in the second test were satisfactory and 

ranged between .703 and .848. There were also indications for convergent and discriminant 

validity.  

While this study thus showed the feasibility of quantifying GGCT, it also suggests additional 

research. First, further work needs to be done to establish whether the measurement instrument 

has content validity. This could, for example, be done by further consulting experts (e.g. through 

the Delphi-technique (e.g. Woudenberg, 1991)) about the face validity of the items as measures 

of the four GGCT types. Second, it would be interesting to develop an instrument to measure the 

types not only at organizational, but also at team-level. This would allow for a more nuanced 

understanding of the interplay between different levels. Third, the measurement of organizational 

culture is of course only the beginning. One could also develop hypotheses about the impact of 

organizational culture, as operationalized in GGCT-terms, on relevant dependent variables such 

as behavior. Finally, however desirable and feasible quantitative measurement of organizational 

culture may be, this of course does not detract from the importance of qualitative measures. In 

fact, both approaches have their own contribution to offer to the understanding of GGCT in 

organizations. Quantitative studies are useful at measuring the pure types and the extent to 

which they are present in a certain context. Qualitative research is better at handling more 

complex aspects of GGCT, such as the requisite variety proposition. The latter implies that 

cultural types will influence each other in a particular situation. Hence, hierarchy in a dominantly 

hierarchical setting may, for example, be different from hierarchy in a setting in which one or 

more of the other three cultural types are dominant (Verweij and Nowacki 2010). When 

measuring the four cultural types quantitatively, these possible interdependencies will not be 

revealed and subtleties will thus be missed. Moreover, the requisite variety proposition suggests 

that not only the relative intensity of the types is important but also the qualitative nature of the 

settlements between these types. In a quantitative survey, this quality is difficult or perhaps even 

impossible to uncover. Because, as 6 (2003: 404) suggests, not all settlements might be 

desirable, this might form a problem for the interpretation of the results.  Thus, both quantitative 

and qualitative measurement will remain necessary in further exploring the promising application 

of GGCT in organizations.  
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Tables 

Table 1 Item pool of the measurement instrument of organizational culture in the pilot 
study

2
 

Dimensions Missing Mean Median SD Skewness Kurtosis 

I. Promotion       

H1 In my organization employees are 
promoted on the basis of their 
seniority.  

119 4.63 5.00 3.084 -0.026 -1.091 

E1 In my organization the shared 
opinion of the staff is taken into 
account when promotions are given. 

121 1.99 2.00 2.104 0.910 0.014 

I1 In my organization, employees are 
promoted on the basis of individual 
performance. 

118 3.21 2.00 2.847 0.443 -0.908 

F1 In my organization it is not clear on 
the basis of which criteria 
promotions are given.  

119 5.45 5.00 3.294 -0.208 -1.115 

II. Weaknesses       

H2 In my organization people with a low 
rank cannot ask questions about 
certain instructions.  

122 5.06 5.00 2.912 0.045 -0.952 

E2 In my organization we endlessly 
continue to consult with each other 
so that no decisions are taken.  

118 5.27 5.00 2.783 -0.175 -0.763 

I2 In my organization the individual's 
interest is more important than the 
collective interest. 

117 5.00 5.00 2.666 0.009 -0.635 

F2 In my organization, short-term 
thinking often compromises the 
long-term vision. 

123 5.90 5.00 2.495 -0.319 -0.311 

III. Sanctions for breaking the 
rules 

      

H3 In my organization, when an 
employee breaks a rule there is an 
extensive inquiry about what 
happened and why.* 

130 4.25 5.00 2.628 0.039 -0.754 

E3 In my organization, when an 
employee breaks a rule the 
employee gets instructions when it is 
an unimportant rule, but when it is 
an important rule he has to go. 

127 3.57 4.00 2.624 0.268 -0.827 

I3 In my organization, when an 
employee breaks a rule a mix of 
incentives and sanctions is used in 
order to prevent it in the future. 

130 4.22 5.00 2.557 -0.067 -0.725 

F3 In my organization, when an 
employee breaks a rule he/she is 
immediately punished without any 
real investigation. 

131 2.73 2.00 2.298 0.562 -0.148 

IV. Top management of the 
organization  

      

H4 The top executive of my 
organization emphasizes that 
employees need to follow rules. 

131 6.50 6.00 2.112 -0.399 0441 

E4 The top executive of my 
organization emphasizes consensus 

139 5.24 5.00 2.152 -0.338 0.698 

                                                           

2
 These items were developed in Dutch and translated to English by the author.  



on all levels of the organization.   

I4 The top executive of my 
organization emphasizes that it is 
important to evaluate every 
employee’s performance 
individually. 

130 4.88 5.00 2.468 0.001 -0.233 

F4 It is difficult to know what is 
important for the top executive of my 
organization.  

121 6.18 7.00 2.765 -0.569 -0.446 

V. Emphases        

H5 My organization emphasises clear 
lines of accountability. * 

129 5.16 5.00 2.356 -0.322 -0.204 

E5 My organization emphasises teams 
within which all members are equally 
important. 

128 4.14 5.00 2.641 0.011 -0.868 

I5 My organization emphasises 
competition, high standards and 
individual performance. 

128 4.70 5.00 2.562 0.021 -0.617 

F5 My organization is characterised by 
the fact that we constantly have to 
react to things over which we have 
no control. 

129 5.37 5.00 2.518 -0.128 -0.631 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Table 1 Item pool of the measurement instrument of organizational culture in the pilot 
study (continued) 
Dimensions Missing Mean Median SD Skewness Kurtosis 

VI. Criteria of success       

H6 My organization believes success 
depends on a clear and 
authoritative system of rules being 
in place and respected. * 

130 6.33 6.00 2.012 -0.489 0.634 

E6 My organization defines success 
as promoting the organisation’s 
values.  

130 6.22 6.00 2.212 -0.629 0.537 

I6 My organization defines success 
on the basis of good individual 
performance.  

127 5.74 5.00 2.232 -0.325 -0.021 

F6 My organization defines success 
on the basis of dealing with each 
months or years problems as they 
come.  

129 6.14 6.00 2.166 -0.410 0.044 

VII. Decision-making in the 
organization 

      

H7 In my organization decision-making 
authority depends on your position 
in the team.  

130 7.47 8.00 2.254 -1.229 1.360 

E7 In my organization decisions are 
made by consensus 

145 4.10 5.00 2.435 -0.011 -0.841 

I7 In my organization you yourself 
have to create a coalition of 
support if you want to get a 
decision made. 

143 5.08 5.00 2.769 -0.036 0.135 

F7 In my organization hardly any 
employees have much decision-
making authority. 

132 5.82 6.00 2.801 -0.307 -1.007 

VIII. Dislikes in the organisation       

H8 In my organization not behaving 
according to one’s status or role in 
the organization is not tolerated. * 

137 5.27 5.00 2.414 -0.270 -0.401 

E8 In my organization exploiting one’s 
personal power or influence, or 
“pulling rank” is not tolerated. 

138 5.32 5.00 2.582 -0.232 -0.589 

I8 In my organization promotions that 
are given on the basis of tenure 
alone are resented. 

141 4.92 5.00 2.480 -0.022 -0.338 

F8 In my organization people resent 
demands that seem to be 
pointless. 

142 4.94 5.00 2.556 -0.168 -0.539 

IX. Clients       

H9 In my organization, it is expected 
that clients follow proper 
procedures  

139 6.17 6.00 2.299 -0.477 -0.231 

E9 In my organization, we focus on the 
right clients 

135 3.24 2.00 2.472 0.560 -0.312 

I9 In my organization, we consider the 
relationship between clients and 
professionals important  

133 6.97 8.00 2.160 -0.901 0.618 

F9 In my organization, clients have to 
satisfied with what they get 

137 4.39 5.00 2.583 0.167 -0.677 

X. Other organizations       

H10 In my organization, the 
relationships we have with other 
organizations are based on rules 
and operating procedures which 
are proscribed for that organization 

146 5.82 5.00 2.265 -0.369 -0.329 



E10 In my organization, we have a 
different relationship with 
organizations that aspire the same 
values as us than the ones that 
have different values 

148 4.91 5.00 2.242 -0.302 -0.016 

I10 In my organization, the 
relationships with other 
organizations are negotiated when 
it is useful to do this, depending on 
how hard we need that 
organization 

150 5.28 5.00 2.236 -0.359 0.056 

F10 In my organization, we deal with 
other organizations only when it is 
necessary, otherwise there is no 
reason to.  

139 5.20 5.00 2.748 -0.185 -0.925 

XI. Organization’s glue       

H11 The glue that holds this 
organization together consists of a 
sense of duty and respect for the 
distinct roles of each of the 
professions and tiers of 
management. 

146 5.31 5.00 2.444 -0.306 -0.409 

E11 The glue that holds this 
organization together are shared 
values and commitment to our 
common principles.  

145 5.47 5.00 2.408 -0.480 -0.341 

I11 The glue that holds this 
organization together is the fact 
that it is useful for everybody to 
work together in the same 
organization. 

150 5.19 5.00 2.159 -0.240 0.195 

F11 There is nothing holding this 
organization together and binding 
its members to one another except 
for the fact that the law or the 
management has decided that this 
organization should exist.  

144 4.62 5.00 2.677 0.143 -0.736 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 Table 2 Item pool of the measurement instrument for organizational culture in phase 3 

Variable 

name 

Item N Mean Median SD Skewness Kurtosis 

H3 1. In my organization, when 

employees break the rules 

there is an extensive inquiry 

about what happened and 

why. 

1297 3,65 4,00 1,601 ,091 -,912 

H5

  

2. My organization 

emphasises clear lines of 

accountability. 

1294 4,09 4,00 1,520 -,182 -,794 

H6 3. My organization believes 

success depends on a clear 

and authoritative system of 

rules being in place and 

respected. 

1275 4,79 5,00 1,257 -,731 ,643 

H8 4. In my organization not 

behaving according to one’s 

status or role in the 

organization is not tolerated. 

1276 4,17 4,00 1,566 -,177 -,731 

H9 5. In my organization, it is 

expected that clients follow 

proper procedures.  

1267 5,23 5,00 1,135 -,720 ,898 

H10 6. In my organization, the 

relationships we have with 

other organizations are 

based on rules and 

operating procedures which 

are proscribed for that 

organization. 

1273 4,77 5,00 1,271 -,387 -,123 

H11 7. The glue that holds this 

organization together 

consists of a sense of duty 

and respect for the distinct 

roles of each of the 

professions and tiers of 

management. 

1269 4,09 4,00 1,514 -,214 -,535 

        

E1 1. In my organization the 

shared opinion of the staff is 

taken into account when 

promotions are given. 

1182 2,62 2,00 1,304 ,453 -,469 

E4 2. The top executive of my 

organization emphasizes 

consensus on all levels of 

the organization.   

1172 3,69 4,00 1,389 -,245 -,367 

E5 3. My organization 

emphasises teams within 

which all members are 

equally important. 

1178 3,59 3,00 1,596 ,085 -,910 

E6 4. My organization defines 

success as promoting the 

organisation’s values. 

1175 4,67 5,00 1,298 -,779 ,670 

E7 5. In my organization 

decisions are made by 

1175 3,45 3,00 1,459 -,005 -,707 



consensus. 

E8 6. In my organization 

exploiting one’s personal 

power or influence, or 

“pulling rank” is not 

tolerated. 

1175 3,88 4,00 1,651 -,134 -,807 

E11 7. The glue that holds this 

organization together are 

shared values and 

commitment to our common 

principles. 

1163 4,15 4,00 1,322 -,397 ,061 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Table 3 Item pool of the measurement instrument for organizational culture in phase 3 

(continued)  

Variable 

name 

Item N Mean Median SD Skewness Kurtosis 

I1 1. In my organization, 

employees are promoted on 

the basis of individual 

performance. 

1271 2,91 3,00 1,597 ,478 -,768 

I3 2. In my organization, when 

employees break the rules a 

mix of incentives and 

sanctions is used in order to 

prevent it in the future. 

1260 3,48 4,00 1,395 -,005 -,696 

I4 3. The top executive of my 

organization emphasizes 

that it is important to 

evaluate every employee’s 

performance individually. 

1260 4,18 4,00 1,438 -,349 -,361 

I6 4. My organization defines 

success on the basis of 

good individual 

performance. 

1253 4,03 4,00 1,266 -,057 -,202 

I8 5. In my organization 

promotions that are given 

on the basis of tenure alone 

are resented. 

1251 3,96 4,00 1,407 -,070 -,087 

I9 6. In my organization, we 

consider the relationship 

between clients and 

professionals important. 

1254 4,83 5,00 1,348 -,546 ,169 

I11 7. The glue that holds this 

organization together is the 

fact that it is useful for 

everybody to work together 

in the same organization. 

1239 4,08 4,00 1,174 -,358 ,725 

        

F2 1. In my organization, short-

term thinking often 

compromises the long-term 

vision. 

1155 4,67 5,00 1,317 -,134 -,259 

F4 2. It is difficult to know what is 

important for the top 

executive of my 

organization. 

1166 4,35 4,00 1,445 -,090 -,635 

F5 3. My organization is 

characterised by the fact 

that we constantly have to 

react to things over which 

we have no control. 

1163 4,50 5,00 1,424 -,127 -,609 

F6 4. My organization defines 

success on the basis of 

dealing with each months or 

years problems as they 

come. 

1164 4,57 5,00 1,275 -,246 -,234 



F9 5. In my organization, clients 

have to satisfied with what 

they get 

1153 4,02 4,00 1,426 ,078 -,479 

F10 6. In my organization, we deal 

with other organizations 

only when it is necessary, 

otherwise there is no reason 

to. 

1158 3,78 4,00 1,533 ,118 -,704 

F11 7. There is nothing holding this 

organization together and 

binding its members to one 

another except for the fact 

that the law or the 

management has decided 

that this organization should 

exist. 

1156 3,40 3,00 1,531 ,403 -,315 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Table 2 The measurement of organizational culture in phase 3: Scale items, factor 

loadings and reliabilities 

Item Standardized factor loadings 

Hierarchy    

H3. In my organization, when employees break the rules there is 
an extensive inquiry about what happened and why. 

0.78 

H5. My organization emphasises clear lines of accountability. 0.78 

H6. My organization believes success depends on a clear and 
authoritative system of rules being in place and respected. 

0.50 

H8. In my organization not behaving according to one’s status or 
role in the organization is not tolerated. 

0.74 

H9. In my organization, it is expected that clients follow proper 
procedures.  

0.41 

H10. In my organization, the relationships we have with other 
organizations are based on rules and operating procedures which 
are proscribed for that organization. 

0.41 

H11. The glue that holds this organization together consists of a 
sense of duty and respect for the distinct roles of each of the 
professions and tiers of management. 

0.80 

Egalitarianism  
E1In my organization the shared opinion of the staff is taken into 
account when promotions are given. 

0.62 

E4. The top executive of my organization emphasizes consensus 
on all levels of the organization.   

0.76 

E5. My organization emphasises teams within which all members 
are equally important. 

0.56 

E6. My organization defines success as promoting the 
organization’s values. 

0.21 

E7. In my organization decisions are made by consensus. 0.26 

E8. In my organization exploiting one’s personal power or 
influence, or ‘pulling rank’ is not tolerated. 

0.58 

E11. The glue that holds this organization together are shared 
values and commitment to our common principles. 

0.56 

Individualism  

I1. In my organization, employees are promoted on the basis of 
individual performance. 

0.53 

I3. In my organization, when employees break the rules a mix of 
incentives and sanctions is used in order to prevent it in the 
future. 

0.60 

I4. The top executive of my organization emphasizes that it is 
important to evaluate every employee’s performance individually. 

0.78 

I6. My organization defines success on the basis of good 
individual performance. 

0.66 

I8. In my organization promotions that are given on the basis of 
tenure alone are resented. 

0.74 

I9. In my organization, we consider the relationship between 
clients and professionals important. 

0.72 

I11. The glue that holds this organization together is the fact that it 
is useful for everybody to work together in the same organization. 

0.82 

Fatalism  

F2. In my organization, short-term thinking often compromises the 
long-term vision. 

0.58 

F4. It is difficult to know what is important for the top executive of 
my organization. 

0.61 

F5. My organization is characterised by the fact that we constantly 
have to react to things over which we have no control. 

0.63 

F6. My organization defines success on the basis of dealing with 
each months or years problems as they come. 

0.52 

F9. n my organization, clients have to satisfied with what they get 0.48 

F10. In my organization, we deal with other organizations only 
when it is necessary, otherwise there is no reason to. 

0.55 

F11. There is nothing holding this organization together and 0.78 



binding its members to one another except for the fact that the 
law or the management has decided that this organization should 
exist. 

Measures of fit: DWLS; χ
2
= 2646.90 (p = 0.0); RMSEA = 0.0677; NFI = 0.947; CFI = 0.953; GFI = 

0.971 
Cronbach’s alpha 

 
Pearson correlations 

 1 2 3 

1. Hierarchy             ,820 1   

2. Egalitarianism     ,703 ,572 1  
3. Individualism       ,848 ,573 ,649 1 

4. Fatalism                ,780 -,315 -,514 -,377 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figures 

Figure 1 The grid-group typology 

 

 

Figure 2 Constructing a scale for each cultural type: an example 

 

 



 

                                                           

i
 Except for one organization. In that organization the survey was distributed among 50% of 
respondents who had a work e-mail address.  

ii
 Because sampling was done at the level of the organization and not at the level of the language 

of the public servants, no response percentage could be calculated for the realized sample of 
Dutch-speaking public servants.  

 


