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OPTIMIZING CORPORATE CULTURE DIMENSIONS  
AND OPERATIONAL PERFORMANCE IN THE CONTEXT  
OF MULTINATIONAL COMPANIES IN KENYA 
A VÁLLALATI KULTÚRA DIMENZIÓINAK  
ÉS MŰKÖDÉSI TELJESÍTMÉNYÉNEK OPTIMALIZÁLÁSA  
A KENYAI MULTINACIONÁLIS VÁLLALATOK KONTEXTUSÁBAN

The performance of multinational firms in Eastern Africa has raised concerns about their future sustainability. In this pa-
per, the authors argue that optimal management of corporate culture is a way these firms could improve their operational 
performance. Edgar Schein’s Model of Culture and the Contingency Theory served as the foundation for the research 
study. The study utilized the descriptive cross-sectional survey technique, in which structured questionnaires were admin-
istered to 150 foreign multinational companies in Kenya. Data were analysed for descriptive statistics, correlation, and 
multiple regression analysis using SPSS. The results showed that adhocracy and bureaucratic culture had a significant pos-
itive influence on operational performance. However, market and consensual culture had a positive influence that was not 
significant. Empirically, the study contributes to management practice by diagnosing corporate traits as a process factor, 
especially in instances where activities such as recruitment, onboarding, international management, and innovation are 
being carried out by an organization. 

Keywords: corporate culture, market culture, consensual culture, bureaucratic culture, adhocracy culture, opera-
tional performance (OP), multinational companies (MNCs)

A kelet-afrikai multinacionális cégek teljesítménye aggályokat vet fel a jövőbeni fenntarthatóságukat illetően. Ebben a 
cikkben a szerzők azzal érvelnek, hogy a vállalati kultúra optimális menedzselése egy módja lehet annak, hogy ezek 
a cégek javítsák működési teljesítményüket. Edgar Schein kultúramodellje és a kontingenciaelmélet szolgált a kutatás 
alapjául. A tanulmány a leíró keresztmetszeti felmérés technikáját alkalmazta, amelyben strukturált kérdőíveket adtak ki 
Kenyában 150 külföldi multinacionális cégnek. Az adatokat leíró statisztikák, korreláció és többszörös regressziós elemzés 
céljából SPSS segítségével elemezték a szerzők. Az eredmények azt mutatták, hogy az adhokrácia és a bürokratikus kultúra 
jelentős pozitív hatással volt a működési teljesítményre. A piaci és a konszenzusos kultúra azonban olyan pozitív hatást 
gyakorolt, ami nem volt jelentős. Empirikusan a tanulmány hozzájárul a vezetési gyakorlathoz azáltal, hogy a vállalati jel-
lemzőket folyamattényezőként diagnosztizálja, különösen olyan esetekben, amikor olyan tevékenységeket végeznek, mint 
a toborzás, a beépítés, a nemzetközi menedzsment és az innováció.

Kulcsszavak: szervezeti kultúra, piackultúra, konszenzusos kultúra, bürokratikus kultúra, adhokratikus kultúra, 
működési teljesítmény (OP), multinacionális vállalatok (MNCs)
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LAVENDER OKORE – STELLA KASOBYA NYONGESA –  PATRICK MBULLO OWUOR – EDINA MOLNÁR The global market environment is constantly evolving, 
and entities worldwide are pursuing financial, oper-

ational, and managerial strategies to attain competitive 
advantage (Kotabe & Helsen, 2022). As a result of the 
prevailing complexity of the global marketplace, corpo-
rate culture has been proposed by scholars as one of the 
strategic elements       of corporate performance. Scholars 
argue that the operational performance (OP) of firms is 
dependent on both the external market environment and 
internal business factors (Hameed et al., 2021; Rokicki et 
al., 2022; Saini & Singh, 2020). To that end, companies 
pursue central operational aspects of production quality, 
service quality, customer preferences, market research, 
cost measures and employee productivity to achieve com-
petitive advantage (Holub et al., 2021). With growing com-
mercial and social opportunities, multinational companies 
(MNCs) struggling with optimizing their operations in 
different settings present one of the most questioned areas 
of corporate culture practices (Berti & Simpson, 2021; 
Fang et al., 2023). 

Culture, a dominant concept in organizational behav-
iour and social psychology, remains an evolving source 
of research interest. Corporate culture has been studied 
through the lens of management practice, and existing 
studies reveal divergent arguments concerning the phe-
nomenon. Guiso et al. (2015) argue that culture plays a 
profound role in influencing organizational behaviour, 
which can establish the difference between a company’s 
strategic success in terms of both financial and OP and its 
failure. Consequently, organizations are investing heavily 
in building the right kind of work environment for their 
employees (Guiso et al., 2015). The ever-changing nature 
of international business, economic conditions, workforce 
preferences, and MNC host locations in developing coun-
tries have raised unique challenges that require cultural 
adaptation (Yousef, 2020).

Research perspective and framework

The conceptualization of corporate culture
There are multiple dimensions, values, and specialties that 
constitute  culture (Yousef, 2020). According to Hofstede 
(2011), culture generally consists of the unwritten rules 
of the social game therefore distinguishing the members 
of a particular group from another; categorized into three 
dimensions: national culture, corporate culture and per-
sonality. On the other hand, Warrick (2017) defines corpo-
rate culture as unseen yet uniting themes that give a sense 
of direction and meaning to a company. Thus, culture to 
an organization, may be referred to as what personality is 
to an individual. 

Putting together these definitions, this study adopted 
the definition derived from Andreas & Gumanti (2022), 
that corporate culture is a pattern of shared basic learned 
(lacuna) as groups solved their problems of external adap-
tation and internal integration; and therefore, worked well 
enough to be considered valid and taught to new mem-
bers as the correct way you perceive, think, and feel in 
relation to those problems. We adopted market, adhocracy, 

bureaucratic and consensual culture as the four dimen-
sions of corporate culture, derived from Deshpandé et al’s 
(1993) conceptualization. Other scholars who have used 
this classification are: Moonen (2017), Carlos Pinho et al. 
(2014), Quinn & Cameron (1999) in order to contribute to 
development of corporate culture knowledge in a chang-
ing organizational landscape. Table 1 breaks down the 
adopted dimensions of culture and the suggested strategy 
orientations from Quinn and Cameron (1999), cited in 
(Bukoye & Abdulrahman, 2023).

Table 1
Dimensions of corporate culture & strategy 

orientation

Culture 
Dimension Adopted Definitions 

Conceptualized 
Strategy 

Orientation
Market A goal-oriented 

culture that focusses 
on accomplishment of 
tasks and achievement 
of expected results and 
outcomes. It establishes 
a highly competitive 
environment for both the 
leaders and the employees.

Productivity 
and stakeholder 
satisfaction 
strategies.

Adhocracy A dynamic, ever 
changing and creative 
work-environment 
that encourages 
experimentation and 
innovation backed up 
by the prominence and 
support of leadership.

Accountability, 
innovation, 
high degree 
of freedom & 
personal initiative, 
flexibility, 
openness and risk 
strategies.

Bureaucratic/
hierarchical

A procedural, structured 
and formalized work 
environment with clear 
guidelines on what is 
generally acceptable and 
what is unacceptable. 

Quality output, 
stability, efficiency, 
structured 
coordination 
strategies.

Consensual/
Clan

A set of values that make 
up an internally oriented 
value system which focuses 
on tradition, loyalty and 
internally controlled 
mechanisms.

Commitment, 
people-
involvement, 
loyalty, open 
communication 
and team-oriented 
strategies.

Source: own compilation based on Deshpandé et al. (1993)

The conceptualization and classification  
of operational performance (OP)
Performance is a multi-dimensional concept, with two 
broad categories: financial and non-financial performance 
(Alatawi et al., 2023; Dalton et al., 1980; Lenz, 1981; Low 
& Siesfeld, 1998). Traditionally, organizations paid signif-
icant attention to financial performance as the only factor 
that determines success or failure of a business; leading 
to overreliance on financial indicators. Arguments on the 
goals of performance measurement, the process and its sys-
tems indicate the nexus between financial and non-finan-
cial aspects (Alatawi et al., 2023; Low & Siesfeld, 1998). 
Therefore, modern theories of performance have advanced 
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a mixed approach, that captures both qualitative and quan-
titative outcomes of a business (Kaplan & Norton 2001; 
Nguyen et al., 2020). Table 2 shows the adopted dimen-
sions and definitions of operational performance proposed 
by Bhagwat & Sharma (2007) to measure the OP of MNCs 
in Kenya. 

Table 2
Dimensions of operational performance

Dimensions 
of OP Adopted Definition Conceptualized 

Strategy Orientation
Quality
Performance

Evaluated gap 
between expected and 
delivered good and 
service.

Client expectations, 
durability and 
specification driven 
strategies.

Flexibility
Performance

Processes, designs, 
volume, product 
development and 
product/marketing 
mix actions of the 
firm.

Involves action like 
adoption of new 
systems, decisions 
on new product 
development, 
alteration of 
processes.

Cost
Performance

Cost per unit of 
product produced 
or service offered, 
constituting: 
manufacturing cost, 
operational cost, 
service charges, 
transaction cost and 
value- added cost.

Unit cost reduction 
strategies translate to 
superior performance.

Service
Performance

Customer interaction, 
point of sale and after 
sale performance.

Feedback evaluation 
and score strategies.

Source: own compilation based on Bhagwat & Sharma (2007)

Corporate culture and operational performance 
of MNCs in Kenya
The significance of the efficiencies and inefficiencies of the 
dimensions of corporate culture and their influence on oper-
ational performance in the context of MNCs remain under 
explored thus hindering its optimum utilization. Therefore, 
our objective was to determine the antecedent relationship 
between the contributions of the various dimensions of cul-

ture on operational performance by focusing on the mul-
tinational sector in Kenya. We posit that pursuing optimal 
management of corporate culture dimensions is a way for 
the entities to improve their operational performance. To 
our knowledge, this is among the few organizational level 
studies to empirically determine relationships between the 
adopted classification of corporate culture and operational 
performance of these firms in Kenya. Table 3 outlines the 
research questions.

Theoretical background
The discourse on the existence of organizations as distinct 
entities with peculiar traits is embedded in strategy and 
policy publications. Literature has captured culture as a 
unique element in studying organizations and their com-
plex ecosystems. In 1958, Fred Fiedler, during his research 
on the effectiveness and fit of organizational characteris-
tics, emphasized the role of leadership and management in 
delivering the corporate vision and desired performance 
outcomes (Fiedler, 1964). 

The contingency theory on different leadership and 
organizational structures and designs perceives cul-
ture as an imminent and varying characteristic that can 
be optimized if understood (Fiedler, 2015; Wadongo 
& Abdel-Kader, 2014). The theory posits that there 
is no defined way of leading an organization that will 
automatically result in success and increased perfor-
mance (Fiedler, 2015; Wadongo & Abdel-Kader, 2014).  
Therefore, unique organizational circumstances would 
call for the adoption of varied strategic orientations. The 
theory (?!)  points to the pre-eminent dissonance/incon-
gruence of evolutionary organizational processes. We 
formulated the research questions based on the dimen-
sions of culture (market, adhocracy, bureaucratic and 
consensual), which we evaluated against a set of distinct 
elements: organizational traditions, leadership styles, 
priorities and origin. 

We used the Schein Model developed in 1980 as a diag-
nostic tool for the various dimensions of culture. The 
model is premised on the ability of employees to realize 
goals on the basis of deep cultural alignment, which leads 
to motivation, satisfaction, and performance (Schein, 
2010). In addition, we used the four culture types pro-
posed by Deshpandé et al. (1993): market, adhocracy, 
bureaucratic, and consensual cultures to analyze behavior, 
espoused values, and cultural alignment to strategic goals. 

Empirical review 
Though the rationale for studying corporate culture is 
based on its influence on terminal outcomes (Fang et al., 
2023; Striteska & Zapletal, 2020), to a large extent, empir-
ical studies so far available on corporate culture and OP 
reveal mixed results. For example, some scholars have 
underscored the critical role of corporate culture in perfor-
mance, while others introducing leadership as a mediating 
variable to the impact of market culture on performance 
(Krizanova & Michulek, 2022; Li et al., 2001; Nguyen et 
al., 2020). Similarly, in Kenya, studies have found that cul-
ture has a significant positive influence on employee per-

Table 3
Research questions

Main Objective
To determine the influence of corporate culture on opera-
tional performance (OP) of multinational companies (MNCs) 
in Kenya by aiming to answer the following research questions:

Research Questions

RQ 1 What is the effect of market culture on operational 
performance of MNCs in Kenya?

RQ 2 What is the influence of adhocracy culture on opera-
tional performance of MNCs in Kenya?

RQ 3 What is the influence of bureaucratic culture on oper-
ational performance of MNCs in Kenya?

RQ 4 What is the effect of consensual culture on operational 
performance of MNCs in Kenya?

Source: own compilation
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formance (Wambugu, 2014; Wanjiku & Agusioma, 2014). 
Therefore, we identified a gap in employee performance 
and firm operational performance metrics.

Opoku et al. (2022) studied the effect of the dominance 
of entrepreneurial culture on employee performance. 
Using a descriptive survey, the study assessed the interac-
tive effects of culture and its influence on employee per-
formance at GCB Bank in Ghana. The study found that 
entrepreneurial/adhocracy, bureaucratic, and consensual 
culture had a statistically significant relationship with 
employee performance. The multiple regression output 
showed that corporate culture (consensual, bureaucratic, 
adhocracy) significantly improves employee perfor-
mance, with adhocracy culture demonstrating the highest 
influence.

However, challenging growth patterns have been attrib-
uted to strong cultures that lead to operational difficulties/
inefficiencies; depending on the culture dimensions, espe-
cially in highly volatile business environments and crisis 
situations which require practical adaptation of changes 
in corporate culture to business practice (Hofstede, 2011; 
Holub et al., 2021; Quinn & Cameron, 1999; Saini & 
Singh, 2020; Zakari et al., 2013). In an attempt to correlate 
the frequency and prominence of culture patterns, Guiso 
et al. (2015) observed no significant correlation and, there-
fore, concluded that advertised values are possibly not as 
important and suggest alternative measures of cultural 
patterns. Therefore, in as much as existing correlations 
do not prove causation, the importance corporations have 
attached to culture could be justified, as has been proven 
by management (Guiso et al., 2015).  

Onyango & Ondiek (2021) studied the digitalization 
and integration of sustainable development goals (SDGs) 
in public organizations in Kenya. The study evaluated 
organizational culture practices and found that cultures 
that pre-disposed the entities to change resistance hin-
dered the integration and performance of SDGs. Other 
scholars have measured culture quantitatively through the 
use of surveys (Scott et al., 2003; Weech-Maldonado et al., 
2023). Empirical studies have supported little evidence to 
prove the influence of corporate culture on both financial 
and OP (Joseph & Kibera, 2019; San Park & Kim, 2009; 
Soomro & Shah, 2019; Tuan, 2010). This study, therefore, 
sought to demystify the susceptibility of OP of firms to 
various cultural dimensions. 

Hypothesis development
We came up with four hypotheses arising from the liter-
ature review (Figure 1). The first one postulates a signif-
icant positive influence of market culture on OP. That is, 
MNCs in which market culture traits dominate exemplify 
high OP.  The second hypothesis posits a significant nega-
tive influence of adhocracy culture on OP.  That is, MNCs 
in which adhocracy culture traits dominate exemplify low 
OP. The third one also posits a significant negative influ-
ence of bureaucratic culture OP. That is, MNCs in which 
bureaucratic culture traits dominate exemplify low OP. 
The fourth hypothesis also posits a significant positive 
influence of consensual culture on OP.

Figure I
Conceptual framework

 

Source: own compilation based on Bhagwat & Sharma (2007) and Quinn 
& Cameron (1999)

Research methodology

The research design was quantitative methodology, specifi-
cally a cross-sectional survey (Michulek et al., 2023; Scott et 
al., 2003; Weech-Maldonado et al., 2023). The study popula-
tion was 238 foreign MNCs, as listed by the Kenya National 
Bureau of Statistics (KNBS, 2016).  As a result of the COVID-
19 pandemic, the country was under prolonged lockdown; 
most employees were working from home, and many MNCs 
were shut down. Using the list from KNBS, we identified the 
companies in operation and ended up with a sample size of 
150 operational MNCs. We used Yamane’s formula for sam-
ple size determination. This parametric measure accommo-
dates a stipulated level of precision, confidence, and hence, 
margin of error to verify the representativeness of this sample 
(Adam, 2020). Due to the unique circumstances, the study 
used a non-probability sampling approach at two different 
levels. At stage one, the quota sampling Field (Jung, 2022; 
Khosravani et al., 2020) was used to generate the sampling 
distribution, illustrated in Table 4. 

Consequently, we purposively selected organizational 
representatives on the basis of the level of management. 
The researchers, therefore, reached out to the most knowl-
edgeable company representatives who were available and 
at work at the time of the study (Bagga et al., 2023). Senior 
managers are the vision and strategy bearers who set the 
overarching corporate values. Middle managers trans-
late the vision into actionable tasks, foster adoption, and 
reinforce set corporate traits, operational managers, fully 
cascade assigned corporate value priorities, monitor and 
encourage daily practice (Behie et al., 2023; Carvalho et 
al., 2023). Therefore, collaboratively, the selected repre-
sentatives play formidable roles in culture alignment.

Table 4
Quota distribution 

Headquarters Number of 
Companies (N)

% of 
Population (N)

Sample  
distribution (n)

Africa 17 7.14% 11
Asia 56 23.53% 35

Europe 122 51.26% 77
Oceania 1 0.42% 1
America 42 17.65% 26

Total 238 100% 150

Source: own compilation based on KNBS (2016)

Independent Variable

Corporate Culture

• Market culture
• Adhocracy culture
• Bureaucratic culture
• Consensual culture

Dependent variable

Operational Performance (OP)

• Cost performance
• Quality performance
• Service performance
• Flexibility performance



20
VEZETÉSTUDOMÁNY / BUDAPEST MANAGEMENT REVIEW
VOL. 55., ISS. 11. 2024 / ISSN 0133-0179 (PRINT); 3057-9376 (ONLINE)  DOI: 10.14267/VEZTUD.2024.11.02

STUDIES AND ARTICLES

The questionnaire (Annex 1) comprised closed ended 
questions to gather useful information that contributed 
to the study findings (Hancock et al., 2021). The quan-
titative data was measured using a five-point Likert 
scale (Joseph & Kibera, 2019; Tuan; 2010).  The tool was 
divided into three main sections, the first section sought 
the bio profile of the organization, the second addressed 
the independent variable and the last section covered OP. 
Data was collected within the period February 2020 and 
May 2020. 

Demographic profile
The study targeted three managers of each of the 150 
operational MNCs. However, 80 MNCs responded to the 
survey. The results in Table 5 show that the majority of 
the respondents were female (50.3%)  and most of the 
respondents were aged between 36-40 years (36.72%). 
Of these respondents, a majority (44.96%) had worked 
for the MNCs for a period ranging between 6-9 years. 
The findings suggest that employees aged between 36-45 
years are structurally in charge of driving cultural prac-
tice in the organization. Therefore, they are more likely 
to be concerned with promoting corporate culture. 
Consequently, they are keen on both positive and nega-
tive changes in menial aspects affect their work. Of the 
responses, 46.09% were from MNCs which are head-
quartered in Europe.

Descriptive statistics
Respondents were requested to indicate the extent to 
which they agreed or disagreed with statements drawn 
from the variables on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is strongly 
disagree, 2 is disagree, 3 is somewhat agree, 4 is agree, 
and 5 is strongly agree (Table 6). 

Table 5
Demographic data

Demographic Characteristics Frequency %
Gender Male 148 49.66%

Female 150 50.34%
Total 298 100%

Age 25 & below 4 1.56%
26- 35 years 60 15.63%
36 – 40 years 93 36.72%
41 – 45 years 81 27.34%
46 – 50 years 48 12.5%
51 years & above 12 6.25%
Total 298 100%

Management 
Level

Senior 73 24.50%
Middle 128 42.95%
Operational 97 32.56%
Total 298 100%

Work Duration 1 year & below 14 4.70%
2-5 years 95 31.88%
6-9 years 134 44.96%
10 years & above 55 18.46%
Total 298 100%

Company 
Headquarters

Africa 40 13.42%
Asia 67 22.48%
Europe 134 44.97%
Oceania 3 1.01%
America 54 18.12%
Total 298 100%

Source: own compilation
Table 6

Statistical summary

Descriptive Statistics
Key Variables N Mean Std. Deviation

Market Culture 298 4.25 0.704
Adhocracy Culture 298 4.17 0.761
Bureaucratic Culture 298 4.34 0.618
Consensual Culture 298 4.22 0.674

Source: Survey Data (2020)

Table 7
Results of the Correlation Analysis Model

PEARSON’S CORRELATION MC AC BC CC OP

Market Culture
(MC)

Pearson Correlation 1 .443** .350** .361** .274**

Sig. (2-tailed)  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
N 298 298 298 298 298

Adhocracy Culture
(AC)

Pearson Correlation .443** 1 .307** .563** .441**

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.000
N 298 298 298 298 298

Bureaucratic Culture
(BC)

Pearson Correlation .350** .307** 1 .360** .313**

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000
N 298 298 298 298 298

Consensual Culture
(CC)

Pearson Correlation .361** .563** .360** 1 .307**

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000
N 298 298 298 298 298

Operational Performance
(OP)

Pearson Correlation .274** .441** .313** .307** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  
N 298 298 298 298 298

** statistical significance at 90% level of confidence i.e.. p<0.01
Source: own compilation
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The results indicate a slight average difference in cul-
tural practice dimensions in MNCs in Kenya; market 
(M=4.25, SD= .704); adhocracy (M=4.17, SD= .761); 
bureaucratic (M=4.34, SD= .618) and consensual 
(M=4.22, SD= .674). While bureaucratic culture reg-
istered the least standard deviation and adhocracy cul-
ture registered the highest standard deviation of all the 
corporate culture variables, all the standard deviations 
were within the spread range of ± 2, therefore were con-
sidered acceptable in this study.

Correlation matrix
Table 7 presents the results obtained from the correlation 
analysis model.

The results illustrate that the correlation coefficient 
between all the dimensions of corporate culture and OP 
is significant (<.001) but to varied degrees. Market cul-
ture demonstrated a weak positive correlation with OP 
(r= .274, p< 0.01). Therefore, adhocracy culture (r= 0.441, 
p<0.01) has a moderate positive correlation, followed by 
bureaucratic culture and OP (r=.313, p<0.01) and consen-
sual culture and OP (r= .307, p< 0.01).  Hence, adhocracy 
culture has a significant moderate positive correlation the 
OP, while the other three culture types have a weak posi-
tive correlation with OP.

Results of the regression
The output of the model equation for the regression model 
is on Table 8.

The coefficients were used to come up with the follow-
ing equation:

Y = 2.554 + 0.037X1 + 0.200X2+ 0.141X3+ 0.023X4 + e
where: X1 is market culture; X2 is adhocracy culture; X3 
is bureaucratic culture; X4 is consensual culture and Y is 
operational performance (OP); e – error term.

Table 9
Interpretation of model findings

Interpretation of Model Results

H
yp

ot
he

si
s

Coefficients Outcome 
(ceteris paribus) Decision

H1 Market 
Culture

Every unit increase in the 
value of market culture, 
increases the value of OP by 
0.037 

H1 not 
rejected

H2 Adhocracy 
Culture

Every unit increase in the 
value of adhocracy culture, 
increases the value of OP by 
0.200 

H2 
rejected

H3 Bureaucratic 
Culture

A unit increase in the value 
of bureaucratic culture, 
increases the value of by 
0.141 ceteris 

H3 
rejected

H4 Consensual 
Culture

A unit increase in the value 
of consensual culture, 
increases the value of OP by 
0.023 

H4 not 
rejected

Source: own compilation

Table 8
Regression model

Model Summaryb

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson

.481a 0.232 0.221 0.26665 1.704
a. Predictors: (Constant), Consensual Culture, Bureaucratic Culture, Market Culture, Adhocracy Culture
b. Dependent Variable: Operational Performance (OP)

ANOVAa

Model Sum of 
Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. P-value

Regression 6.281 4 1.570 22.084 .000b
Residual 20.833 293 0.071

Total 27.114 297
a. Dependent Variable: Operational Performance (OP)
a. Predictors: (Constant), Consensual Culture, Bureaucratic Culture, Market Culture, Adhocracy Culture

Model
B

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients T Sig. Pvalue
VIFStd. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.554 0.230 11.110 0.000
Market Culture 0.037 0.048 0.045 0.766 0.445 1.340

Adhocracy Culture 0.200 0.037 0.350 5.349 0.000 1.629
Bureaucratic 

Culture 0.141 0.045 0.179 3.146 0.002 1.232

Consensual 
Culture 0.023 0.050 0.029 0.460 0.646 1.568

Source: own compilation
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Based on the model summary output, R (0.481) exhibits a 
moderate strength of positive linear relationship between 
corporate culture and OP. Consequently, the coefficient of 
multiple determination (R- squared) illustrates the extent 
to which the independent variables (market, adhocracy, 
bureaucratic and consensual culture) explained OP. Thus, 
the degree of variation explained by the model is only 
23.2%. For ANOVA, a significance level of < 0.05 was 
interpreted as significant, otherwise not significant. The 
p value was 0.000 which is less than 0.05 hence the model 
is significant. The values of each of the independent vari-
ables and their intercepts are also described in the multiple 
regression model. At 95% level of confidence (5% margin 
of error), only adhocracy culture and bureaucratic culture 
were found to be significant (Table 9).

Discussion

The study sought to determine the influence of market, 
adhocracy, bureaucratic and consensual culture on OP of 
MNCs in Kenya.

Influence of market culture on OP
Results show that market culture has an insignificant posi-
tive influence on OP. This finding is surprising considering 
that existing literature shows that the adoption of market 
culture helps organizations to adopt strategies that build 
on market orientation in terms of customer and competitor 
orientation (Newman et al., 2016). The strategies include 
continuous modules of process and product innovation, 
which we consider a means of achieving efficiency and 
flexibility. Modern day strategies and appropriate depart-
mental competition and recognition of performance have 
been found to be effective in converting personal goals 
and boosting individual efficiency levels into desired lev-
els of firm OP (Guiso et al., 2015; Harris & Ogbonna, 2011; 
Moonen, 2017). The findings in this study are supported 
by the argument that market culture is susceptible to 
unforeseen scenarios in the business environment (Guiso 
et al., 2015; Harris & Ogbonna, 2011). Additionally, orga-
nizations possess different culture types but these traits do 
not contribute to significant differences in innovation and 
performance (Zakari, 2013). Past scholars contended that 
in as much as existing correlations between culture and 
performance do not prove causation, the importance cor-
porates have attached to culture could be justified (Guiso 
et al., 2015; Zakari, 2013). 

Influence of adhocracy culture on OP
Results indicate that adhocracy culture has a significant 
positive influence on OP. According to Joseph and Kibera 
(2019), Mihajlovski (2023), Tuan (2010) adhocracy cul-
ture promotes organizational learning. The corporate 
trait improves the acquisition of knowledge, skills, com-
petencies and other capabilities that promote innovative-
ness in the company, with which scholars have viewed 
individuals in organizations as instigators of entrepre-
neurship (Lorincová et al., 2022; Szabó & Aranyossy, 
2022). 

A high degree of freedom and personal initiative result 
in proactiveness, resilience, determination and a sense of 
responsibility in an organization (Hetzner et al., 2012). In 
this context, MNCs operate in a highly competitive and 
dynamic global environment that demands consistent 
innovation and creation of better products, processes and 
procedures as a means of a consumer-based approach to 
achieving competitive advantage (Graham et al., 2022; 
Wei et al., 2014).  In conclusion, the influence of adhocracy 
culture on performance is optimized within the limits of 
volatile operations characterized by risk, creativity, spon-
taneity and dynamism since the dimension leans towards 
adapting to and even creating change.

Influence of bureaucratic culture on OP
Results indicate that bureaucratic culture has a signif-
icant positive influence on OP. According to Tekauchi 
et al. (2007), companies with structured/well spelt out 
tasks have more influence on their employees than com-
panies with unstructured ad hoc tasks. Bureaucratic cul-
ture creates constitutional order and, as a result, supports 
employees in mastering their tasks more efficiently. To 
increase productivity and reduce costs, division of labour 
and specialization can be used as effective strategies. 
The bureaucratic culture encourages building expertise 
and proficiency, which are prerequisites to productivity 
(Chao et al., 2017). Consequently, skills are sharpened and 
product quality can be improved in the case of manufac-
turing and production facilities (Nauffal & Nader, 2022).  
Leaders exercise control over subordinates using laid 
down rules and regulations, hence breeding consistency 
in performance (Nauffal & Nader, 2022). 

Therefore, the study emphasizes the role of bureau-
cratic factor efficiencies such as rules, policies, company 
guidelines, shared/common goals, and clear instructions 
on duties & tasks in ensuring operational success and pre-
serving the value for stability.

Influence of consensual culture on OP
The output shows that consensual culture has an insignif-
icant positive influence on OP.  This insignificant result 
could be attributed to the effect of the construct on quality 
and cost. According to Dosoglu-Guner (2001) and Opoku 
et al. (2022), considerably, elements of consensual culture 
are one of the most effective approaches to motivating 
employees and maximizing the value of people in a com-
pany. The trait is characterized by high levels of people 
involvement, participation, and teamwork that promote 
employee development and commitment. However, its 
dominance might have effects on firm outcomes if not 
managed. 

The findings are supported by the argument that organ-
izations exhibit different cultural traits or dimensions, but 
these traits do not contribute to significant differences 
in innovation and performance (Cherian, 2021; Zakari, 
2013). Therefore, consensual culture does not significantly 
influence operational performance as a factor on its own. 
This is supported by the findings of the studies done by 
Odhiambo (2014), Odhiambo (2015), and García‐Morales 
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et al. (2008), which found that there exists a non-signif-
icant linear relationship between corporate culture and 
operating expense. 

Conclusion

In conclusion, market and consensual culture traits do not 
independently have a significant influence on the OP of 
MNCs in Kenya. Extensionally, dominant bureaucratic 
and adhocracy culture traits have a significant influence 
on the OP of MNCs. Our findings are consistent with Lund 
(2003), who found that each culture type affects the level 
of job satisfaction differently, and Berson et al. (2008) who 
also found that different cultural dimensions (bureaucratic, 
supportive, and innovation-oriented cultures) constituted 
different associations with firm outcomes including sales 
growth, firm efficiency and job satisfaction (Gorton & 
Zentefis, 2023).

Conversely, the findings of our study differ from the 
arguments of Kerr and Slocum (2005), who found that 
market culture linked with reward systems was crucial 
to the growth of firms in the United States of America. 
Odhiambo (2014), Odhiambo et al. (2015) also found that 
there exists a non-significant linear relationship between 
corporate culture and operating expense among microfi-
nance institutions in Kenya. 

According to Chao et al. (2017) and Odhiambo (2014), 
the balance between bureaucratic efficiencies and bureau-
cratic inefficiencies is hard to achieve. In turn, making 
it difficult to establish concretely if bureaucratic culture 
affects OP positively or negatively (Nauffal & Nader, 
2022). This study established that among foreign MNCs 
in Kenya, bureaucratic efficiencies outweigh bureaucratic 
inefficiencies. This finding could be justified by the com-
plexities and diversity in the business environment that 
they operate in. 

According to Yousef (2020), some aspects of corporate 
culture may generate superior performance in specific set-
tings and contexts while resulting in highly dysfunctional 
or inefficient performance in others especially when there 
exists significant regional differences and consumption 
patterns. This is consistent with Petheő et al. (2023), who 
studied high-potential gazelle multinational companies to 
underscore the maximization of the benefits of pre-qual-
ified firms’ corporate dimensions. Therefore, we contend 
that the nature of the relationship between corporate cul-
ture and operational performance is a function of culture 
types, various firm activities, and allocated resources 
(Kosiciarova et al., 2021).

Implications of research
Stakeholder groups can derive significant practices from 
the study findings and use them in exercising judgment 
depending on their areas of need.

Contribution to management and organizational 
policy
Management can base practice decisions on the argu-
ments presented in this paper. Further, they can clas-

sify individual actions of management and employees 
guided by the potential influences derived from the 
study. Diagnosing traits, Chau et al. (2021) is the first 
step to managing them effectively. Activities such as 
recruitment, onboarding, performance management, 
and innovation in companies will call for this nature of 
engagements. The findings also inform organizational 
policy development encompassing issues: reward sys-
tems, compliance, customer engagement, performance 
appraisals, and employee development. 

Contribution to knowledge
Our study findings contribute to the understanding of the 
influence of the various dimensions of corporate culture 
on the OP of MNCs. We have highlighted potential areas 
for further study in cases where our findings contradicted 
the findings of other scholars therefore arousing scholarly 
debate.  Additionally, this study fills contextual gaps that 
arose in the empirical review by focusing on both MNCs 
and Kenya. By adopting a quantitative approach, the 
study has addressed concerns raised by scholars Berson 
et al. (2008) on the importance of studying culture from a 
quantitative approach other than the dominant qualitative 
approach.

Limitations of the study
The study was carried out with empirical conceptual 
limitations. First, corporate culture was conceptualized 
based on the classification put forward by Deshpandé et 
al. (1993), Quinn and Cameron (1999): market, adhocracy, 
bureaucratic and consensual culture hence other aspects 
of corporate culture were not covered in this study. The 
measurement of OP was also limited to four metrics: flex-
ibility, quality, service and cost performance yet there are 
other financial measures of performance as well as conve-
nience and efficiency which have been adopted by other 
scholars to make up comprise five metrics. The study was 
also limited to data collected using a cross-sectional sur-
vey. Corporate culture may be affected by time, unprece-
dented occurrences, and technological advancements that 
may warrant disruptions in the manner in which a busi-
ness carries out its day-to-day activities. Lastly, the study 
was limited by the COVID-19 pandemic, which limited 
our interaction with the respondents and also slowed down 
the speed of obtaining responses. Future studies could 
address these limitations. 

Areas of further studies
The study recommends further research on the influence 
of corporate culture on the OP of other firms since this 
study only focused on foreign MNCs. Progressive inves-
tigation on the potential of existing moderating variables 
when studying the influence of corporate culture and OP 
since some variables that displayed correlation proved 
to be insignificant when multiple regression was run. 
Variables such as marketing capabilities, market orienta-
tion, job satisfaction, and employee productivity could be 
introduced in the relationship, to build a more explanatory 
model.
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Annex 1
Operationalization of variables/questionnaire proxies

Construct Questionnaire Proxies Source 

Section A: Questions 1 to 6, related to study participants’ socio-demographic information. These questions were asked to enable us to 
place the respondent within the organization. We assigned codify/assign unique IDs to each participant.

Section B: Questions on Corporate Culture: On a scale of 1-5 where: 1 - Strongly Disagree, 2- Disagree, 3- Somewhat Agree 4- 
Agree, 5- Strongly Agree, kindly answer the questions below:

Market Culture Individual performance; Leadership expectations; Reputation; Goals; 
Progress Reports; Cross-unit competition; Achievement recognition

(Calciolari & Prenestini, 2022; 
Joseph & Kibera, 2019; Tuan, 
2010)

Adhocracy Culture

Leadership support for new ideas; Innovations; Experimentation, risk 
taking and dynamism; Encouraging failure; Reward systems for new 
projects; Work environment design (color, graphics, music, breakout 
rooms)

(Calciolari & Prenestini, 2022; 
Joseph & Kibera, 2019; Tuan, 
2010)

Bureaucratic Culture

Rules, policies & company guidelines; Shared/common goals; 
Procedural, structured and formal work environment; Clear instruc-
tions on duties & tasks; Basis of success is smooth functionality/oper-
ations; Value for consistent and stability

(Calciolari & Prenestini, 2022; 
Joseph & Kibera, 2019; Tuan, 
2010)

Consensual Culture

Open information sharing; employee development prioritization; 
Investment in relationship with the company; Employee interaction; 
Company’s mission towards social welfare; Collection of employees 
towards operations; Social interaction events (seminars, games, cock-
tails and parties)

(Calciolari & Prenestini, 2022; 
Joseph & Kibera, 2019; Tuan, 
2010)

Section C: Questions on Operational Performance: On a scale of 1-5 where: 1 - Strongly Disagree, 2- Disagree, 3- Somewhat 
Agree 4- Agree, 5- Strongly Agree, kindly answer the questions below:

Quality Performance

Goods/services (customized, durable, superior); Fees an elasticity; 
Referrals; Employee Competence; Robust Quality Management 
Systems; Conformity to national, industrial and corporate 
specifications

(Bhagwat & Sharma, 2007; De 
Toni & Tonchia, 2001; Gupta & 
Gupta, 2020)

Flexibility Performance
Response to Demand; Product variety; New product development; 
Adaptive decision making; Systems and technology; Employees reac-
tion to change

(Bhagwat & Sharma, 2007: De 
Toni & Tonchia, 2001; Gupta & 
Gupta, 2020)

Cost Performance Selling price; Variable cost; Affordability; Financial goals; Sales and 
marketing costs

(Bhagwat & Sharma, 2007; De 
Toni & Tonchia, 2001; Gupta & 
Gupta, 2020)

Service Performance
Product & service availability; Customer preference; Delivery cycle; 
Customer feedback/complaint resolution duration; Market research; 
Senior management interaction with customers

(Bhagwat & Sharma, 2007; De 
Toni & Tonchia, 2001; Gupta & 
Gupta, 2020)

Source: own compilation


