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The Relationship of Organizational Culture and Organizational Effectiveness
at the General Hospital
Heuisug Jo, Sunhee Lee, Woohyun Cho", Kihong Chun?, Okryun Meon®
Department of Preventive Medicine, Medical College of Ewha Womans University
Department of Preventive Medicine, Medical College of Yonsei University"”
Department of Preventive Medicine, Medical College of Ajou University®
Department of Health Policy & Administration, School of Public Health, Seoul National University?
Objectives: Organizational culture has been important in field  There were some differences in recognition of sub-organizational
of organizational behavior research for the past decade. Although  culture by occupational group, but perceived organizational
there has been a growing interest in the organizational culture and  culture was in accordance with sub-organizational culture in
“organizational effectiveness, there is few research in health care  general. Multiple regression analysis and multiple logistic
field. This study was carried out to investigate the relationship of  regression analysis were conducted to find the relationship of
organizational culture and organizational effectiveness at general  organizational culture and organizational effectiveness. As a
hospital. result, developmental culture showed a strong relationship with
Methods: Data was collected by self-administrated  organizational commitment and job-satisfaction.
questionares. Organizational cultures were measured by using Conclusions: These results showed that types of organizational
Likert scale. A general hospital in Kyunggi-Do was selected and  culture were significantly related to organizational effectiveness
survey was conducted to 675 workers. Data was analyzed with  and understanding the existing culture is essential to develope
computer package, PC- SPSS. their organizational effectiveness.Korean J Prev Med
Results: There were four types of organizational culture in this 1999;33(1):1-8
hospital : consensual culture, developmental culture, hierarchical Korean J Prev Med 1999;32(3):374-382
culture, rational culture. Many workers recognized their culture as
rational culture and developmental culture. This finding showed  Key Words: Organizational Culture, Sub-organizational culture,
that the hospital had both human related and task related climate. Organizational Effectiveness
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Figure 1. The research framework.
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Figure 2 . Type of organizational cuiture used in the study.
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of respondents

oA 22 E et 22 faAwe] B4 377

Unit : Number(%)

Occupation . . » o .
Variables octor Nurse Phamacist Administrator Technician Nutritionist Assistant Sum
Sex  Male 74(66.7) 10( 4.2) 2(14.3) 26(31.7) 37(64.9) 1( 3.6) 30(34.5) 180(29.2)
Female 37(333) 227(95.8) 12(85.7) 56( 68.3) 20(35.1) 27(96.4) 57(65.5) 436(70.8)
Age Twenties 39(35.1) 176( 69.8) 12(85.7) 47(53.4) 24(45.3) 3(10.7) 43(48.3) 344(54.2)
Thirties 51(45.9) 57(22.6) 2(14.3) 32(36.4) 19(35.8) 0( 0.0) 29(32.6) 190(29.9)
Forties 14(12.6) 15( 6.0) 0( 0.0) 8( 9.1) 9(17.0) 19(67.9) 14(15.7) 79(12.4)
Over fifties 7( 63) 4 1.6) 0( 0.0) 1( LD 1( 1.9) 6(21.4) 3( 3.4) 22( 3.5)
Education Middle ~ 0( 0.0) 2( 0.8) 0 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 14(63.6) 11(12.0) 27( 4.2)
High 0( 0.0) 16( 6.3) 3(21.4) 48(53.9) 6(10.0) 4(182) 74(80.4) 151(23.6)
Junior college ~ 0( 0.0) 210( 83.0) 0( 0.0) 25(28.1) 47(783) 2(9.1) 6( 6.5) 290(45.3)
College 66( 60.0) 18 7.1) 11(78.6) 14(15.7) 7(11.7) 291 1( 1D 119( 18.6)
Graduate 44(40.0) 7(2.8) 0( 0.0) 2(22) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 0( 0.0) 53( 8.3)
Working - Syear 87(79.8) 140(57.1) 12(85.7) 40(45.5) 24(44.4) 8(30.8) 48(53.3) 359(57.3)
Duration 5-10year 8( 7.3) 71(29.0) 2(14.3) 35(39.8) 13(24.1) 3(11.5) 19021.1) = 151(24.1)
over 10year 14(12.8) 34(13.9) 0( 0.0) 13(14.8) 17(31.5) 15¢57.7) 23(25.6) 116( 18.5)
Total 111(18.0) 237(38.5) 14( 2.3) 82(13.3) 57(9.3) 28( 4.5) 87(14.1)  616(100.0)
A R B o B PSS B I = 5 o N o .
ou 7+, O AR 9 ok} H2 Table 2. Descriptive Statisics on Organizational Effectiveness by
. sociodemographic characteristics
Ao A= A ol o V3 HAoagx
HellMe ool wsterm dARezs rganizational Job Satisacii Organizational Intention to
32 29.2%, AR 70.8%24 A4l B variables effectiveness 0b Satistaction commitment job shift
UTHTable 1). RAFNAIAL] A2 B Sex Male 3.63(0.99) 3.60(0.78) 3.83(1.86)
T2 ¥y AR o 20-300)7} Fuks Female 3.55(0.99) 3,55 (0.70) 3.73(1.77)
= '}7(]‘8]-91_9_11”-1 Z\.‘,%tﬂéi—‘;—‘— Zl'izl, glk t-value 1.02 0.75 0.66
Age Twenties 335 (0.59) 3.33(0.88) 4.10 (0.78)
Ux]’ohﬂ. HzA0 AL 90 ’ogxl—r i -2
:j "i Z] :'] °T ;HO imﬁj Thirties 3.67(0.75) 374 (091) 3.54(1.74)
A B7IAA M= 30u]7F F o Forties 402 (0.69) 3.92 (1.07) 301 (1.77)
[o] L
FH 9 5ol SoAX e 40t o] Aol Over fifties 4,05 (0.68) 435(0.88) 286 (1.53)
90% ©)’¢-& A~ st F-value 19.58* 27.89* 12.03*
ZA dAle] AEd wg4F B3 Education Middle 3.33(0.88) 3.35(0.59) 4.10(1.78)
o gzl g A2 HjFA B 420 . High 374 (0.91) 3.67(0.75) 3.54 (1.74)
o), X, utyzAe] AS 7Z 5 College 4.35 (0.88) 4.05 (0.68) 2.86(1.53)
N G s °r J‘i - Graduate 3.33(0.88) 3.35(0.59) 4.10(1.78)
‘r‘%ol 7 ]’73]' %/O\l'q" %’ "z—lL E"?‘HT"‘C‘ 5 F-value 4.36% 7.48% 6.86*
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Table 3. Comparison of organizational culture by sociodemographic charateristics
Unit : Number(%)
Itur nsen Developmental  Hierarchical  Rational
Variables e CoCE:ufeuaJ Cul?ure Culture Caul?urael Sum X-value
Sex Male 12(9.7) 40(32.3) 30(24.2)  42(339) 124(100.0) 0.694
Female 28(10.9)  83(324) 53(20.7)  92(35.9) 256(100.0)
Age Twenties 15(7.1) 76(36.2) 47(224)  72(34.3) 210(100.0)
Thirties  19(15.6) 31(254) 29(23.8) 43(352) 122(100.0) 11.569
Forties 5(10.2) 14(28.8) 10204) 20(40.8)  49(100.0)
Overfifies  0(0.0) 3(30.0) 440.0)  3(300)  10(100.0)
Education Middle 4(33.3) 1(8.3) 3(25.0)  4(333) 12(100.0)
High 4(4.0) 31(31.0) 16(16.0)  49(49.1) 100(100.0)
Junior college  18(10.4) 57(32.9) 39(22.5) 59(34.1) 173(100.0) 25.859*
College ~ 10(13.2) 26(34.2) 21(27.6)  19(25.0)  76(100.0)
Graduate  4(11.8) 10(29.4) 11(32.4) 9(26.5)  34(100.0)
Working -Syear 20(9.4) 75(35.4) 49(23.1)  68(32.1) 212(100.0)
Duration 5-10year  12(12.4) 27(27.8) 20227 36(37.1)  97(100.0)  4.521
over 10year  7(9.3) 20(26.7) 16(21.3) 32(42.77)  75(100.0)
*:P<0.05
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Table 4. Comparison of organizational culture by occupational group
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Unit : Number(%)

Occupation

Culiure Doctor Nurse Phamacist Administrator  Technician Nutritionist Assistant Sum

Consensual 8(11.8) 16(10.3) 0(0.0) 5( 8.6) 6(13.6) 0(0.0) 5(8.9) 40(10.1)
Developmental 21(30.9) 53(34.2) 0(0.0) 21(36.2) 13(29.5) 3(50.0) 14(25.0) 125(31.6)
Hierarchical 22(32.4) 36(23.2) 4(50.0) 12(20.7) 6(13.6) 2(33.3) 9(16.1) 91(23.4)
Rational 17(25.0) 50(32.3) 4(50.0) 20(34.5) 19(43.2) 1(16.7) 28(50.0) 139(35.2)

¥ =23.219 di=18 P=0.183
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Table 5. Comparison of sub-organizational culture by occupational group Unit : Number(%)
upation . - . . )

Culture Doctor Nurse Phamacist Administrator  Technician Nutritionist ~ Assistant Sum

Consensual 13(14.4) 34(16.3) 0(0.0) 9(12.2) 4(7.5) 2(22.2) 7(10.1) 69(13.5)

Developmental 47(52.2) 97(46.6) 0( 0.0) 37(50.0) 27(50.9) 5(55.6) 29(42.0) 242(47.3)

Hierarchical 16(17.8) 34(16.3) 6(66.7) 11(14.9) 9(17.0) 2(22.2) 12(17.4) 90(17.6)

Rational 14(15.6) 43(20.7) 3(33.3) 17(23.0) 13(24.5) 0(0.0) 21(30.4) 11121.7)

»* = 30458 df=18 P =0.033

Table 6. Relationship between organizational culture and sub-organizational culture Unit : Number(%)
Sub-org.cutture ) . )
Consensual Developmental Hierarchical Rational Sum
Org. culture
Consensual 32(80.0) 6(15.0) 1(2.5) 1( 2.5) 40(100.0)
Developmental 1(0.8) 121(95.3) 2(1.6) 3(24) 127(100.0)
Hierarchical 10(10.6) 9(9.6) 74(78.7) 1( 1.1) 94(100.0)
Rational 3(2.1) 39(27.3) 7(4.9) 94(65.7) 143(100.0)
Total 46(11.4) 175(43.3) 84(20.8) 99(24.5) 404(100.0)

»* =660.251 di=9 P =0.001

Table 7. Multiple regression analysis of related factors with organizational effectiveness independent variables

Organizational Intention
independent variables commitment of iob-shift
B t B t
Sex male(O=female) 0.02 037 0.03 0.39
Age age 031 2.43%* -0.31 -4.10*
‘Org.culture developmental(O=consensual) 0.20 243* -0.12 144
hierarchical -0.10 -1.37 0.02 0.28
rational 0.06 0.78 -0.04 -0.42
Education middle(0=junior college) 0.01 0.18 -0.07 -1.07
high 0.10 1.39 -0.17 -2.12%
college -0.06 -0.80 -0.08 -1.02
graduate -0.11 -1.36 0.10 1.24
Occupation doctor(0=nurse) -0.05 -0.59 0.11 1.19
pharmacist 0.02 043 -0.03 -0.54
administrator 0.14 2.33% -0.02 -0.27
technician 0.16 2.91* -0.01 -0.24
nutritionist -0.06 -1.03 0.04 0.68
assistant 0.04 053 0.06 0.68
Working 5-10year(0:under Syear) 0.01 0.19 0.01 0.05
Duration over 10year 0.13 2.13*% -0.04 -0.62
Adjusted R? 0.24 0.10
F value 7.34% 3.28%
*: P<0.05
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Table 8. Multiple logistic regression analysis of related factors with job-satisfaction as organizational effectiveness

independent variables B SE OR
Sex male(0O=female) 0.18 0.32 1.20
Age age 0.06 0.02 1.06*
Org. culture developmental(O=consensual) 091 043 2.48*
hierarchical -0.13 0.45 0.88
rational 0.72 043 2.04
Education middle(O=junior college) 223 1.30 9.29
high -0.05 041 0.95
college -0.64 0.46 053
graduate -0.28 0.66 0.76
Occupation doctor(0=nurse) 043 0.58 1.54
pharmacist -0.81 1.19 045
administrator -0.31 042 0.73
technician 0.78 041 2.19
nutritionist -1.30 1.73 027
assistant -0.30 0.52 0.74
Working 5-10year(0:under Syear) 1.08 0.30 296+
Duration over 10year 0.70 0.55 2.02
*: P<0.05
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