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ABSTRACT

Company values and beliefs are the grounds on which a company can develop their strategy,
build their structure, and establish their processes. These values and beliefs manifest in

their business practices and become critical aspects for the company to attain their goals.
In small and medium entrepreneurial business, culture becomes a vital role that drives

their success in limited capacity and resources. We estimated our model using the partial
least squares method and gathered data from 137 digital entrepreneurial firms within six
months using both offline and online methods, using the Hofstede Multi Focus Model as a
framework to attribute the practice-culture. The results show that there are three dominant
practices reflected in start-ups that have a significant relationship with organizational
competitiveness and performance: results-oriented, pragmatic approach to the customer,
and professionalism. This study contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of
entrepreneurial firm practices from the human resources and organizational perspectives.
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that has never been heard of before. It also
has come to the Indonesian government’s
attention and focuses, as 90% of businesses
in Indonesia are categorized as small and
medium companies. Indonesia has an
opportunity to leverage this condition to
open a new opportunity for acceleration in
economic development through improved
per capita income, more employment, and
by making Indonesia more innovative and
competitive when facing the regional and
global markets by having sustainable firm
performance and competitiveness (Simes
etal., 2015).

Start-up companies are defined as
temporary organizations in search of a
scalable, repeatable, profitable business
model (Blank & Dorf, 2012). It is a
temporary organization because it has a
high risk with a low level of survivability.
After a certain time, it either has died or
has become an established firm in search
of a business model. Start-up firms work
with an uncertain environment wherein
they try to produce an innovative product or
approach the unproven market. Most start-
up companies are operating in small teams
that develop products and focus on growth
and customer acquisition (Burke, 2016).

The failure rate for startups is between
30%-90%, which is different from other
industries and their reasons for failure. Many
of them just do not have an exit (acquisition,
IPO, others), or they have an inability to
develop a product that the market needs
or they fail as a result of poor leadership
or management (CB Insights, 2014; The
Statistic Brain Institute, 2013; Xavier, 2012).

This leadership and management is reflected
in team composition and incompetence,
which all can be linked to culture (Brush,
2014).

Studies on start-up culture have received
much attention recently not only because this
new and small highly innovative technology
company can “disrupt” the business
world, but also because the research focus
concerning the organizational culture is still
limited. Shinichi et al. (2007) argued that
this limitation was caused by two factors.
First, corporate culture has tacit, ambiguous,
and difficult to observe aspects that make
researchers avoid quantitative research.
Second, it is challenging to understand the
significant positive effect on organizational
culture in relation to firm performance, since
some companies may not have an adaptive
or defective culture that harms productivity.

This paper focuses on three essential
aspects. First, it focuses on understanding
and discussing the most valid start-up
culture using Hofstede’s Multi Focus mode.
Second, it aims to understand and discuss
the relationship between an organizational
culture with firm competitiveness and
firm performance. Lastly, it examines the
mediating role firm competitiveness has
on the relationship between organizational
culture and firm performance.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Organizational Culture

Many scholars have acknowledged
that organizational culture significantly
determines organization behavior and
performance (Gordon & Ditomaso, 1992;
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Kotter & Heskett, 2011; Lee & Yu, 2004).
For several top companies in the world it
is not just important, but it is everything
(Cava, 2015; Lagace, 2002). Organizational
culture also acts as a driver for competitive
advantage (Madu, 2011). The ten years
of empirical study done by Kotter and
Heskett (2011) summarized that: (1) the
firm performance to enhance culture had
a significant effect on overall performance
when comparing it to an unenhanced culture;
(2) organization culture was a major factor
in determining the success of the company
in the future because it had a tendency for
business adaptation in making strategic or
tactical changes; (3) inappropriate behavior
caused by organizational culture was a
latent danger, even if the company was full
of reasonable and intelligent people; and 4)
although organization culture is complex,
difficult to change, and required leadership, it
could be performance enhancing. Corporate
culture also has a significant impact on the
organization’s long-term sustainability,
economic performance, and outcomes such
as profitability, turnover, and commitment
(Campeanu-Sonea et al., 2010; Tidball,
1988).

Organization culture means the
values, ideology, philosophy, beliefs,
ritual, symbol, and norms that affects
organizational performance (Bourantas &
Papadakis, 1996). Organizational culture
also defines the way in which members of
an organization relate to one another, their
work, and the outside world in comparison
to others (Hofstede et al., 1990). As the
organizational culture observation is hard,

understanding the manifestation of culture
is critical (Shinichi et al., 2007). Culture
is manifested in values, rituals, heroes,
symbols, and practices. Symbols are
words, gestures, pictures, or objects that
are recognized. Heroes are a person, real or
imaginary, who possess characteristics for
a model of behavior. Ritual is a collective
activity that is technically superfluous to
reaching the desired end. Value is a broad
tendency to prefer certain states of the affair
to others. These symbols, heroes, and rituals
are only visible in terms of practices from
the outside observer. However, it is invisible
and lies precisely only in the way these
practices are interpreted by the insider. In
the organizational context, values represent
corporate heroes (founders and significant
leaders), and it influences organizational
culture. But the way this culture affects
a member of the organization is through
shared practice (Hofstede, 1998; Hofstede
etal., 2015).

Furthermore, the cross-organizational
factor analysis study on 20 working units
in two countries conducted reveals six
clear and mutual independent dimensions
of perceived practices (Hofstede et al.,
1990). Although not all dimensions are
relevant to every country (Bds et al., 2011)
and there are critics (McSweeney, 2002),
Hofstede’s dimensions are still some of the
most frequently used (Tsui et al., 2007).
The six dimensions that were based on 93
empirical studies published in the 16 leading
management journals are explained below.

Process- vs. Results-Oriented (mean
vs. goal).

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 27 (T1): 113 - 124 (2019) 115



Prio Utomo and Dyah Budiastuti

In a results-oriented culture, people
have a tendency to achieve a specific goal
even though it involves substantial risks.
In a process-oriented culture, people have
a tendency to focus on how the work is
completed. This is related to organizational
effectiveness.

Normative vs. Pragmatic (internally vs.
externally). This is related to customer
orientation wherein a pragmatic or external
focus organization emphasis is on meeting
customer needs. While normative, people
have a tendency to know what is right for
the customer.

Loose vs. Tight Control (easy vs. strict
disciplines). Loose work disciplines tend to
be innovative, informal, self-managed, and
fund working culture, while tight control is
more cost-conscious, conservative, and has
a lot of procedures and controls.

Parochial vs. Professional (local vs.
professional). In professional, there is
diversity, outward looking, and many years
of thinking ahead, while local will focus on
short-term, personal loyalty.

Open System vs. Closed System. This is
related to how open an organization is to
new customer and diversity.

Employee- vs. Job-oriented. This aspect
concerns people as either assets or people
as task completion tools.

Firm Competitiveness

Competitiveness originates from the Latin
word, “computer”, meaning involvement in
the business rivalry for markets (Bhawsar &
Chattopadhyay, 2015). The competitiveness

concept can be traced back to classical
theory (Smith, 1776) work on ‘absolute
advantage’ that suggests a nation specializes
on labor to produce their specific advantage
where its production is going to be most
efficient compared with other nations.

Competitiveness is a complex subject
that covers a range of studies at various
levels. It has been conceptualized and
measured at the country, industry, cluster,
and firm levels with different dimensions
and approaches. Its concept development
cannot be separated from the researchers
that focuses on the 5Cs: competition,
competitive strategy, competitive advantage,
competitiveness, cluster, and creating shared
value (Solvell, 2015).

In the strategic management literature,
understanding firm competitiveness, firm
performance, and competitive advantage
are fundamental. Many times these are used
interchangeability, which could cause bias
in definition and understanding. Garelli
(2003) defined firm competitiveness as
synonymous with a company’s long-run
profit performance while also compensating
their stakeholders. It is the capability
of a firm to sustainably fulfill its dual
purposes: meeting customer requirements
at a profit. This capability is realized
through an offering of the market goods
and services, where a customer’s value is
higher than those offered by competitors
are and achieving competitiveness requires
the firm’s continuing adaptation to changing
social and economic norms and conditions
(Chikan, 2008). We can draw several
attributes based on the above definition
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that firm-level competitiveness will have
innovation, productivity, efficiency, and
profitability factors comparable with another
firm in the specific market. This research
tends to agree on the widely accepted firm-
level competitiveness of a company that is
its ability to design, produce, and market its
products superior to those provided by its
competitors, considering both the price and
non-price factors (Roy, 2010).

Firm Performance

Firm performance is central to strategic
management study, as strategic management
focuses on performance improvement
(Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1986).
Despite its importance, the firm performance
measurement system has shortcomings and
is dysfunctional (Neely, 2007). Moreover,
over the last 100 years, there are many
performance measurement systems that have
been developed, from the “management by
remote control” performance measurement
system developed by General Electric in
1951, to the newer Balanced Scorecard that
was introduced in 1984. These performance
measurement systems have some key
characteristics that help organizations
to identify measure to assess their firm
performance (Neely, 2007): (1) it provides
a balanced picture of the business. It
measures financial and non-financial
measures, internal and external measures,
and efficiency and effectiveness measures;
(2) a succinct overview of the organization’s
performance through simplicity and intuitive
logic that can be understood by users
and easily applied to their organizations;
(3) multidimensional that measures all

areas of performance that are critical to
the organization’s success; (4) it maps all
possible measures of an organization’s
performance across the organization’s
functions and through its hierarchy,
encouraging the congruence of goals and
actions; and (5) the results are a function
of the determinants. This demonstrates the
need to measure the results and their drivers
so that the performance measurement
system can provide data for monitoring
past performance as well as planning future
performance.

The firm performance metric is
complex and multidimensional (Gerba
& Viswanadham, 2016). Other scholars
(Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1986)
have proposed that there should be three
domains of business performance in strategy
research: financial performance, operational
performance, and operational effectiveness
performance. The previous study by Murphy
et al. (1996) provided eight dimensions of
firm performance efficiency, growth, profit,
size, liquidity, success failure, market share,
and leverage. From these eight dimensions,
efficiency, growth, and profit were the most
common dimensions used in entrepreneurial
studies.

These metrics are critical for startups
to set goals and track progress. Moreover,
knowing these metrics allows start-ups to
improve and make major decisions (e.g.,
product iterations, raising capital, pivots)
(Ehrenberg, 2014; Suster, 2011; Vaughn,
2011). The performance metric in the start-
up company is difficult for two reasons.
First, newly established start-ups do not
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have any data, since they are new. Second,
if there is data, their measurement needs to
align with the sector and environment in
which they operate (e.g., in the search engine
campaign, click-through rate and conversion
rate are very important, which is different
than in application development, which
depends on churn rate). Nevertheless, there
is a common performance metric that is used
from small firms to large enterprise that is
related to sales and financials. The number
of customers and their increments determine
customer acquisition and retention of their
customer, while revenue and cost determine
the profit of these start-ups.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Data Collection

This research used a random sampling
method of digital-startup companies with a
sampling frame of start-up companies that
participated in an exhibition in between
November 2016 — April 2017. An onsite
questionnaire gathering was done at
the management level of these start-up
companies. A total of 137 companies
responded to this study questionnaire.

Measurement Scale

The questionnaire comprises three sections:
company profile information (6 questions),
respondent profile (6 questions), and
quantitative questions (32 questions) on
organizational culture, environmental
dynamism, firm performance, and
competitiveness. The company profile
identifies firm age, size, holdings status,
funding source, and their achievements,

while respondent profile comprises their
age, educational background, and their
career background. The quantitative
questions were constructed to capture the
start-up’s practiced culture, the respondents’
perception of their firm’s performance and
competitiveness in the market, and the
environment in which they operated and
competed. The quantitative questions were
probes using a 4-point Likert-type scale that
measures agreement (1: Strongly Disagree
to 4: Strongly Agree) for organizational
culture construct practice, and comparative
performance (much higher-much lower) for
firm performance and competitiveness.

Analysis Technique

Smart PLS 3.0 was used for the Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis with
the partial least squares (PLS) estimation
technique (Ringle, Wende, & Becker,
2015). SEM analysis is a second-generation
multivariate analysis that allows for
simultaneous assessment of multiple
independent and dependent constructs,
including multi-step paths and mediating
and moderating effects. SEM can observe
latent variables (LV) with high complexity.
It can also examine non-normally distributed
data with all kinds of measurement scales
(interval, nominal, ordinal, and ratio) with
a small sample number, and is proven and
widely used (Ghozali & Latan, 2014).
SEM works with two models for
reporting: (1) the measurement models
(outer model), which describe the
relationship between the latent variables
and their indicators; and (2) the structural
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model (inner model), which outlines the
relationships between the latent variables.
PLS estimates loading and path parameters
between latent variables and maximizes
the variance explained for the dependent
variables (Hair et al., 2016).

In several studies, the constructs that
the investigation wishes to examine are
complex and operationalized at a higher
level of abstraction. This higher-order
construct or hierarchical latent variable
model, or hierarchical component model, are
explicit representations of multidimensional
constructs that exist at a higher level
of abstraction and are related to other
constructs at a similar level of abstraction,
completely mediating the influence from
or to their underlying dimensions (Chin,
1998). Smart PLS deals with this higher
construct using the Two-Stage Approach
(Afhanorhan, 2014; Ghozali & Latan, 2014;
Hair et al., 2016; Wilson & Henseler, 2007)
by: (1) getting the latent variable scores by
running a PLS algorithm from the latent
variable construct with its indicators; and (2)
using the latent variable score as an indicator
for higher order constructs and another
construct within the model for structural
model evaluation. Combining these two
approaches between the measurement
report model and the two-stage approach,
we were able to report the higher-construct
and complex models.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Results

Demographic data of the respondents shows
that there were young, small, and medium

companies (based on employee size).
Small and medium companies represented
88% of the respondents, with 78% of
respondents having a company age of less
than three years. From the funding stage,
the companies were in the pre-seeding and
seeding stages that represented 78.8% of
respondents. Although they were in the early
stage, 22.63% of respondents had either
international, regional, or local competition
achievement.

The descriptive analysis shows that
these startups have a tendency to be goal-
oriented, customer oriented (pragmatic), and
professional (Mode=3 for all respective LV
indicators). Two indicators presented strong
agreement from the respondents (Mode=4)
that their main objective was to fulfill
customer requirements (COE1), and open
communication was an important aspect of
a co-working relationship (CAPR3).

The repeated indicator approach was
used to deal with the high-order construct.
The outer and inner model analyses were
also conducted, where four indicators and
one latent variable were removed since they
had below 0.7 indicator reliability and did
not pass the discriminant validity (HTMT
test).

The goal-oriented factor that reflected
organizational effectiveness (COE) and
customer orientation (CCO) had the highest
path coefficient reflected from a corporate
culture with COE (B=0.814, p<0.001) and
CCO (p=0.851, p<0.001). The bootstrap
analysis result shows a full mediation
effect between organizational cultures
(CULTURE) with the firm performance
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(FP) through firm competitiveness (FC).
The CULTURE significantly predicts the
FC ($=0.325, p<0.001) and FC significantly
predicts the FP (=0.485, p<0.001), while
the relationship between CULTURE and FP
is insignificant (f=0.136, p<0.144). There
is also a significant indirect effect between
CULTURE and FP (=0.167, p<0.003).

DISCUSSION

There is no good or bad culture; they are
rather either functional or dysfunctional
cultures (Waisfisz, 2015). The four cultural
dimensions of six (process vs. result,
parochial vs. professional, loose vs. tight
and normative vs. pragmatic) relate to the
type of work the organization does and
the type of market in which it operates
(Hofstede et al., 2015).

The questionnaire feedback from these
start-up companies aligns with the majority
of the typical four cultural behaviors
feedback from the same company with the
same type of work in which they operate.
The research and development units or
service units scored more result-oriented;
high-tech units scored professional; those
working in the competitive markets scored
pragmatically. The exception was for loose
vs. tight (organizational control), where the
respondent showed inconsistency in their
response concerning loose vs. tight behavior
in their organization. The respondent had
a tendency for organizational, informal
aspects (loose), but they were tight with cost
control and standard operating procedures
(SOP).

Reflecting on the organizational
life cycle, these respondents are in the
existence and survival stage. The existence
stage (Churchill & Lewis, 1983) or the
entrepreneurial (Quinn & Cameron, 1983)
or birth stage (Lippitt & Schmidt, 1967) is
characterized by a firm’s struggle to achieve
viability. Decision-making is in the hands
of one or a few members, while ownership
is concentrated. The structure is simple,
as most firms are quite small regarding
revenues and number of employees. Their
focus is on speed innovation (Lester et al.,
2008). At the survival stage, growth is the
primary goal for many firms (Adizes, 1979;
Downs, 1964). Organizations move from a
simple structure to one that emphasizes the
role of managers and promotes the division
of labor.

The organization will be more successful
if they fit with their primary task. The
success of the startup’s company should fit
with their organizational life cycle stage,
which in this research respondent should
focus on innovating and understanding
customer requirements. This research posits
that this fit-to-cycle can increase the life
expectancy of a start-up company, since the
top reason for start-up company failure is
developing a product with no market need
(CB Insights, 2014).

Organizational effectiveness (COE)
therefore becomes a priority that start-up
companies need to focus on. The weight
of the SOE from the SEM analysis is
the highest, followed by the CCO and
CFOC. Organizational effectiveness is
the concept of an organization achieving
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the outcomes the organization intends to
produce. The customer orientation (CCO)
has been criticized to inhibit the innovation
processes (Racela, 2014). Research from
Govindarajan et al. (2011) showed that the
relationship between market orientation and
innovation were based on the separation
between the type of customer orientation
(mainstream and emerging) and type of
innovation (sustaining and disrupting), and
how they correlated together. The results
showed that only emerging customer
orientation is positively related to disruptive
innovation. The disruptive innovation is
typically cheaper, simpler, smaller, and
frequently more convenient to use. It
provides new customer value (Christensen,
1997). The start-up company can be more
relevant, as their understanding of the client
requirements become a critical capability
despite the limited resources they have.
The full mediation of FC between
functional cultures with the firm performance
might be explained through a capability-
based view of an organization, where, in this
“startup” stage, the company focus is on the
development of the capacity to understand
their customer to develop their product. If
necessary, they pivot, which is a structured
course correction designed to test a new
fundamental hypothesis about the product,
strategy, and engine of growth (Ries, 2011),
before they fall into what Marmer and
Bjoern (2011) called “premature scaling”,
which the most common reason for a startup
to perform worse. Extending further from
the same report: Startups that pivot once
or twice raise 2.5x more money, have 3.6x

better user growth, and are 52% less likely
to scale prematurely than startups that pivot
more than two times or not at all.

CONCLUSION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

The conclusions and recommendations
for this study are as follows: (1) The
organization culture is an important aspect
even in the early stage of start-up company.
It might not be in the form of a formal
statement, but is shows in the company
attitude in business practice. (2) In the early
stages, a startup company needs to focus
on organization effectiveness, especially in
achieving their goal, focus on the customer,
and being professional. (3) The practice
culture will drive the firm competitiveness
(ability to design, produce, market its
products superior to those provided by its
competitors, considering both the price and
non-price factors), which eventually will
drive the firm performance. It will not drive
performance directly as they are in the early
stage, but a startup company should develop
its competitiveness instead of chasing firm
performance.

REFERENCES
Adizes, 1. (1979). Organizational passages: Diagnosing

and treating life cycle problems of organizations.

Organizational Dynamics, 8, 3-25.

Afhanorhan, W. H. A. B. W. (2014). Hierarchical
component using reflective-formative
measurement model in Partial Least Square
Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM).
International Journal of Mathematics and
Statistics Invention (IJMSI), 2(2), 55-71.

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 27 (T1): 113 - 124 (2019) 121



Prio Utomo and Dyah Budiastuti

Bhawsar, P., & Chattopadhyay, U. (2015).
Competitiveness: Review, reflections and
directions. Global Business Review, 16(4), 665—
679. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150915581115

Blank, S., & Dorf, B. (2012). The startup owner's
manual: The step-by-step guide for building a
great company. Pescadero, USA: K & S Ranch.

Bos, B., Dauber, D., & Springnagel, M. (2011).
Measuring organizational culture: An empirical
assessment of the Hofstede questionnaire
in an Austrian setting. IJACCM 10th Annual
Conference and 3rd CEMS CCM/IACCM
Doctoral Workshop. Ruse, Bulgaria: University
of Ruse.

Bourantas, D., & Papadakis, V. (1996). Greek
management: Diagnosis and prognosis.

International Studies of Management &
Organization, 26(3), 13-32.

Brush, C. (2014). Building culture in a tech start-up.
Retrieved May 17, 2017, from https://www.
forbes.com/sites/babson/2014/03/03/building-
culture-in-a-tech-start-up/#79a8007c39f3

Burke, M. (2016). Startup culture : Creating a
company culture that rocks! Northbridge,
Western Australia: 6Q Pty Ltd.

Campeanu-Sonea, E., Borza, A., Sonea, A., &
Mitra, C. S. (2010). Organisational culture in a
transitional economy: A comparative study of
Romania. Employee Relations, 32(3), 328-344.
https://doi.org/10.1108/01425451011038825

Cava, M. d. (2015). Microsoft CEO Nadella:
“Culture is everything”. Retrieved April 18,
2016, from http://www.usatoday.com/story/
tech/2015/09/15/microsoft-ceo-nadella-culture-
everything/72330296/

CBI. (2014). The top 20 reasons startups fail. CB
Insight. Retrieved April 18, 2016, from https://
www.cbinsights.com/research/startup-failure-
reasons-top/

Chikan, A. (2008). National and firm Competitiveness: a
general research model. Competitiveness Review:
An International Business Journal, 18(12), 20—
28. https://doi.org/10.1108/10595420810874583

Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares
approach to structural equation modeling. In
G. A. Morcoulides (Ed.), Modern methods for
business research. New Jersey, USA: Lawrence
Erbaum Associates.

Christensen, C. M. (1997). The innovator s dilemma :
When new technologies cause great firms to fail.

Boston, USA: Harvard Business School Press.

Churchill, N. C., & Lewis, V. L. (1983). Business
growth the five stages of small business growth.
Harvard Business Review, 61(3), 30-50.

Downs, A. (1964). Inside bureaucracy. The
Western Political Quarterly. https://doi.
org/10.2307/447012

Ehrenberg, D. (2014). The seven startup metrics you
must track. Retrieved May 24, 2017, from https://
www.forbes.com/sites/theyec/2014/06/20/
the-seven-startup-metrics-you-must-
track/#341e8627725¢

Garelli, S. (2003). Competitiveness of nations: The
fundamentals. IMD World Competitiveness
Yearbook 2003, 702-713.

Gerba, Y. T., & Viswanadham, P. (2016). Performance
measurement of small scale enterprises :
Review of theoretical and empirical literature.
International Journal of Applied Research, 2(3),
531-535.

Ghozali, 1., & Latan, H. (2014). Partial least square
konsep, metode dan aplikasi menggunakan
WarpPLS 4.0 [Concept, Method and Application
of partial least square using WarpPLS 4.0].
Semarang, Indonesia: Badan Penerbit - Undip.

Google, & Temasek. (2015). e-conomy SEA -
Unlocking the $200 billion digital opportunity
in Southeast Asia. Retrieved May 24,2017, from

122 Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum.27 (T1): 113 - 124 (2019)



Practiced-Culture Tendency towards Firm Competitiveness and Performance

https://www.thinkwithgoogle.com/intl/en-apac/
trends-and-insights/e-conomy-sea-unlocking-
200b-digital-opportunity/

Gordon, G. G., & Ditomaso, N. (1992).
Predicting corporate performance from
organizational culture. Journal of Management
Studies, 29(April), 783-798. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1992.tb00689.x

Govindarajan, V., Kopalle, P. K., & Danneels, E.
(2011). The effects of mainstream and emerging
customer orientations on radical and disruptive
innovations. Journal of Product Innovation
Management, 28(SUPPL. 1), 121-132. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00865.x

Hair, J. F. J., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt,
M. (2017). A Primer on Partial Least Squares
Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM).
SAGE Publications. Thousand Oaks, USA:
SAGE Publications.

Hofstede, G. (1998). Identifying organizational
subcultures: An empirical approach. Journal of
Management Studies, 35(1), 1-12. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-6486.00081

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M. (2015).
Cultures and Organizations: Software of the
Mind. New York, USA: McGraw-Hill Education.

Hofstede, G., Neuijen, B., Ohayv, D. D., & Sanders,
G. (1990). Measuring organizational cultures ; A
qualitative and quantitative study across twenty
cases. Administrative Science Quaterly, 35(2),
286-316. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393392

Kotter, J. P., & Heskett, J. L. (2011). Corporate culture
and performance. New York, USA: Free Press.

Lagace, M. (2002). Gerstner: Changing culture at IBM
- Lou Gerstner discusses changing the culture
at IBM - HBS working knowledge - Harvard
Business School. Retrieved April 18,2016, from
http://hbswk.hbs.edu/archive/3209.html

Lee, S. K. J., & Yu, K. (2004). Corporate culture
and organization performance. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 19(4), 340-359. https://
doi.org/10.1108/EL-01-2014-0022

Lester, D. L., Parnell, J. A., Crandall, W., & Menefee,
M. L. (2008). Organizational life cycle and
performance among SMEs. International Journal
of Commerce and Management, 18(4), 313-330.
https://doi.org/10.1108/10569210810921942

Lippitt, G. L., & Schmidt, W. H. (1967). Crises in
a developing organization. Hardvard Business
Review, 1-19.

Madu, B. C. (2011). Organization culture as driver of
competitive advantage. Journal of Academic &
Business Ethics, 5, 1-9.

Marmer, M., Herrmann, B. L., Dogrultan, E.,
Berman, R., Eesley, C. E., & Blank, S. (2011).
Startup genome report extra on premature
scaling. In Startup Genome (Vol. 2). Retrieved
April 18, 2016, from http://pdf-release.net/
external/2996902/pdf-release-dot-net-Startup
Genome_ Report version 2.1.pdf

McSweeney, B. (2002). Hofstede’s model of national
cultural differences and their consequences:
A triumph of faith - A failure of analysis.
Human Relations, 55(1), 89—118. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0018726702551004

Murphy, G. B., Trailer, J. W., & Hill, R. C. (1996).
Measuring performance in entrepreneurship
research. Journal of Business Research,
36(95), 15-23. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/0148-2963(95)00159-X

Neely, A. (2007). Business performance measurement
unifying theory and integrating practice. New
York, USA: Cambridge University Press.

Quinn, R. E., & Cameron, K. (1983). Organizational
life cycles and shifting criteria of effectiveness:
Some preliminary evidence. Management
Science, 29(1), 33-51. https://doi.org/10.1287/
mnsc.29.1.33

Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum. 27 (T1): 113 - 124 (2019) 123



Prio Utomo and Dyah Budiastuti

Racela, O. C. (2014). Customer orientation, innovation
competencies, and firm performance: A proposed
conceptual model. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 148, 16-23. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.07.010

Ries, E. (2011). The lean startup: How today's
entrepreneurs use continuous innovation to
create radically successful businesses. New
York, USA: Crown Business.

Ringle, C. M., Wende, S., & Becker, J.-M. (2015).
SmartPLS 3. Boenningstedt, Germany:
SmartPLS GmbH.

Roy, S. (2010). Competitiveness in service sector:
A case of hotel industry in India. Global
Business Review, 12(1), 51-69. https://doi.
org/10.1177/097215091001200104

Shinichi, H., Katsuyuki, K., & Hideaki, M. (2007).
Does corporate culture matter? An empirical
study on Japanese firms. RIETI Discussion Paper
Series. (07 No. E-030)

Simes, R., Farrall, F., O’Mahony, J., Qu, J., Lauw,
C., Wirawan, E., ... & Wijaya, W. (2015).
SMEs powering Indonesia’s success: The
connected Archipelago s growth engine. Sydney,
Australia. Retrieved April 18,2016, from https://
www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/
id/Documents/finance/id-fas-sme-powering-

indonesia-success-report-bahasa-noexp.pdf

Smith, A. (1776). Wealth of nations. The Glasgow
edition of the works and correspondence
of Adam Smith, 2, 1-743. https://doi.
org/10.1057/9780230291652

Solvell, O. (2015). The competitive advantage of
nations 25 years — opening up new perspectives
on competitiveness. Competitiveness Review,
25(5), 1-6.

Suster, M. (2011). How startups can use metrics to

drive success - Business insider. Retrieved May

24,2017, from http://www.businessinsider.com/
how-startups-can-use-metrics-to-drive-success-
2011-4?IR=T&r=US&IR=T

Tech in Asia. (2017). Find companies - Tech in Asia.
Retrieved May 18, 2017, from https://www.

techinasia.com/startup

The Statistic Brain Institute. (2013). Startup
business failure rate by industry. https://doi.
org/10.1086/668536

Tidball, K. H. (1988). Creating a culture that builds
your bottom line. Cornell Hotel and Restaurant
Administration Quarterly, 29(1), 63—69. https://
doi.org/10.1177/001088048802900118

Tsui, A. S., Nifadkar, S. S., & Ou, A. Y. (2007). Cross-
national, cross-cultural organizational behavior
research: Advances, gaps, and recommendations.
Journal of Management, 33(3), 426-478. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300818

Vaughn, P. (2011). 5 key metrics to measure success of
paid search campaigns. Retrieved May 24, 2017,
from https://blog.hubspot.com/blog/tabid/6307/
bid/26844/5-Key-Metrics-to-Measure-Success-
of-Paid-Search-Campaigns.aspx#sm.0001j7xu
822nldb910u2u8c7qhOoa

Venkatraman, N., & Ramanujam, V. (1986).
Measurement of business performance in strategy
research: A comparison of approaches. Academy
of Management Review, 11(4), 801-814.

Waisfisz, B. (2015). Annexes 5-12: Additional
material to the book: Constucting the best culture

to perform. Helsinki, Finland: Itim International.

Wilson, B., & Henseler, J. (2007). Modeling
reflective higher-order constructs using three
approaches with pls path modeling: A Monte
Carlo comparison. Australian and New Zealand
Marketing Academy Conference, (May 2017),
791-800.

124 Pertanika J. Soc. Sci. & Hum.27 (T1): 113 - 124 (2019)



