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Nowadays, despite the increased number of investigations on organisational 
ambidexterity in business environment, theoretical and practical literature still face a gap, 
and there is a lack of phenomenon construction. Besides, the organisational culture is a 
variable that has been studied for an extended period by many researchers from different 
fields. However, so far in the literature, the investigation of the relationship between 
organisational culture and organisational ambidexterity is rare and not exclusive. In this 
regard, this study is original in that it attempts to examine the relationship between 
organisational culture and organisational ambidexterity, as well as exploring the effect of the 
former on the latter in two companies that operate in the same sector but in two different 
countries – Turkey and North Macedonia, thus allowing a room for comparative analysis as 
well. The results indicate that the effect of organisational culture on organisational 
ambidexterity is significant and positive. Also, findings show that organisational culture 
plays a principal and decisive role in the exploration and exploitation strategy of 
organisational ambidexterity. 

 

ÖRGÜT KÜLTÜRÜ VE ÖRGÜTSEL USTALIK ARASINDAKİ İLİŞKİNİN 
İNCELENMESİ 

 
ÖZ 

 
Anahtar Kelimeler:  

Örgütsel Kültür,  

Örgütsel Ustalık 

JEL Kodları:         

M10, M14, M16 

Günümüzde, iş ortamında örgütsel ustalığa ilişkin artan sayıda incelemeye rağmen, 
teorik ve pratik literatür hala bir boşlukla karşı karşıyadır ve kavramın tanımlanması 
konusunda eksikler olduğu göze çarpmaktadır. Ayrıca, örgüt kültürü, farklı alanlardan 
birçok araştırmacı tarafından uzun süredir incelenen bir değişken olmasına rağmen, 
literatürde şimdiye kadar örgüt kültürü ile örgütsel ustalık arasındaki ilişkinin 
araştırılmasına ait çalışmaların nadir olduğu görülmektedir. Bu bağlamda, çalışmanın, 
örgüt kültürü ile örgütsel ustalık arasındaki ilişkiyi incelemesinin yanı sıra iki kavram 
arasındaki ilişkiyi Türkiye ve Kuzey Makedonya'daki iki benzer sektörde faaliyet gösteren 
şirkette karşılaştırmalı uygulaması açısından da özgün olduğu söylenebilir. Sonuçlar, örgüt 
kültürünün örgütsel ustalık üzerindeki etkisinin anlamlı ve olumlu olduğunu 
göstermektedir. Ek olarak, bulgular örgüt kültürünün örgütsel ustalığın araştırma ve 
faydalanma stratejileri boyutlarında da temel ve belirleyici rol oynadığı yönündedir. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Nowadays, globalisation of the world markets, increasing dynamism, increased 

customer desires that are in the process of constant change and development and 

increased needs for innovation all force the organisations to be agile, creative, flexible, 

and ambidextrous to identify strategic alternatives for survival. One of these 

alternatives can be put as an organisational ambidexterity strategy which in recent 

years is frequently highlighted by both researchers and practitioners in the field (Chen 

et al., 2016: 920). Thus, organisational ambidexterity implies the exploitation of the 

existing competencies and exploration of innovative ideas of the organisation 

(Pellegrinelli et al., 2015: 155). Of late, the concept of ambidexterity is viewed as a 

necessary tool since organisations want to survive not only in the short term but also 

in the long-term (Sulphey and Alkahtani, 2017: 339). 

On the other hand, organisations continue to gain the competitive edge in terms 

of their products and services apply the organisational culture which intervenes the 

interaction between the individual and the organisational level, defines the basic 

presumptions after that knowledge is managed and shared and suggests who is 

expected to control and share the transferred knowledge (Wei and Miraglia, 2017: 572). 

Consequently, organisational culture incorporates the desires, experiences, and values 

of an organisation and is reflected in itself, internal works, in cooperation with outside 

the organisation and future expectations. Thus all of these keep the organisation 

together and well-balanced (Hogan and Coote, 2014: 1609; Klimas, 2016: 92; Larentis 

et al., 2018: 39).  

Considering that members of the companies in Turkey and Republic of North 

Macedonia spent about 40 hours in the work environment, there is enough room to 

consider that their organisation’s culture appears to influence their work life and their 

personal life. Hence, the culture and ambidexterity in the organisational level can play 

a varied role in each process of development but continuously adapt and co-assess 

each other under the direction of strategic orientation. Considering this, international 

and national studies on the concept of organisational ambidexterity are taking a new 

spot in the literature and are somewhat limited. In Turkey, in recent years, the concept 
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gets attention, but the definition of the concept has not yet fully settled. Similarly, the 

notion of organisational ambidexterity is still unknown and unexplored in the 

Republic of North Macedonia. 

Consequently, considering that organisations to survive and excel in business 

environments they build and foster the capability to innovate this study is important 

and original in terms of an in-depth examination of the relationship between the 

organisational culture and organisational ambidexterity. Besides, to the best of the 

knowledge, the current level of organisational ambidexterity in the food industry has 

not been investigated, which means that our research is quantum satis investigation. In 

the literature, studies on the organisational ambidexterity seem to focus on the idea of 

culture; however, it is difficult to assert that it is studied sufficiently. Given the fact 

that scope of this study involves Turkey and Republic of North Macedonia, the 

researchers analysed above show that there is no research in Republic of North 

Macedonia so far, whereas there is only one single study in Turkey which was carried 

out by Fındıklı and Pınar (2014). 

2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1. The Concept and Scope of Organizational Culture 

By relying on hypotheses of anthropologists, sociologists, and social 

psychologists, scholars have attempted various endeavours to find and to comprehend 

the nearby connections among culture, the conduct and states of people and groups in 

organisations utilising cultural ideas, for example, language or dialects, rituals, 

semiotics, stories, and ceremonies (O’Reilly et al., 1991: 491; Warrick, 2017: 395). These 

cultural ideas which have changed over time have recognised how workers see their 

reality and react to it (Ahmady et al., 2016: 388). The assortment of organisational 

culture has got huge research consideration into the organisational analysis in the late 

1970s and 1980s (Lu et al., 2016: 94; Maitland et al., 2015: 502; Schein, 1988: 408) and 

organisational scholars have been engaged with the role of culture in an organisational 

lifetime by a progression of well-known books, scholastic gatherings, particular issues 

of academic journals and some evaluations have brought more than 4600 articles on 

the subject (Chatman and O’Reilly, 2016: 200).  
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Furthermore, the literature affirms the idea that there exist numerous meanings 

for organisational culture (Hogan and Coote, 2014: 1610), notwithstanding, 

organisational culture broadly alludes to organisational values acknowledged by the 

majority of workers and in standard norms and beliefs of organisation’s individuals 

(Vukonjanski and Nikolić, 2013: 41). Agreeing, from an inner viewpoint, values are 

depicted as the most critical component of culture because reflecting on human 

conduct (Urban, 2015: 729), while beliefs dwell inside of employees and derive as a 

matter of fact regarding the proper conduct to manage diverse occasions (Dubey et al., 

2017: 60). As the organisation’s structures and frameworks specifically impact such, 

norms and expectations, and also, by the abilities of workers (Rovithis et al., 2017: 9). 

This definition of organisational culture clarifies that the culture not only characterises 

the respective representatives, clients, providers, and rivals but also characterises how 

an organisation will collaborate with these main components (Barney, 1986: 657). The 

manifestation of all these feelings represents that the culture in an organisation is 

conjectured to be the prime factor of holding organisational techniques, the unification 

of organisational skills into cohesiveness, giving answers for the issues encountered 

by the corporation, and, preventing or encouraging the corporation’s accomplishment 

of its objectives (Yilmaz and Ergun, 2008: 291).  

2.1.1. Organisational Culture Models  

Organisational culture has become a measurable variable since culture plays a 

decisive component in the distant future of an effective organisation and different 

models can be found crosswise over various fields of investigating models (Dauber et 

al., 2012). One of them is Hofstede’s Culture Model which emphasises that the term of 

culture can be related to the view of nations and organisations. Hofstede (1993), claims 

that national culture deals with the differences that exist between groups of nations or 

regions. On the other hand, organisational culture deals with differences that exist in 

practices between organisations or parts of the same organisation (sub-cultures) 

(Hofstede, 1983: 76). Hofstede’s Culture Model involves four dimensions of national 

value differences such as considerable vs small power distance, substantial vs weak 

uncertainty avoidance, individualism vs collectivism, masculinity vs femininity (Hofstede 
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and Bond, 1984: 419). As of late, Chinese researchers have uncovered a fifth significant 

dimension of culture called long- versus short-term orientation in addition to the other 

four (Hofstede, 1998: 480). Additionally, Bulgarian researcher Michael Minkov 

discovered a new calculation and the expansion of a sixth dimension named indulgence 

vs restraint (Hofstede et al., 2010: 45).  

Another investigating model to measure the concept of organisational culture 

is Edgar Schein’s Organizational Culture Model. They emphasise that culture is owned 

by the group and the general organisation may achieve culture on the off chance that 

it has been a sustainable group for some timeframe, and each subgroup of the 

organisation may achieve its own culture on the off chance that there is sustainability 

in its history. This model involves three levels, such as artefacts, espoused values, 

underlying assumptions (Schein, 2009: 134). 

Additionally, Competing Values Framework (CVF) developed by Cameron and 

Quinn (2006) and is one of the models to measure organisational culture where its 

framework endeavours to inspect the values and beliefs to illuminate perspectives 

such as employees perceptions and opinions about their workplace (Giritli et al., 2006: 

3).  

The Competing Values Framework distinguishes four predominant 

organisational culture patterns, namely clan, adhocracy, hierarchy, and the market. 

These values are characterised by two noteworthy axes, such as the organic process and 

mechanistic processes (J. Lee et al., 2016: 465). The first axis represents the distinction 

amongst organisations that make progress toward sustainable practices and those 

organisations that endeavour to enable their followers to manage their particular 

practices (Gregory et al., 2009: 674). On the other hand, mechanistic processes axis 

mirrors the contradictory requirements made by the internal organisations and their 

external environment (Denison and Spreitzer, 1991: 5). To summarise their framework, 

a Clan Culture in the organisational theory is related to human resource development 

and act more in flexibility and change. In general, clan organisations much emphasise 

internal collaboration (Marín et al., 2016: 101). The Adhocracy Culture in the 

organisational framework put its attention to flexibility and is guided by the external 
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environment. In adhocracy cultures, a critical presumption is that change encourages 

the creation and collection of new resources (Hartnell et al., 2011: 679). A Market 

Culture of an organisation is commonly oriented on the relationship toward external 

factors than on the inward structure of the organisation. In any case, this does not 

imply that the organisation may lose its internal control (Sánchez-Marín et al., 2015: 

171). Lastly, the Hierarchical Culture tends to be the execution of controls and is 

additionally alluded to inside efficiency, consistency, coordination, and assessment of 

an organisation (Denison and Spreitzer, 1991: 6).  

This model is to a great degree helpful in organisation because it integrates the 

various type of culture, leadership, competencies, effectiveness and make the 

interpretation of worker’s autonomy, individuality and give them motives and 

encourage to take risks. So, this kind of model is considered as a wide assortment of 

organisational occurrence because authority construction is straightforward and each 

individual knows his task and responsibility (Cameron and Freeman, 1991: 45; 

Cameron and Quinn, 2006: 33).  

2.2. The Concept and Scope of Organizational Ambidexterity 

In the business cycle, reaching competitive advantage in turbulent and 

competitive markets requires organisations to be dexterous, innovative, adaptable and 

multifaceted in order to fill clients’ needs and expectation. Thus, the concept of 

ambidexterity has emerged and with a passage of time became visible by scholars 

(Çömez et al., 2011: 77). Ambidexterity indeed implies the ability of people to use both 

of their hands with equal ease. Indeed, ambidexterity describes people who are neither 

“right-handed” nor “left-handed” (Bodwell and Chermack, 2010: 196). Thus, 

ambidexterity has been adopted by organisational scholars in order to develop the 

concept in organisational settings (Rosing et al., 2011: 957). 

In the organisational conception, the origins of the term ambidexterity have 

been investigated in Robert Duncan’s seminal paper. Duncan (1976) first introduced 

the notion of ambidexterity in the organisational structure. He depicts the “dual 

structures” which are utilised by numerous firms to manage activities that include 

diverse time horizons and managerial skills (Birkinshaw and Gupta, 2013: 288). Thus, 
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organisational ambidexterity (OA) is conceptualised as the ability to create and linking 

previous knowledge and ideas or these competencies through recombining them in 

new methods to create new configurations of exploration and exploitation (Şimşek et 

al., 2010: 276). Exploitation requires the entire organisation’s concentration in order to 

achieve better results from existing solutions. It is the root of refinement, 

implementation, increasing productivity, efficiency, variance reduction and control 

(Lee et al., 2017: 118; O’Reilly and Tushman, 2008: 189). Exploration establishes an 

assortment of experience across discovery and investigation. As such, exploration 

suggests organisational behaviour which is related to risk-taking, experimentation and 

innovation (Dunlap et al., 2013: 4). Thus, explorative knowledge and competence aim 

to develop innovative channel distribution, new ideas, innovative products and 

services (Strese et al., 2016: 42).  

Briefly speaking, the phenomenon of ambidexterity is not a new phenomenon  

(Rosing et al., 2011: 957). However, during the last 15 years, this topic has become a 

target for scholars which provided rich clarifications about how firms deal with double 

structures in the business environments (Vahlne and Jonsson, 2017: 58). In the 

management field, the number of studies on the ambidexterity expanded from under 

10 in 2004 to 80 available research in 2009 and even more in 2018. Hence, this increased 

attention has added refinement and expansion on the current topic (Günsel et al., 2018; 

Koryak et al., 2018; Raisch et al., 2009; Siachou and Gkorezis, 2018). Its significance has 

been further notable within or outside the organisation involving the area of strategic 

management, innovation, organisational learning and organisational behaviour 

(Panagopoulos, 2016: 5) and the managerial significance of ambidexterity has been 

considered as a critical component in the improvement of organisational adaptation, 

performance and survival (Şimşek, 2009). 

3.   RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

3.1. Methodology and Sampling of the Study 

In order to carry out the research objectives at the best possible level and to test 

the developed hypotheses, research is carried out by using the questionnaire. In this 

study, the questionnaire is constructed by taking into consideration the particulars 

specified by experts and the previous empirical studies in this field. The questionnaire 
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is formed by utilising theoretical and practical literature on the concepts of 

organisational culture and organisational ambidexterity. Extensive research is done 

about the most commonly used method. During the formulation of the questionnaire, 

the relevant literature is examined, the recommendations of academicians and 

business managers are taken into consideration, and the topic is covered together with 

the expectations of the ambidexterity field. 

The questionnaire is developed in three main parts. In the first part of the 

questionnaire, questions for determining demographic characteristics are included. In 

the second and third part, evaluations about the organisational ambidexterity and 

organisational culture were elaborated. In the second part of it, the questionnaire 

includes questions about the concept of organisational ambidexterity.  

To measure organisational ambidexterity, the questionnaire developed by 

Lubatkin et al. (2006) is used. In general, the organisational ambidexterity 

questionnaire consists of 12 questions where the first 6 (six) questions represent 

exploration subdimension and the last 6 (six) questions belong to exploitation 

subdimension. This scale, which is also employed by various studies such as (Attar, 

2015; Lubatkin et al., 2006; Wang and Rafiq, 2014) is preferred because it is a reliable 

and a valid scale according to literature and is the most used and cited scale in multiple 

research. Respective questions have been taken from the study of Cameron and 

Freeman (1991) and Cameron and Quinn (2006) to measure the organisational culture. 

Organisational culture is divided into 4 (four) types such as clan, adhocracy, market 

and hierarchy culture. Each type of culture contains 6 (six) questions, which amount 

to 24 questions in total. Various studies also employ this scale (Aktaş et al., 2011; Arditi 

et al., 2017; Klimas, 2016; Lee and Kramer, 2016; Marín et al., 2016; Naranjo Valencia et 

al., 2016) and it is a reliable and valid scale according to literature. 

In the second and third parts of the questionnaire, alternative answers ranging 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) are located on a five-point Likert-type.  

In this study, a pilot analysis process is carried out to give the final form to the 

questionnaire prepared by evaluating the research with its aims and hypotheses. In 

this context, the questionnaire is examined by academicians who are experts in 
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management and business field, and their suggestions are taken in the context of the 

development and improvement of the questionnaire. For the pilot study are involved 

employees of the food industry where 20 of them are involved in the Turkish company 

and 25 in Macedonian company. The results show that there is no confusion and doubt 

about the questionnaire that is used in the study and that the questions are 

understandable. The pilot survey data are analysed in SPSS 15.0, and the questionnaire 

is considered reliable. 

By the purpose of the research, the universe of this study is constituted by the 

employees who work in the food industry in Turkey and North Macedonia. The 

population in Turkey is about 300, and about 220 hardcopy questions were distributed 

to employees, of them the 180 returned and after deleting the incomplete response, a 

final sample is 160 employees. The population in Macedonia is about 500, where 270 

hardcopy questionnaire is distributed, but the final sample in this study is 200 

employees.   

The surveys were carried out from May 2017 to February 2018, and ethics 

committee permission document for this research is not required. After the 

examinations, 20 questionnaire forms conducted in the Turkish company were 

decided to be excluded due to various deficiencies, which resulted in a total number 

of 160 questionnaire forms to be taken into consideration. For the Macedonian part of 

the study, among the 200 questionnaires, 25 of them was considered as having high 

missing values or not reliable. In the determination of the sample population, the table 

of possible sample population figures representing a certain central mass, prepared by 

(Yazıcıoğlu and Erdoğan, 2004) is used. In this context, for the main population of 300 

people for the Turkish company, the sample mass is calculated as 130 with ± 0,05 

sampling error, and for the Macedonian company, the sample mass is calculated as 

180 for the main population of 500 people, with ± 0,05 sampling error. So, it can well 

be said that the obtained sample has the power to represent the main population. 

During determining the participants to be included in the sampling of the study, a 

random sampling method was preferred (Nakip, 2013).  
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The data collected in the research have been coded and transferred to the 

computer, and analyses of the data have been performed by utilising specific packet 

programs. The data gained from the study is coded and loaded into the ‘SPSS 15.0’ 

software, and the statistical tests to be used in the data analysis are determined after 

the data entry. The analyses employed to evaluate the data obtained from the research 

and to test the hypotheses are as follows: demographic analysis, reliability analysis, 

correlation analysis, regression analysis and Student’ s-T test. 

 

3.2. Hypothesis of the Study  

Based on the literature review in the preceding section, a research model 

developed for the current study is indicated in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1. The Model and Hypotheses of Study 
 

The model illustrates the relationship between organisational culture and 

organisational ambidexterity where organisational culture variable with its four 

dimensions such as clan, adhocracy, market and hierarchy culture is considered as the 

independent variable and organisational ambidexterity with its two dimensions 

(exploration and exploitation) as the dependent variable. 

Accordingly, the hypotheses of the study are put in order as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: Organisational culture has a positive relationship with organisational 

ambidexterity. 
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Hypothesis 2: The Clan Culture, which is the sub-dimension of the organisational 

ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploration strategy. 

Hypothesis 3: The Adhocracy Culture, which is the sub-dimension of the 

organisational ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploration strategy.  

Hypothesis 4: The Market Culture, which is the sub-dimension of the organisational 

ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploration strategy.  

Hypothesis 5: The Hierarchical culture, which is the sub-dimension of the 

organisational ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploration strategy.  

Hypothesis 6: The Clan Culture, which is the sub-dimension of the organisational 

ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploitation strategy. 

Hypothesis 7: The Adhocracy Culture, which is the sub-dimension of organisational 

ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploitation strategy.  

Hypothesis 8: The Market Culture, which is the sub-dimension of organisational 

ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploitation strategy.  

Hypothesis 9: The Hierarchical Culture, which is the sub-dimension of organisational 

ambidexterity, has a positive relationship with the exploitation strategy. 

4. FINDINGS OF THE STUDY  

4.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants in Turkey and North 

Macedonia 

In this section, first, the results of the demographic characteristics of the 

participants at the Turkish and North Macedonia company are presented. The 

following table depicted the demographic features of the participants. 
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants in Turkey and Macedonia 

Research 

Characteristics Turkey  
(n=160) 

Macedonia  
(n=200) 

Gender   
Male 101 (63,1) 130 (65) 
Female 59 (36,9) 70 (35) 

Marital Status   
Married  110 (68,8) 114 (57) 
Single 50 (31,2) 86 (43) 

Age   
18-24 12 (7,5) 21 (10,5) 
25-35 66 (41,2) 95 (47,5) 
36-50 69 (43,1) 77 (38,5) 
50-65 13 (8,1) 7 (3,5) 

Education Level   
Secondary School 2 (1,2) - 
High School 19 (11,9) 64 (32) 
Vocational High School 19 (11,9) - 
Associate Degree 27 (16,9) - 
Bachelor Degree 76 (47,5) 112 (56) 
Master / Phd Degree 17 (10,6) 24 (12) 

Work Experience of participants  
working in “Selva company” / “Dauti-Komerc company”   

Less than 1 year 18 (11,2) 27 (13,5) 
1-3 33 (20,6) 53 (26,5) 
4-6 33 (20,6) 61 (30,5) 
7-9 32 (20) 36 (18) 
More than 10 years 44 (27,5) 23 (11,5) 

Position of Work   
Chef / Supervisor 22 (13,8) 38 (19) 
Manager of Department 12 (7,5) 11 (5,5) 
Employee 126 (78,8) 151 (75,5) 

Total Work Experience of participants  
in “Selva Company” / “Dauti-Komerc company”   

Less than 1 year 7 (4,4) 12 (6) 
1-3 17 (10,6) 29 (14,5) 
4-6 28 (17,5) 60 (30) 
7-9 32 (20) 45 (22,5) 
More than 10 years 76 (47,5) 54 (27) 

Number of employees 100 -249 250 – 499 
Data are described as frequencies (n) and percentages (%) 

  



 bmij (2020) 8 (3):3550-3581 

Business & Management Studies: An International Journal Vol.:8 Issue:3 Year:2020       3562 

4.2. Reliability Analysis Results in Turkish and North Macedonia Scale  

Table 2. Reliability Analysis Results of the Organizational Ambidexterity Scale 

 Turkey  Macedonia 

Factor/Items Mean SD Item-Total 
Correlation α  Mean SD Item-Total 

Correlation α 

Exploratory 4.14 0.64  0.771  4.06 0.71  0.787 
Q1 4.15 0.96 0.632   4.10 0.99 0.521  
Q2 4.20 0.87 0.610   4.16 0.87 0.531  
Q3 4.21 0.84 0.506   3.98 0.97 0.599  
Q4 Excluded†  4.03 1.00 0.646  
Q5 4.02 0.99 0.597   Excluded† 
Q6 4.14 0.75 0.585   4.03 0.99 0.526  

Exploitation 4.14 0.63  0.822  3.99 0.72  0.800 
Q7 4.14 0.90 0.566   4.01 0.95 0.506  
Q8 4.08 0.91 0.554   4.00 1.00 0.516  
Q9 4.16 0.86 0.558   Excluded† 
Q10 4.06 0.92 0.586   3.89 0.94 0.622  
Q11 4.17 0.79 0.662   4.01 0.98 0.656  
Q12 4.21 0.82 0.613   4.04 0.94 0.617  

Organisational  
Ambidexterity Scale 4.14 0.59  0.882  4.02 0.65  0.870 

Q: Question, SD: Standard deviation, α: Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient 
† Items were excluded due to the weak item-total correlation (<0.50) 

 

The items whose item correlation was below 0.50 were excluded from the 

analysis, and the values were recalculated (Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978). 

In the table above the reliability analysis are presented. According to the results 

of the organisational ambidexterity in Turkish scale and its sub-dimensions, consisting of 

12 items and 2 factors in total, as far as 6 items constituting the exploratory sub-

dimension, which is one of the organisational ambidexterity scale sub-dimensions, are 

considered, the item no 4 is excluded from the analysis because its total correlation and 

squared multiple correlation values were low. The following, the general average for 

the exploratory sub-dimension is calculated as 4.14, and the reliability of the sub-

dimension as 0.771. Besides, the mean and standard deviation values for all the items 

in the sub-dimension are given in Table 2. The general average for the exploitation 

sub-dimension is calculated as 4.14 and the reliability coefficient as 0.822. The general 

average for the organisational ambidexterity scale is calculated as 4.14 and the 

reliability as 0.882. In the analysis related to organisational ambidexterity, the item no 

4 is excluded from the scale and the analysis continued in this way. 
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According to the reliability analysis results of the organisational ambidexterity 

and its sub-dimensions of employees working in the North Macedonia company, 

consisting of 12 items and 2 factors in total, as far as 6 items constituting the 

exploratory sub-dimension, which is one of the organisational ambidexterity scale sub-

dimensions, are considered, the item no 5 is excluded from the analysis because its 

item-total correlation and squared multiple correlation values were low. The general 

average for the exploratory sub-dimension is calculated as 4.06 and its reliability as 

0.787. In Table 2 are given the mean and the standard deviation values for all the items 

in the sub-dimension. Likewise, when 6 items in the exploitation sub-dimension of the 

organisational competence scale are analysed, and the item no 9 is excluded from the 

analysis because its total correlation and squared multiple correlation values are low. 

The general average for the exploitation sub-dimension is calculated as 3.99 and its 

reliability coefficient as 0.800. The general average for the organisational ambidexterity 

scale is calculated as 4.02 and its reliability as 0.870. In analyses related to 

organisational ambidexterity, items no 5 and no 9 are excluded from the scale, and the 

analyses continued in this way. 

The items whose item correlation was below 0.50 were excluded from the 

analysis, and the values were recalculated (Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978). 

According to the results of the reliability analysis of the organisational culture 

Turkish scale and its sub-dimensions, consisting of 24 items and 4 factors in total, when 

6 items constituting the clan sub-dimension, which is one of the organisational culture 

scale sub-dimensions, are analysed, the general average for the clan sub-dimension is 

calculated as 4.05 and the sub-dimension reliability as 0.884. Also, the median and 

standard deviation values for all the items in the sub-dimension are given in Table 3. 

Similarly, when 6 items in the adhocracy sub-dimension, which is one of the sub-

dimensions of the organisational culture scale, are analysed, the items no 11 and 12 are 

excluded from the analysis because their total correlation and squared multiple 

correlation values were low. The general average for the adhocracy sub-dimension is 

calculated as 4.01 and its reliability coefficient as 0.775. Analysis of the 6 items in the 

market sub-dimension calculates the sub-dimension average as 4.07 and its reliability 

value as 0.827. The average of hierarchy sub-dimension is calculated as 4.10 and its 
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reliability coefficient as 0.824. The general average for the organisational culture scale 

is calculated as 4.06, and the reliability coefficient as 0.940. Regarding the 

organisational culture, the analysis is consummated by excluding the items no 11 and 

12 from the scale. 

Table 3. Reliability Analysis Results of Organizational Culture Scale 

 Turkey  Macedonia 

Factor/Items Mean SD Item-Total 
Correlation α  Mean SD Item-Total 

Correlation α 

Clan 4.05 0.74  0.884  3.88 0.72  0.810 
Q1 4.04 0.96 0.719   3.95 0.95 0.545  
Q2 4.06 0.96 0.733   3.78 1.01 0.578  
Q3 4.06 0.93 0.726   3.97 1.00 0.591  
Q4 4.08 0.83 0.707   3.94 1.00 0.608  
Q5 4.08 0.89 0.669   3.90 1.02 0.516  
Q6 4.02 0.96 0.631   3.76 1.06 0.579  

Adhocracy 4.01 0.72  0.775  3.85 0.75  0.764 
Q7 3.83 0.99 0.528   3.75 1.11 0.533  
Q8 4.05 0.95 0.584   3.90 1.07 0.525  
Q9 4.09 0.90 0.624   3.93 1.00 0.529  
Q10 4.08 0.88 0.581   Excluded† 
Q11 Excluded†  3.78 1.04 0.551  
Q12 Excluded†  3.90 1.04 0.529  

Market 4.07 0.63  0.827  3.96 0.72  0.778 
Q13 4.06 0.81 0.524   Excluded† 
Q14 4.06 0.88 0.640   3.90 0.99 0.570  
Q15 4.07 0.88 0.631   3.97 1.07 0.615  
Q16 4.02 0.84 0.532   4.04 0.94 0.567  
Q17 4.14 0.83 0.654   3.90 0.99 0.579  
Q18 4.06 0.89 0.594   3.98 0.95 0.543  

Hierarchy 4.10 0.61  0.824  3.97 0.76  0.744 
Q19 4.15 0.82 0.526   Excluded† 
Q20 4.04 0.88 0.590   3.98 1.06 0.540  
Q21 4.04 0.89 0.564   3.92 0.96 0.568  
Q22 4.08 0.84 0.608   Excluded† 
Q23 4.14 0.78 0.624   3.96 1.03 0.511  
Q24 4.13 0.83 0.642   4.04 0.98 0.535  

Organisational  
Culture Scale 4.06 0.59  0.940  3.92 0.65  0.929 

Q: Question, SD: Standard deviation, α: Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient 
† Items were excluded due to the weak item-total correlation (<0.50) 

 

The reliability analysis results of the organisational culture North Macedonia scale 

and its sub-dimensions are consisting of 24 items and 4 dimensions in total. According 

to the findings, when 6 items constituting the clan sub-dimension, which is one of the 

organisational culture scale sub-dimensions, are analysed, the overall average of the 

clan sub-dimension is calculated as 3.88 and the sub-dimension reliability as 0.810. In 
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Table 3 are given the mean and standard deviation values for all the items in the sub-

dimension. Likewise, when 6 items in the adhocracy sub-dimension, which is one of 

the sub-dimensions of the organisational culture scale, are analysed, the item no 10 is 

excluded from the analysis because its total correlation and squared multiple 

correlation values are low. The general average for the adhocracy sub-dimension is 

calculated as 3.85 and its reliability coefficient as 0.764. When the 6 items in the market 

sub-dimension are analysed, the item no 13 is excluded from the analysis due to the 

same reason. After this item is excluded from the analysis, the sub-dimension average 

is calculated as 3.96 and its reliability value as 0.778. For the hierarchy sub-dimension, 

the questions no 19 and no 22 are excluded from the analysis because of the same 

justification. Following the exclusion, the sub-dimension average is calculated as 3.97 

and its reliability coefficient as 0.744. The general average for the organisational culture 

scale is calculated as 3.92 and its reliability as 0.929. In the analysis related to the 

organisational culture, the items no 10, 13, 19 and 22 are excluded from the scale, and 

the analysis continued accordingly. 

4.3. Results of Correlation Analysis in Turkish and Macedonia Scale 

Table 4. Results of Correlation Analysis on the Organizational Culture Scale and Its 

Sub-dimensions and the Organizational Ambidexterity Scale and its Sub-Dimensions 

 Organisational Ambidexterity Exploratory Exploitation 

Organizational Culture    
Turkey 0.712*** 0.673*** 0.660*** 

Macedonia 0.772*** 0.689*** 0.729*** 
Clan Culture    

Turkey 0.625*** 0.598*** 0.574*** 
Macedonia 0.702*** 0.609*** 0.679*** 

Adhocracy Culture    
Turkey 0.587*** 0.571*** 0.530*** 

Macedonia 0.691*** 0.617*** 0.652*** 
Market Culture    

Turkey 0.642*** 0.615*** 0.589*** 
Macedonia 0.703*** 0.617*** 0.672*** 

Hierarchy Culture    
Turkey 0.639*** 0.575*** 0.617*** 

Macedonia 0.630*** 0.598*** 0.559*** 
***p<0.001 

In this study, Spearman’s Rho Correlation is used to measure the degree of 

association between two variables.  Relationships between the organisational culture 
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scale and its sub-dimensions, the organisational ambidexterity scale and its sub-

dimensions are investigated with Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient, and the 

respective findings are provided in Table 4. According to these results, there is a 

significant and positive relationship between organisational culture perceptions and 

organisational ambidexterity perceptions of the participants in the Turkish company 

(r = 0.712, p <0.05). 

The findings of North Macedonia of relationships between organisational 

culture scale and its sub-dimensions and organisational ambidexterity scale and its 

sub-dimensions are researched with Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient are given 

in Table 4. According to these results, there is a significant and positive relationship 

between organisational culture perceptions and organisational ambidexterity 

perceptions of the participants in the study (r = 0.772, p <0.05). 

4.4. Turkey and North Macedonia Regression Analysis Results  

Table 5. Turkey and Macedonia Scale Regression Analysis Results 

Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variable B SE Beta t p F 

(p) 
R2 

(ΔR2) R 

Turkey          

Organisational 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 1.215 0.232  5.241 <0.001 162.815 
(<0.001) 

0.508 
(0.504) 0.712 Organizational 

Culture 0.721 0.056 0.712 12.760 <0.001 

Organisational 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 1.181 0.239  4.942 <0.001 

40.539 
(<0.001) 

0.511 
(0.499) 0.715 

Clan 0.198 0.076 0.245 2.603 0.010 
Adhocracy 0.077 0.077 0.094 1.011 0.314 
Market 0.273 0.086 0.288 3.173 0.002 
Hierarchy 0.179 0.096 0.185 1.873 0.063 

Macedonia          

Organisational 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 0.995 0.179  5.549 <0.001 292.981 
(<0.001) 

0.597 
(0.595) 0.772 Organizational 

Culture 0.774 0.045 0.772 17.117 <0.001 

Organisational 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 0.996 0.181  5.514 <0.001 

73.183 
(<0.001) 

0.600 
(0.592) 0.775 

Clan 0.228 0.072 0.251 3.169 0.002 
Adhocracy 0.203 0.066 0.234 3.085 0.002 
Market 0.260 0.070 0.287 3.744 <0.001 
Hierarchy 0.083 0.062 0.097 1.353 0.177 

B: regression coefficients, SE: standard error, Beta: standardised regression coefficients, t and p-value: test results for coefficients, 
F(p): ANOVA test results for model significance, R2(ΔR2): determination coefficients (adjusted determination coefficients), R: 
correlation coefficients between dependent and independent variables, Constant: constant term (b0) in the regression model. 

The first line of Table 5 depicts the results of simple linear regression analysis 

and multiple regression analysis of Turkish scale conducted in order to capture how 

organisational culture and sub-dimensions predict organisational ambidexterity. 
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Findings indicate that organisational culture perception of the participants in the 

survey is a significant predictor of organisational ambidexterity (F = 162.815, p <0.05). 

The organisational culture score explains 50% of the change in the organisational 

ambidexterity score. However, the test for the significance of the regression also shows 

that organisational culture score has a significant effect on organisational 

ambidexterity (t = 12.760, p <0.05). 

When the results of multiple regression are analysed, it was seen that the model 

established is significant (F = 40.539, p <0.05). 49.9% of the change in the organizational 

ambidexterity score is explained by independent variables. When the significance 

values of the regression coefficients are analysed, it is determined that Clan culture 

(Beta = 0.245, t = 2.603, p <0.05) and Market culture (Beta = 0.288, t = 3.173, p <0.05) 

have significant effects on organizational ambidexterity. In addition, it is found out 

that effects of Adhocracy culture (Beta = 0.094, t = 1.011, p = 0.314> 0.05) and Hierarchy 

culture (Beta = 0.185, t = 1.873, p = 0.063> 0.05) on organizational ambidexterity are 

not significant. 

According to the findings in the second line which presents the North Macedonia 

scale, it can be observed that the organisational culture perception of the participants 

is a significant predictor of organisational ambidexterity (F = 292.981, p <0.05). The 

organisational culture score describes 59 % of the change in the organisational 

ambidexterity score. However, according to the test for the significance of the 

regression coefficient also shows that the organisational culture score has a significant 

effect on organisational ambidexterity (t = 17.117, p <0.05). 

When the results of multiple regression are analyzed, it is seen that the model 

is significant (F = 73.183, p <0.05). 59 % of the change in the organizational 

ambidexterity score is explained by independent variables. When the significance 

values of the regression coefficients are analyzed, it is determined that effects of Clan 

culture (Beta = 0.251, t = 3.169, p = 0.002 <0.05), Adhocracy culture (Beta = 0.234, t = 

3.085, p = 0.002 < = 3.744, p <0.05) and Market culture (Beta=0.287, t=3.744, p<0.05) on 

organizational ambidexterity are significant. Hierarchy culture (Beta = 0.097, t = 1.353, 

p = 0.177> 0.05) is found to have no effect on organizational ambidexterity. 
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Table 6. Turkey and Macedonia Scale Regression Analysis Results 

Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variable B SE Beta t p F 

(p) 
R2 

(ΔR2) R 

Turkey          

Exploratory 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 1.160 0.263  4.402 <0.001 130.932 
(<0.001) 

0.453 
(0.450) 0.673 Organizational 

Culture 0.735 0.064 0.673 11.443 <0.001 

Exploratory 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 1.160 0.271  4.284 <0.001 
 

33.189 
(<0.001) 

 
0.461 

(0.447) 

 
0.679 

Clan 0.215 0.086 0.247 2.495 0.014 
Adhocracy 0.121 0.087 0.136 1.393 0.166 
Market 0.228 0.098 0.329 3.460 <0.001 
Hierarchy 0.062 0.108 0.059 0.570 0.569 

Macedonia          

Exploratory 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 1.129 0.222  5.085 <0.001 179.085 
(<0.001) 

0.475 
(0.472) 0.689 Organizational 

Culture 0.749 0.056 0.689 13.382 <0.001 

Exploratory 
Ambidexterity 

Constant 1.125 0.224  5.020 <0.001 

44.503 
(<0.001) 

0.477 
(0.467) 0.691 

Clan 0.145 0.089 0.147 1.628 0.105 
Adhocracy 0.222 0.081 0.236 2.725 0.007 
Market 0.195 0.086 0.198 2.260 0.025 
Hierarchy 0.187 0.077 0.200 2.448 0.015 

B: regression coefficients, SE: standard error, Beta: standardised regression coefficients, t and p-value: test results for coefficients, 
F(p): ANOVA test results for model significance, R2(ΔR2): determination coefficients (adjusted determination coefficients), R: 
correlation coefficients between dependent and independent variables, Constant: constant term (b0) in the regression model. 

The first line Table 6 shows the results of simple linear regression analysis and 

multiple regression analysis conducted in Turkish scale in order to determine how 

perceptions of organisational culture and its sub-dimensions of the participants in the 

study predict exploratory ambidexterity, which is a sub-dimension of organisational 

ambidexterity. Findings show that organisational culture perception of the 

participants in the survey is a significant predictor of exploratory ambidexterity (F = 

130.392, p <0.05). The organisational culture score explains 45% of the change in the 

exploratory ambidexterity score. On the other hand, the test for significance of 

regression coefficient also shows that the organisational culture score has a significant 

effect on exploratory ambidexterity (p <0.05). 

The results of multiple regression analysis indicate that the model established 

is significant (F = 33.189, p <0.05). 46% of the change in the exploratory ambidexterity 

score is explained by the independent variables. When the significance values of the 

regression coefficients are analysed, it is determined that effects of Clan culture (Beta 

= 0.247, t = 2.495, p = 0.014 <0.05) and Market culture (Beta = 0.329, t = 3.460, p = 0.001 

<0.05) on exploratory ambidexterity are significant. Further, it is found out that effects 
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of Adhocracy culture (Beta = 0.136, t = 1.393, p = 0.166> 0.05) and Hierarchy culture 

(Beta = 0.059, t = 0.570, p = 0.569> 0.05) are not significant on exploratory 

ambidexterity. 

In the other side, the second line of table 6 shows the results of simple linear 

regression analysis and multiple regression analysis of North Macedonia scale which 

determine how perceptions of organisational culture and its sub-dimensions of the 

participants in the study predict exploratory ambidexterity, which is a sub-dimension 

of organisational ambidexterity. According to the findings, it is seen that the 

perception of the organisational culture of the participants in the survey is a significant 

predictor of exploratory ambidexterity (F = 179.085, p <0.05). The organisational 

culture score explains 47 % of the change in the exploratory ambidexterity score. 

However, the organisational culture score also has a significant effect on exploratory 

ambidexterity (t = 13.382, p <0.05), according to the test for the significance of the 

regression coefficient. 

Regarding the results of multiple regression analysis, it is seen that the model 

is significant (F = 44.503, p <0.05). 47% of the change in the exploratory ambidexterity 

score is explained by the independent variables. When the significance values of the 

regression coefficients are analyzed, it is determined that effect of Clan culture 

(Beta=0.147, t=1.628, p=0.105>0.05) on exploratory ambidexterity is not significant and 

effects of Adhocracy culture (Beta = 0.236, t = 2.725, p = 0.007 <0.05) and Market culture 

(Beta = 0.198, t = 2.260, p = 0.025 <0.05) on exploratory ambidexterity are significant. 

Hierarchy culture (Beta = 0.200, t = 2.448, p = 0.015> 0.05) is found to have a significant 

effect on exploratory ambidexterity. 
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Table 7. Turkey and Macedonia Scale Regression Analysis Results 

Dependent 
Variable 

Independent 
Variable B SE Beta t p F 

(p) 
R2 

(ΔR2) R 

Turkey          

Exploitation 
ambidexterity 

Constant 1.260 0.263  4.789 <0.001 122.172 
(<0.001) 

0.436 
(0.432) 0.660 Organizational 

Culture 0.709 0.064 0.660 11.053 <0.001 

Exploitation 
ambidexterity 

Constant 1.199 0.271  4.426 <0.001 

30.762 
(<0.001) 

0.443 
(0.428) 0.665 

Clan 0.184 0.086 0.215 2.133 0.035 
Adhocracy 0.041 0.087 0.047 0.475 0.635 
Market 0.220 0.098 0.218 2.251 0.026 
Hierarchy 0.277 0.108 0.269 2.554 0.012 

Macedonia          

Exploitation 
ambidexterity 

Constant 0.862 0.212  4.070 <0.001 224.112 
(<0.001) 
<0.001 

0.531 
(0.529) 0.729 Organizational 

Culture 0.799 0.053 0.729 14.970 <0.001 

Exploitation 
ambidexterity 

Constant 0.868 0.211  4.120 <0.001 58.746 
(<0.001) 

0.105 
0.007 
0.025 
0.015 

0.546 
(0.537) 0.739 

Clan 0.311 0.084 0.313 3.705 <0.001 
Adhocracy 0.183 0.077 0.193 2.394 0.018 
Market 0.326 0.081 0.328 4.019 <0.001 

Hierarchy -
0.020 0.072 -

0.022 0.282 0.778 

B: regression coefficients, SE: standard error, Beta: standardised regression coefficients, t and p-value: test results for coefficients, 
F(p): ANOVA test results for model significance, R2(ΔR2): determination coefficients (adjusted determination coefficients), R: 
correlation coefficients between dependent and independent variables, Constant: constant term (b0) in the regression model. 

 

The first line of Table 7 shows the results of simple linear regression analysis 

and multiple regression analysis performed in Turkish scale in order to demonstrate 

how perceptions of organisational culture and its sub-dimensions of the participants 

in the study predict the exploitation ambidexterity, which is a sub-dimension of 

organisational ambidexterity. According to the findings, it is seen that the 

organisational culture perception of the participants in the survey is a significant 

predictor of exploitation ambidexterity (F = 122.172, p <0.05). The organisational 

culture score explains 43% of the change in the exploratory ambidexterity score. 

However, the test for significance of the regression coefficient also shows that the 

organisational culture score has a significant effect on exploitation ambidexterity (t = 

11.053, p <0.05). 

When the results of multiple regression are analysed, it is observed that the 

model is significant (F = 30.762, p <0.05). 44% of the change in the exploitation 

ambidexterity score is explained by the independent variables. When the significance 

values of the regression coefficients are analysed, it is found that effects of Clan culture 
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(Beta = 0.215, t = 2.133, p = 0.035 <0.05), Market culture (Beta=0.218, t=2.251, 

p=0.026<0.05) and Hierarchy culture (Beta=0.269, t=2.554, p=0.0.012<0.05) on 

exploitation ambidexterity are significant. Furthermore, it is found out that effect of 

Adhocracy culture (Beta = 0.047, t = 0.475, p = 0.635> 0.05) on exploitation 

ambidexterity is not significant. 

On the other hand, the second line of Table 7 shows the results of simple linear 

regression analysis and multiple regression analysis on North Macedonia scale in order 

to determine how participants’ perceptions of organisational culture and its sub-

dimensions predict exploitation ambidexterity, which is the sub-dimension of 

organisational ambidexterity. According to the findings, it is seen that the perception 

of the organisational culture of the participants in the survey is a significant predictor 

of exploitation ambidexterity (F = 224.112, p <0.05). The organisational culture score 

explains 53% of the change in the exploitation ambidexterity score. However, the test 

for the significance of the regression coefficient also shows that the organisational 

culture score has a significant effect on exploitation ambidexterity (t = 14.97, p <0.05). 

When the results of multiple regression are analyzed, it was seen that the model 

established is significant (F = 58.746, p <0.05). 54% of the change in exploitation 

ambidexterity score is explained by independent variables. When the significance 

values of the regression coefficients were analyzed, it was determined that Clan 

culture (Beta = 0.313, t = 3.705, p = 0.0.001 <0.05), Adhocracy culture (Beta=0.193, 

t=2.394, p=0.018<0.05), Market culture (Beta=0.328, t=4.019, p=0.001<0.05) have 

significant effects on exploitation ambidexterity. Hierarchy culture (Beta = -0.022, t = 

0.282, p = 0.778> 0.05) is found to have no significant effect on exploitation 

ambidexterity. 

4.5. Comparison of Organizational Ambidexterity and Organizational 

Culture Scales and Sub-Dimensions According to Countries 

The differences in the organisational ambidexterity and organisational culture 

scales and subscale scores of the respondents according to the countries are analysed 

by Student’ s-T Test. In a statistical analysis for significance, p <0.05 value is employed. 
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Table 8. Comparison of Organizational Ambidexterity and Organizational Culture 

Scales and Sub-Dimensions According to Countries 

 Macedonia 
(n=200) Turkey (n=160)  

The significance 
between 
countries 

Factor / Size Mean SD Mean SD p  
Explorative Strategy 4.06 0.71 4.14 0.64 0.241 Non- Significant 
Exploitation Strategy  3.99 0.72 4.14 0.63 0.037 Significant 
Organizational 
Ambidexterity 4.02 0.65 4.14 0.59 0.079 Non- significant 

Clan Culture 3.88 0.72 4.05 0.74 0.027 Significant  
Adhocracy Culture 3.85 0.75 4.01 0.72 0.044 Significant 
Market Culture 3.96 0.72 4.07 0.63 0.133 Non -significant 
Hierarchy Culture 3.97 0.76 4.10 0.61 0.094 Non -significant 
Organizational Culture 3.92 0.65 4.06 0.59 0.025 Significant  

 

The differences in organisational ambidexterity and organisational culture 

scales and sub-dimensions, according to countries, are given in Table 8. Accordingly, 

the exploratory dimension perceptions of organisational ambidexterity sub-

dimensions do not significantly differ according to the countries (p=0.241>0.05). This 

would indicate that even though two companies operate in different locations and has 

its own set of guidelines, rules, policies and structures, they can share the same 

perceptions about the exploratory ambidexterity strategy. So, regardless of 

environmental conditions, both companies try to balance current strategies with the 

discovery of new ones. On the other hand, the exploitation of sub-dimension 

perceptions shows a significant change according to the countries (p=0.037<0.05). 

While in Turkey, the exploitation sub-dimension perceptions of survey respondents 

are in an average of 4.14, the exploitation perceptions of the North Macedonia 

participants were calculated with an average of 3.99, and exploitation perceptions of 

those surveyed in Turkey are significantly higher when compared to the Macedonians. 

Therefore, it can be assumed that maybe Turkish and North Macedonia Company 

manifest the existing resource, technologies, and capabilities in different techniques, 

strategies or systems. When the Organizational Ambidexterity scale is examined in 

general, there is no statistically significant difference between the general 

organisational ambidexterity perceptions of North Macedonia and Turkish 

participants (p=0.079>0.05). Considering this, empirical contribution to this research 
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suggests that even though members of organisations come from the different culture, 

background, tradition, beliefs, values and families they generally predict the same 

view about organisational ambidexterity. For clan culture from organisational culture 

sub-dimensions, there is a significant difference between participants’ scores 

according to countries (p=0.027<0.05). Clan perceptions of Turkish participants are 

significantly higher than those of North Macedonia participants. Regarding the 

adhocracy sub-dimension, scores of Turkish participants are significantly higher than 

those of North Macedonia participants (p=0.044<0.05). By this, it is assumed that the 

features of clan culture such as teamwork, participation, loyalty, mentoring, mutual 

trust and characteristic of adhocracy culture such as risk-taking, innovation, freedom, 

uniqueness are viewed differently in the location and the conditions in which 

employees operate. No significant difference is found between the perceptions of 

Turkish and Macedonian participants on Market (p = 0.133> 0.05) and Hierarchy 

perceptions (p = 0.094> 0.05). Thus, this means that employees, despite the work 

environment, strive to fit into the Market and Hierarchy culture of the organisation 

where they operate. There is a statistically significant difference between 

organisational culture perception scores of North Macedonia and Turkish participants 

(p = 0.025 <0.05). The average of the Turkish participants’ organisational culture score 

(4.06) is found to be higher than the North Macedonia participants (3.92). Following 

this, it is gained that organisations from the different geographic territory around the 

world have in some special way their unique culture. Despite the utilisation of similar 

components in portraying a culture, each organisation has its way of treating common 

elements such as expectations, norms, experiences, psychological environment, 

behaviours, and values. 
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Table 9. Summary of Research Findings in Turkey and North Macedonia 

HYPOTHESIS Results in Turkey Results in North 
Macedonia 

H1: Organisational culture has a positive relationship with 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED ACCEPTED 

H2: The Clan Culture has a positive relationship with the 
exploration strategy, which is the sub-dimension of the 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED 
 

ACCEPTED 
 

H3: The Adhocracy Culture has a positive relationship with 
the exploration strategy, which is the sub-dimension of the 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED ACCEPTED 

H4: The Market Culture has a positive relationship with the 
exploration strategy, which is the sub-dimension of the 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED 
 

ACCEPTED 
 

H5: The Hierarchical culture has a positive relationship with 
the exploration strategy, which is the sub-dimension of the 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED ACCEPTED 

H6: The Clan Culture has a positive relationship with the 
exploitation strategy, which is the sub-dimension of 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED 
 

ACCEPTED 
 

H7: The Adhocracy Culture has a positive relationship with 
the exploitation strategy, which is the sub-dimension of 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED 
 

ACCEPTED 
 

H8: The Market Culture has a positive relationship with the 
exploitation strategy, which is the sub-dimension of 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED 
 

ACCEPTED 
 

H9: The Hierarchical Culture has a positive relationship with 
the exploitation strategy, which is the sub-dimension of 
organisational ambidexterity. 

ACCEPTED 
 

ACCEPTED 
 

5.  CONCLUSION  

Globalisation and rapid technological developments have given rise to a very 

competitive and challenging business environment. Leaders and managers of the 

organisations in this contemporary development may use the culture as a unique 

source to fit the organisational characteristics in order to develop and enhance its 

competitive and innovative advantage. 

The findings predicted and support a research hypothesis that organisational 

culture and its perceptions affect positively and significantly the organisational 

ambidexterity. The discoveries of our study provide the empirical support to the 

proposition by Yu et al. (2014) where note that these two variables continuously adapt 

and co-evaluate each other under the direction of strategic orientation. Besides, it 

emphasises that in an organisation, the role of organisational culture and the role of 

ambidextrous innovation ability can be different in each cycle of development. To 
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understand better the composition of this field, the study of Lin and McDonough III 

(2011) discovered that in an organisation, the innovation process is immensely 

impacted by organisational culture. Additionally, findings indicate that the innovating 

process occurs and is completed by employees who are initiated by organisations. 

Thus, this context may serve as a basis for innovation.  Additionally, the investigation 

carried out by Fındıklı and Pınar (2014), indicate that there is a positive and 

meaningful relationship between organisational culture and organisational 

ambidexterity involving the exploitation and exploration activities. 

Nevertheless, Büschgens et al. (2013) suggest that clan culture is considered as 

strategy orientation tool which managers purposely utilise in order to make 

stimulation of innovation activities in organisations. On the other hand, findings also 

indicate that hierarchical culture is less likely and may not be convenient for 

organisations which will develop innovations. Moreover, the data from the survey 

indicate that managers in organisations at the innovative processes more prefer to 

develop adhocracy culture because of this type of culture highlight an external and a 

flexibility orientation. In contrast, market culture seems like the appropriate type for 

aims of an innovative organisation. Accordance with this, these results support our 

hypotheses that organisational culture may be a crucial element for organisational 

ambidexterity since it affects significantly and positively the overall and its two 

dimensions. 

Additionally, our findings show that the types of organisational culture 

dissimilarly can affect organisational ambidexterity and its strategies in a different 

manner. Thus, our findings show the discoveries of the Yu et al. (2014) where it 

signifies that different sort of organisational cultures such as adhocracy, clan, and 

market culture has a mutual relationship with technological innovation. Besides, their 

findings determine that adhocracy culture can be profitable for exploratory 

innovation; on the other hand, for exploitative one, clan culture is more appropriate. 

Thus, market culture is considered as coexisting variable among the exploratory and 

exploitative innovation. Moreover, the hierarchy culture is indicated as a component 

that inhibits product innovation. 
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Moreover, the findings from North Macedonia and Turkey provide that 

organisational culture may be considered a determinative instrument in the 

exploitation and exploration activities of organisational ambidexterity. According to 

these findings, the gained outcomes of Lee et al. (2017) study prove that pro-innovation 

culture notably influences exploitation and exploration activities and also positively 

influences organisational ambidexterity. In general, it is argued that when one 

company decides to apply ambidexterity, it becomes ambidextrous as soon as the 

organisational culture becomes innovative. In other respects, Wang and Rafiq (2014) 

suggest that in case exploration and exploitation activities are appropriately managed 

inside a business unit, they may be considered as additional organisational activities 

rather than competitive activities in the innovation procedure. Additionally, Poškienė 

(2006) suggested that cultural values and norms are powerful tools to stimulate the 

process of innovation and creativity. Thus, the cultural influence on innovation and 

creativity depends more on the type of agreement rather than its existence. 

Regarding this, Martinsen et al. (2015) suggest that when one firm develops a 

more innovative culture, the level of ambidexterity in the organisation will increase 

accordingly. They also suggest that while the organisation seeks for ambidexterity, the 

culture of the firm will develop more innovatively. Contrary to our findings, the 

outcomes of the Jaskyte and Dressler (2005), present that strong cultures may not be 

favourable for stimulating innovation strategy, especially given its content, for 

example, if the level of cultural values is higher on stability, predictability, security, 

working in collaboration with others, the level of innovative orientation may be less. 

Regarding this, Naranjo-Valencia et al. (2011) suggest that organisational culture 

determine the innovation process in the organisation. The studies also indicate that 

organisational culture may have an impact on the innovation strategy positively and 

negatively. 

However, empirical evidence of this research suggests that these two 

components are interconnected with each other, and even though members of 

organisations come from the different culture, background, tradition, beliefs, values 

and families, they generally predict the same view about organisational culture on 

organisational ambidexterity. Thus, this means that employees in the work 
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environment strive to fit into the culture of the organisation where they operate and 

try to be more innovative. Accordingly, Szczepańska-Woszczyna (2014) proposed that 

organisations which want to keep the level of innovations high should pay attention 

to some cultural feature, for instance, the manager should believe in their employees 

that they have abilities to try out new ideas. In this way, the employees gain the 

manager’s support and feel independent while they operate innovative ideas. The 

results of the study additionally enhance that when managers give a clear signal that 

innovation is desirable and advantageous within the company, the employees will 

gather resources from outside and inside of organisations in order to establish better 

conditions for innovation. In sum, from the support of the hypothesis and considering 

that culture on the organisational environment is one of the factors that have a 

tremendous effect on the innovation process recently this relationship between two 

variables gains a good impact in national and international studies.  

5.1. Limitations of the Study 

This research involves some specific limitations, first of which is the fact that 

the survey is limited to two companies. Secondly, the body of the research includes 

sample which is limited to the food industry and in the limited geographic territory of 

Turkey and the Republic of North Macedonia. Thirdly, the perceptions of 

organisational culture to organisational ambidexterity were evaluated by all 

employees of the organisation. All these limitations well imply possibilities for future 

investigations in the areas of organisational culture and organisational ambidexterity. 

5.2. Future Recommendations 

Briefly speaking, additional comparative studies are required. This research 

recommends that future scholars should deeply investigate the relationship between 

organisational culture and organisational ambidexterity, in other industries, in other 

sectors, and other countries. In the business environment and innovation life cycle, 

leaders of organisations should encourage exploration and discovery in the early 

stages of services which they will offer to customers. While the services are 

determined, leaders of organisations should see that after the application process, 

particular efficiencies are exploited to produce results. Additionally, discoveries also 
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suggest that leaders or managers of enterprises should consider the importance and 

the advantages of exploration and exploitation strategy in the order the organisations 

to balance the number of resources which are needed for their businesses to survive in 

the short-term and to be sustainable over the long-term. Hence, findings also suggest 

that a leader in creating sustainable organisations should possess items of 

organisational culture. 

Finally, there has been scarce research on organisational culture determining 

the effects of organisational ambidexterity and its two sub-dimensions explorations 

and exploitation in employees of the food industry. In sum, this study contributes to 

this particular body of knowledge and future researchers might benefit from the 

theoretical, empirical way and the methods discussed in this study.    
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