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Abstract

An important issue in organisational research is the assessment of constructs validity of
measure or depth. Several methods are widely available but researchers have come to acknowl-
edge the power of confirmatory factor analysis in investigating the construct validity of a measure.
In this paper, the total disaggregation (TD) and (partial disaggregation) PD models were applied
in an effort to provide an empirical comparison of second-order construct measurement under
these methods. The second-order construct of organisational culture consisted of five first-order
constructs. Results indicated that, in general, the two models produced quite similar results. The
requirements of convergent validity and construct scale reliability were satisfied; discriminant va-
lidity tests were fulfilled; and overall goodness-of-fit indices satisfied the benchmark applied. Thus,
analyses supported the use of the second-order constructs of organisational culture and provided
scholars an exampl e of these models being examined in structural equation modelling.

Key words. Sructural Equation Modelling, Partial Disaggregation, Total Disaggregation, Second-
order Construct, Organisational Culture.

Abstrak

Satu hal yang penting dalam penelitian organisasi adalah penilaian validitas konstruk
ukuran atau kedalamannya. Beberapa metode tersedia secara luas namun para peneliti telah
berkesimpulan untuk mengakui kekuatan analisis faktor konfirmatori dalam menyelidiki validitas
konstruk ukuran. Dalam tulisan ini, model pemilahan total (Total Dissagregation) dan pemilahan
parsia (Partial Dissagregation) diterapkan dalam upaya untuk memberikan perbandingan empiris
pengukuran konstruk dua tingkat (second-order congtruct) di bawah kedua metode ini. Konstruk
dua tingkat budaya organisasi terdiri dari lima konstruk tingkat pertama. Hasil penditian
menunjukkan bahwa, secara umum, kedua model menghasilkan hasil yang sangat mirip.
Persyaratan validitas konvergen dan reliabilitas skala konstruks dipenuhi, diskriminan uji validitas
terpenuhi, dan keseluruhan indeks kebaikan (goodness-of-fit indices) memenuhi patokan yang
diterapkan. Dengan demikian, analisis mendukung penggunaan konstruks dua tingkat budaya
organisas dan menyediakan contoh bagi para ahli bagaimana model ini diterapkan dalam
pemodelan persamaan struktural .

Persamaan Pemodelan Struktural, Pemilahan Parsial, Pemilahan Total, Konstruks
duatingkat, Budaya Organisasi.

Kata kunci:

INTRODUCTION skog and Sorbom (Joreskog, 1970; Joreskog

and Soérbom, 2006).

The purpose of this study is to demonstrate the
applications of Partial Disaggregation (PD) and
Tota Disaggregation (TD) in developing a sec-
ond-order model of the organisationa culture
construct. These analyses were performed us-
ing the LISREL program developed by Jore-

One of the important issues in organ-
isational research is the assessment of the valid-
ity of the measure of a construct (Bagozzi et d.,
1991) or construct depth (Bagozzi and Ed-
wards, 1998). Although several methods are
widely available (e.g. exploratory factor analy-



60 Jurnal Siasat BisnisVol. 16 No. 1, Januari 2012

sis, multitrait-multimethod matrix), many re-
searchers acknowledge the power of confirma-
tory factor analysis in investigating the con-
struct validity of a measure (Marsh and Ho-
cevar, 1985; Bagozzi et al., 1991; Rahim and
Magner, 1995). There are considerable debates
and uncertainties about the extent to which the
organisationa construct should be operational-
ised. Single-faceted and multi-faceted con-
structs derived from conceptual development
are subject to tests as away of providing sound
abstraction. Bagozzi and Heatherton (1994)
were among the first to raise this issue in or-
ganisationa research. They proposed four lev-
els of abstraction, namely the total aggregation,
partia aggregation, partial disaggregation and
total disaggregation models. Further, Bagozzi
and Edwards (1998) highlighted the issue of
depth in developing constructs of organisa
tional research. Using the same four levels of
abstraction, they showed the appropriate depth
in terms of the specificity and generality of a
construct and its associated operationalisation.
According to them, it is essential to have con-
struct depth if meaningful results are to be ob-
tained. More recent studies on the issue of con-
struct validity or depth can be seen in the work
of Meade, Michels, and Lautenschlager (2007),
Perriatt et a. (2007), Bobbio and Rattazzi
(2006), and Gana and Trouillet (2003), among
many others. However, it must be noted that
these above studies are not discussing the issue
of construct validity in the higher level of ab-
straction (second-order construct)-they were
discussing the congtruct validity’s issue at
lower level (first-order construct). The goals of
this paper is to illustrate confirmatory factor
analysis-including construct validity under Par-
tial and Total Disaggregation levels of abstrac-
tion in a second-order construct. The illustra-
tion provide here can be used as example of
two levels of abstraction as there has been lim-
ited study investigating thisissue.

Partial Disaggregation (PD) and Total Dis-
aggregation (TD) Models

The term Partial Disaggregation (PD) repre-
sents the fact that items for a construct or com-
ponent are split into sets (usually two) of ag-
gregated items. With such a model, items are
initially aggregated (through summation or av-
eraging) to create item ‘ packets’ or composites,
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which are then used as indicators of model con-
structs. The second-order PD model illustrated
in Figure 1 treats the components as first-order
factors and introduces a second-order factor
explaining variation in the first-order factor
(Bagozzi and Heatherton, 1994). The second-
order factor can be thought of as an abstract
representing organisational culture. The sec-
ond-order construct of organisationa culture
consists of five first-order constructs namely
autonomy (Auto), external orientation (EO),
interdepartmental coordination (IDC), human
resource management (HRM), and improve-
ment orientation (10). The five dimensions of
organisational culture are reflected by a and b
indicators, which were calculated by averaging
the measured items of each factor.

The term Total Disaggregation (TD)
refers to the condition that each indicator is an
individual item. The second-order TD model is
demonstrated in Figure 2. The main difference
between PD and TD is the way each treats the
measured items for the first-order constructs.
TD uses individual items from the first-order
constructs of the organisational culture to op-
erationalise their respective hypothesised di-
mensions. No average calculation is taken in
this model. Accordingly, the number of meas-
ured items in each of the first-order is not two
of the average items, but varies depending upon
the conceptual development of the construct.

Figure 1: Partial Disaggregation Model
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Figure 2Tota Disaggregation Model

In discussing the advantages and dis-
advantages of PD and TD, researchers have
offered various explanations. Marsh and Ho-
cevar (1985) stated that the main advantage of
second-order PD is that hypotheses can be
tested about the hierarchical structure of the
construct. Another advantage was claimed by
Bagozzi and Edwards (1998) who stated that
PD reduces the number of parameters to be es-
timated and, at the same time, tends to decrease
measurement error. In comparison to TD,
smaller sizes are required with PD and the
model generally yields better fit (Landis, Bedl,
and Tesluk 2000).

In addition, Bagozzi and Heatherton
(1994) dtated that PD permits interesting inquir-
ies into discriminant validity among the dimen-
sions of a construct. A possible downside of this
‘molecular’ model isit does not provide the spe-
cific psychometric information concerning each
individual item that the more ‘atomistic’ repre-
sentation of the total disaggregation approach
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provides. Bagozi and Heatherton (1994) aso
acknowledged the possibility of encountering a
problem with discriminant validity, as ‘discrimi-
nant vaidity among dimensions may be less
defensible, and the dimensions should be inter-
preted as sub-components of a higher order or-
ganizing concept’.

In contrast, the TD model provides the
most detailed level of analysis of a construct,
because psychometric properties are provided
for each individua item (Bagozzi and Heather-
ton 1994; Bagozzi and Edwards, 1998). How-
ever, in practice this model ‘can be unwiedy
because of likely to have high levels of random
error in typical items and the many parameters
that must be estimated’ (Bagozzi and Heather-
ton, 1994). In addition to this disadvantage,
Caro and Garcia (2007) stressed that although
TD dlows the most explicit test of construct
quality, it lacks a number of features of the PD
model. For example, the PD is used to decrease
the number of parameter estimates with respect
to sample size, to reduce the likelihood of com-
putational problems and to obtain smaller stan-
dard errors. As aresult it is possible to have a
TD model that may fail to fit the data satisfac-
torily.

Organisational Culture Construct

The terms ‘organisational culture’ and ‘ corpo-
rate culture’ were introduced to the academic
literature by Pettigrew (1979) and Silverzweig
and Allen (1976), respectively. It seems that the
popularity of these terms grew because of the
work of Peters and Waterman (1982). Since
then, an enormous literature has developed on
these topics. Although no conclusive defini-
tions have been widely agreed upon among
researchers, there are common characteristics
of culture which involve some combination of
artefacts (also called practices, expressive sym-
bols or forms), values and beliefs, and underly-
ing assumptions that organisational members
share about appropriate behaviour (Schein,
1992). In this study, organisational culture is
defined as ‘particular ways of conducting or-
ganisationa functions that have evolved over
time under the influence of an organisation’s
history, people, interests, and actions and that
have become institutionalized in the organisa-
tion' (Kostova, 1999). This definition portrays
the perceptions of organisational work practices
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within an organisation. Here, organisational
practices are believed to reflect the *collective
wisdom within an organisation about how
things can best be done’ (Wilderom and Van
den Berg, 2005). Further, these practices are
viewed as ways of doing certain tasks that are
taken-for-granted (Kostova, 1999).

The organisational culture construct
operationalised in this study was developed
from the studies of Van den Berg and Wil-
derom (2004) and Wilderom and Van den Berg
(1998). Then, additional items were added to
better portray the domain of the organisational
culture construct. In accordance with the di-
mensions used in this study, Detert, Schroeder
and Mauriel (2000), who performed a qualita-
tive content analysis of the extant literature,
lend support to utilising these dimensions in
researching organisational culture. The dimen-
sion of Autonomy (Auto) was selected because
it refers to the freedom of employees to con-
tribute the skills they have in advancing the
company. This dimension was also used by
Gordon and DiTomaso (1992), who called it
“accountability and systematic decision mak-
ing and Detert et al. (2000), who termed it
‘control, coordination, and responsibility’. The
External Orientation (EO) dimension is similar
to willingness and effort taken to quickly an-
ticipate and respond to customers demands.
The work of Hofstede et al. (1990) termed this
an ‘open vs. closed systenm’; and the research of
Detert et a. (2000) called it ‘orientation and
focus-interna and/or external’ — each of which
can refer to this dimension. The dimension of
Inter-Departmental Coordination (IDC) was
chosen since modern organisations commonly
have divisions of work, which increase the flow
of work and information among members. Asa
result of increasing barriers, an organisation’s
functioning is likely to be adversely influenced.
Previous studies which support the use of this
dimension are O'Reilly et al. (1991), who used
the term ‘team oriented’, and Detert et al.
(2000) who named it ‘isolation versus collabo-
ration/cooperation’. The Human Resource
Management (HRM) dimension has been con-
sidered as one aspect of organisational culture
by many researchers in the past. Van Muijen et
a. (1999) named it ‘support orientation’, and
Detert et al. (2000) termed it ‘orientation to
work, task, and coworkers. This dimension
covers the process of employees’ selection, the
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support to employees’ functioning and whether
performance mechanisms were in place. Re-
flecting humans ambition, Improvement Ori-
entation (10) is utilised in this study. Most
people are stimulated to achieve a better result,
both for themselves and their company. Back-
ing the use of this dimension are the studies of
Van Muijen et a. (1999), who labelled it ‘in-
novation orientation’, and Detert et al. (2000),
who named it ‘stability Versus
change/innovation/personal growth’.

METHOD
Sample

One thousand questionnaires were distributed
to managers and/or executives representing
Indonesian companies. An average total asset
of these firms was US$4,387,297,000. Thirty
eight per cent of these firms belonged to
bank/financial firms, and the remaining per-
centage were member of manufactur-
ing/processing firms. Of the 1000 surveys sent,
669 were collected. This was equivalent to 66.9
per cent of initial response rate. However, of
the 669 questionnaire returned, 173 were ineli-
gible because of the incomplete response in
more than three items in every construct’s list
of questions, and thus discarded. This resulted
to 496 usable responses or 49.6 per cent of ef-
fective response rate. These 496 useable ques-
tionnaires were tabulated for statistical data
analysis. Relating to age of respondents, more
than half (47.2%) were between 30 and 40
years of age, 28 per cent were between 40 and
50, 13.7 per cent were under 30, 10.7 per cent
were between 50 and 60, and only 0.4 per cent
were above 60 years old. Further, 28.4 per cent
had worked for their current company for 5+ to
10 years, 24.2 per cent of respondents had been
in their current company for 10+ to 15 years,
18.1 per cent for 1 to 5 years, 15.1 per cent for
more than 20 years, 12.1 per cent for 15+ to 20
years, and 2.0 per cent for lessthan 1 year.

M easur ement

The dimensions of organisational culture de-
veloped by Van den Berg and Wilderom (2004)
and Wilderom and Van den Berg (1998) were
used as primary references. In regard to the EO
dimension, items proposed by Nahm, Von-
derembse and Koufteros (2004) were added;
the IDC dimension was improved by adding
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items used by Nahm et al. (2004) and Denison
(1990); HRM dimension was improved with
items proposed by Hofstede (1990); and IO
dimension was improved with items proposed
by Denison (1990) and Hofstede et al. (1990).
Once the measures had been developed, the
organisational culture second-order construct
consisted of 5 dimensions and 20 observed
variables. In regard to the scale, the study asked
participants to express the extent of their
agreement or disagreement using a Six-point
Likert type scale, ranging from strongly agree
to strongly disagree.

In regard to the scale, the study asked
participants to express the extent of their
agreement or disagreement using a Six-point
Likert-type scale, ranging from strongly agree
to strongly disagree. The utilisation of a six-
point scale instead of a five- or seven-point
scale was based on the argument advanced by
Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1997),
who provided evidence that some Asian coun-
tries, including Indonesia, rank high in the neu-
trality dimension. Consequently, the middle
choice of response — namely ‘neutral’ and
‘neither agree or disagree’ — was excluded. It
was believed that such responses would have
contributed to the central tendency error (Co-
per and Schindler, 2003).

Statistical Criteria

The extent to which the model proposed corre-
sponds to the data can be eval uated through the
use of several goodness-of-fit indices. Two
groups of indices, namely absolute and com-
parative indices, are available. For this study,
the following indices were applied, represent-
ing absolute and comparative indices assessment:

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA)

Alike RMR, RMSEA is the discrepancy per
degree of freedom, but, it differs from RMR in
that the discrepancy is measured in terms of the
population, not just the sample utilised for es-
timation (Steiger 1990). Holmes-Smith noted
that RMSEA will consider the error of ap-
proximation in the population and relaxes the
strict requirement on Chi-Square that the model
holds exactly in the population (2001). To be
classify adequately fit, the model should has a
value of RMSEA of less than .05 (although
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values between .05 and .08 indicate reasonable
fit) (Holmes-Smith, 2001). Other recommends
cut-off value of <.06 (Hu and Bentler 1999).
Another characteristic of RMSEA is aso
among the measures least affected by sample
size (Fan et al., 1999).

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)

GFI is most widely used goodness-of-fit meas-
ure in many studies of SEM. It “measures the
absolute fit (unadjusted for the degrees of free-
dom) of the combined measurement and struc-
tura model to the data’ (Gefen et a., 2000).
The acceptable level of GFI is to have values
greater than .95, athough the values of .90 is
deemed reasonabl e fit (Holmes-Smith, 2001).

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI)

To complement the measure of goodness-of fit
indices, the AGFI is proposed. AGFI adjusts
the values GFI for the degree of freedom in the
model (Gefen et a., 2000). Threshold for this
index is greater than .90 or .95 (Holmes-Smith,
2001).

Comparative Fit Index (CFI)

Comparative Fit Index (CFl) was suggested by
Bentler (1990) with the purpose to overcome
the deficiencies in normed fit index (NFI) for
nested model. The NFI has tendency to under-
estimate fit in small size sample (Byrne, 2006).
Here, the comparative fit index is comparing
whether the model under consideration is better
than some baseline model, which in most cases
are null or independence model. The CFI
ranges should fall between 0 and 1, with values
exceeding .90 indicating a good fit to the data
(Kelloway, 1998). In case where the values of
CFl is above 1 then there is indication that the
model is overfit as there are too many parame-
ters have been freed to be estimated (Holmes-
Smith, 2001).

Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI)

Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) is one of the fit
indexes less affected by sample size. The NNFI
takes into account the degrees of freedom of
the proposed model, and hence the complexity
of the model. The complex models have more
parameters and fewer degrees of freedom. By
convention, NNFI values below .90 indicate a
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need to respecify the model. More recently, Hu
and Bentler (1999) have suggested NNFI > .95
as the cut-off for agood model fit.

RESULTS
M easur ement
Convergent Validity

This validity was assessed by examining the
factor loading of each item on its specified fac-
tor (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). For the PD
model, factor loadings were significant, with t-
values ranging between 8.63 and 94.26. For the
TD model, factor loadings were aso signifi-
cant, with t-values ranging from 8.43 to 77.84.
Accordingly, the requirement of convergent
validity was satisfied.

Construct Scale Reliability and Variance Ex-
tracted Estimate

In assessing the reliability of multiple measures
for an individua construct, the internal consis-
tency measure developed by Fornell and
Larcker (1981) was applied. Another measure
of construct reliability is the variance extracted
estimate, which reflects the overal amount of
variance in the indicators accounted for by the
latent construct. The variance extracted meas-
ure is a complementary measure to the con-
struct reliability. Guidelines suggest that the
acceptable reliability and variance extracted
values should exceed .50 for a construct (Hair
et a., 1998; Holmes-Smith, 2001).
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Results in Table 1 indicated that all
constructs had good construct reliability (>.50).
All but one had variance extracted estimates
>50. The congruct that had a variance ex-
tracted estimate less than .50 was Auto, under
the TD model (0.403). Given this, there was the
possibility of dropping this construct from sub-
sequent analysis. However, considering that the
construct reliability of the construct Auto was
very good (0.614) and that variance extracted
estimate is a complementary measure, the study
decided to maintain this construct.

Discriminant Validity

In assessing discriminant validity, two tests were
applied. Fird, constructs are supposed to be not
highly correlated, as they are measuring differ-
ent concepts. Therefore, a correlation between
congtructs that is greater than .80 or .90 repre-
sents a lack of discriminant validity (Holmes-
Smith 2001). Second, comparing the average
variance extracted (AVE) with the square of cor-
relation (SC) between constructs, AVE should
be greater than SC if discriminant vaidity isto
bein place (Fornell and Larcker 1981).

Results indicated that, firstly, none of
the correlations between constructs was higher
than the threshold of .80 (Table 2). Secondly,
al average variance extracted (AVE) was
greater than their square of correlation (SC).
Accordingly based on these results, the dis-
criminant validity of this study was satisfied
(Table 3).

Table 1: Construct Scale Reliability and Variance Extracted Estimate

Constructs Construct Scale Reliability Variance Extracted Estimate
PD TD PD TD
Autonomy 0.749 0.724 0.614 0.403
External Orientation 0.838 0.864 0.722 0.616
Inter-departmental Coordination 0.856 0.854 0.748 0.597
Human Resource Management 0.877 0.870 0.781 0.626
Improvement Orientation 0.894 0.897 0.811 0.685

Table 2: Intercorrleations of Latent Variables: PD and TD Mode

Auto EO IDC HRM 10
Auto 0.360 0.370 0.330 0.310
EO 0.620 0.640 0.610
IDC 0.760
HRM 0.370
10 0.390

Note: Correlations above the diagond are under PD Model. Corrdations below the diagona are under TD Model.



Partial and Total Disaggregation ... (Amin Wibowo) 65
Table 3: Discriminant Analysis PD and TD (AVE > SC?)
PD Model TD Model
uare of uare of
Ave_r age Csoqr relation Ave_r age Csoqr relation
Con- Variance between AVE Variance between AVE
structs  Extracted >SC? Extracted >SC?
(AVE) Construct (AVE) Construct
(SC) (SC)
Auto with EO 0.568 0.130 Yes 0.512 0.168 Yes
IDC 0.699 0.137 Yes 0.503 0.185 Yes
HRM 0.709 0.109 Yes 0.517 0.137 Yes
10 0.675 0.096 Yes 0.549 0.152 Yes
EO with IDC 0.737 0.518 Yes 0.607 0.490 Yes
HRM 0.756 0.410 Yes 0.619 0.397 Yes
10 0.774 0.372 Yes 0.650 0.348 Yes
IDC with HRM 0.765 0.578 Yes 0.611 0.608 Yes
10 0.783 0.410 Yes 0.641 0.436 Yes
HRM with 1O 0.792 0.490 Yes 0.657 0.508 Yes

Overall Goodness-of-Fit-Indices

Table 4 shows the indices that were used to
assess the extent to which the model fit with the
data. Most of the fit indices satisfied the
benchmark applied to this study. In regard to
the GFI and the AGFI of the TD Modd, it is
acknowledged that these indices were less than
the restrictive threshold of .90. As previoudy
highlighted, it is possible to have a TD model
that may not yield fit indices satisfactorily.
However, if other indices perform well, it is
till appropriate to conclude that overall fit in-
dicesdo well.

Table 4: LISREL Summary
of Goodness-of-Fit Indices

. M easur ement

Statistics PD )

X2 227.863 1167.693
df 183 871
RMSEA 0.022 0.026
GFI 0.934 0.801
AGFI 0.909 0.774
CFI 0.998 0.997
NNFI 0.998 0.997

Discussion

Evidence from the measurement part showed
that the models used for devel oping the second-
order constructs of organisational culture pro-
duced models with varying degrees of fit. The
findings show that construct can be represented
in a statistically sound way and that their meas-

ures achieve convergent and discriminant valid-
ity under two different models. Under the PD
model, the level of abstraction is less concrete
as there are only two averaging items per con-
struct. The evidence, however, suggested that
there were no problems with factor loadings as
t-values were al significant. Construct scale
reliability and the variance extracted estimate
for each construct under this model also
showed good results. The indicators for the dis-
criminant validity tests were also good. Under
the TD model, the level of abstraction is more
concrete as the numbers of items are not com-
pressed to two, but rather vary depending upon
the conceptual development of the construct.
The results under this model were in genera
also acceptable. All factor loadings were sig-
nificant, confirming convergent validity of the
construct used for this study. Construct scale
reliability of each of the constructs for the TD
model also showed good results. All but one
variance extracted estimate was higher than the
benchmark of .50. The Auto construct had a
variance extracted estimate of .403. As the re-
sult of construct scale reliability was very good,
this construct was maintained for further analy-
ses. The TD model also passed the discriminant
validity tests.

In regard to goodness-of-fit indices, the
PD model provided better figures than the TD
model. Strong evidence for the validity of the
construct was indicated by all goodness-of-fit
indices in the PD model. Under the TD model,
RMSEA, CFI and NNFI performed very well.
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However, there was concern relating to the GFI
and the AGFI. The GFI and the AGFI descrip-
tive indices range between 0 and 1, and are
usually fairly close to 1 for well-fitting models.
Unfortunately, as with many other indices, no
strict norms for GFl and AGFI exist below
which amodel cannot be considered a plausible
description of the analysed data and above
which one can rest assured that the model ap-
proximates the data reasonably well (Raykov
and Marcoulides, 2006). Thus, considering
other indices surpass their benchmarks, it is
considered that the TD model can be used for
further anaysis.

The results enhance the utility of the
organisational culture instruments by present-
ing confirmation that both constructs explain
and measure the second-order construct of or-
ganisationa culture. The mgjor advantage of
this higher (secondary) level anaysisis that the
theory underlying the latent constructs can be
meaningfully extended to practical applications
(Babakus et al., 2004). The second-order con-
structs of organisational culture can now be
used as standardised measures. In sum, re-
searchers and managers can now use these
items with confidence, as they have adequate
validity and reliability.

Conclusion

The purpose of this paper is to demonstrate the
applications of Partial Disaggregation (PD) and
Tota Disaggregration (TD) in developing a
second-order model of the organisational cul-
ture construct. Results indicated that using five
dimensions namely autonomy, external orienta-
tion, inter-departmental coordination, human
resource management, and improvement orien-
tation, the benchmarks for validity test—
convergent validity, construct scale reliability,
variance extracted, and discriminant validity—
all were satisfied. TD with the level of abstrac-
tion which is more concrete compared to PD
dlightly produced lower benchmark for vari-
ance extracted estimate. But considering all
indicators were very good, in general TD
passed the benchmarks applied. Goodness-of-
fit Indices to assess the extent to which the
model fit with the data for both models also
were very good.

The findings showed that organisa
tional culture construct can be represented in a
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statistically sound way under PD and TD
model. Researchers can use higher (secondary)
level analysis in assessing the theory underly-
ing the construct of organisational culture. As
many constructs in behavioura sciences repre-
sented in more abstract ways (in the form of
latent variables and multifaceted), the result of
this study may be used as one of example in
regard to the assessment of constructs' validity
of measurein structural equation modelling.
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