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Abstract The purpose of this study was to investigate how the management strategies and organizational
culture required in the digital economy have an effect on business performance. It provided basic data
on management strategies and organizational culture necessary to approach as a digital leading country.
For data collection, a survey was conducted from March 1 to May 30, 2022 for companies located in
J province and engaged in industries related to the digital economy. The survey was conducted online
and non-face-to-face, and a total of 225 companies participated in the survey. For statistical analysis,
frequency analysis, exploratory factor analysis and reliability analysis, cluster analysis, independent
sample t-test, and muﬁiple regression analysis were performed. The research results are as follows.
First, organizational culture was classified into high and low groups according to preference in
innovation oriented, relationship oriented, task oriented, and hierarchical oriented. Second, the 4 types
of organizational culture showed differences in prospectors strategy, analyzers strategy, defend%rs
strategy, differentiation strategy, cost leadership strategy, financial performance, and non-financial
performance according to preference. Third, management strategies affecting financial performance
were found to be analyzers strategy, differentiation strategy, prospectors strategy, and cost leadership
strategy. Fourth, management strategies affecting non-financial performance were found to be
differentiation strategy, defenders strategy, analysis strategy, offensive strategy, cost leadership strategy,
and focus strategy. Fifth, organizational culture affecting financial performance was found to be task
oriented. Sixth, organizational culture affecting non-financial performance was found to be innovation
oriented and relationship oriented. Through these studies, it is expected that the economy will be
revitalized in the domestic market and a growth ecosystem that can take a new leap forward is created
in the global market.

Key Words : Digital Economy, Organizational Culture, Adaptation Strategy, Competitive Strategy, Business
Performance
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(Table 1) Participating Company Characteristics

Category (N=225) N %
Type of General Company 136 60.4
Business Venture Company 89 39.6
CEO 98 43.6
Position Executive 63 28.0
Manager 64 28.4
Male 181 80.4
Gender
Female 44 19.6
5 or Less 84 37.3
6 or More and 10 or Less 70 31.1
Number of 11 or More and 15 or Less 17 7.6
Workers
16 or More and 20 or Less 18 8.0
21 or More 36 16.0
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(Table 2) Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis
Result of Adaptation Strategy

E Ingredient Variance | Cronbach
actor o
@ @ @ (A)) Alpha
al 687
@ a2 .834
Prospectors | a3 | .836 29.680
Strategy | 731
ab 773
ab .529
@ a7 787 877
Analyzers 16.355
Strategy | 38 807
a9 A7
al0 .789
® all 831
Defenders 14.954
Strategy | 12 433
al3 403
(Table 3) Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis
Result of Competitive Strategy
Ingredient Variance | Cronbach
Factor o
@ ® ® (%) Alpha
b1 | .633
b2 | .795
@
Differentiation| b3 | .727 27.168
Strategy ba| 781
b5| .877
b6 577
® b7 .845 .851
Cost
Leadership b8 797 19.673
Strategy b9 .699
b10 408
1 744
® b
Focus b12 910 17.574
Strategy '3 883
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(Table 4) Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis
Result of Business Performance

E Ingredient Variance | Cronbach
actor (%) Aloh
@ o, pha
cl 707
@ c2 .827
Financial c3 .693 33.138
Performance o 829
cb .636
.908
c6 .781
c7 727
Non-Financial | c8 .872 32.280
Performance 9 727
c10 .483

3.5.4 XZF39 Q0 2M 3 ME|E ZM A}
(Table 5)9} Zo] 2R3} 4717 §39] BALS &
AR 21.958%, AIRIGFO] 20.801%, AR Fo]
17.821%, ARl 15.836%= |
Zog ZRIFIY. AFE #A4Z3= Cronbach
Alpha gto] (949 Al=|w7} ghie #Hog yehgch

(Table 5) Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis
Result of Organizational Culture

Factor Ingredient Variance | Cronbach
® @ | @ (%) Alpha
d1 | .606
© | 4 |75
Innovation 21.958
Oriented | 93 | 806
d4 | .665
d5 .812
| d6 773
Relationship 20.801
Oriented | 97 689
d8 .686
.949
d9 .763
@ d10 810
Task 17.821
Oriented | d11 580
d12 571
d13 795
@ T4 79
Hierarchical 15.836
Oriented | 415 468
d16 583

(Table 6)3} o] FHFEAE Boto] 7Hd 19 23|
B3 88 Asnrt w2 Ao w2 Jdoz BER
"ok A& FEste

YAIARF BAHEA(F)= 377.460(p=.000)2 &7
Ay, AR EAEA(F)E 430.008(p=.000)%
EFEck FgRIgfe] BAEM(F)E 462.404(p=.000)
2 ERENL, AAANFEY EAREA(FE 452.351
(p=.000Z EF=34ct.

(Table 6) Results of Cluster Analysis by Organizational
Culture Type

Factor Group N Centroid F p
: 99 2.81
Innovation @ 377.460 | 000
Oriented ® 126 4.08
- f 76 2.98
Relationship ® 430.008 | .000
Oriented ® 149 4.37
_ ® 20 2.94
Task Oriented 462.404 000
® | 135] 43
. f 14 3.02
Hierarchical @ 452.351 .000
Oriented ® 111 4.30

@ Low Preference Group, ® High Preference Group
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(Table 7) Difference Analysis Result According to
Innovation-Oriented Culture Preference

Category (N=225) N M ¢ p
99 3.705
Prospectors | @ -8.025 | .000
Strategy ® 126 | 4.397
- 99 3.679
Adaptation | Analyzers @ -5.879 | .000
Strategy Strategy ® 126 | 4.107
99 3.841
Defenders | @ ~7.125 | .000
Strategy ® 126 4.389
; iati 99 3.291
Differentiation| @ -8.013 | .000
Strategy ® 126 | 4.079
" Cost @® 99 3.499
Cosrtrlgfetltwve Leadership -5.326 | .000
gy Strategy ® 126 3.967
99 3.458
Foous | © -1.802 | 073
Strategy ® 126 | 3.661
] ; 99 3.214
 Finenci @ -6.976 | .000
Business | °eMormance) ® 126 | 3860
Performance e ; 99 3.297
Non-Financial| @ -8.822 | .000
Performance | ® 126 | 4.030

@ Low Preference Group, ® High Preference Group

4.2.2 BAXRet MSE0| M2
(Table 8)3} Zo] 7}d 22 #435p7] 9t} 2 &
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(Table 8) Difference Analysis Result According to
Relationship-Oriented Culture Preference

2 3}o|(=-7.520, p=.000)7} et
BTN BAXNFESLY] Ao wet 2pEst
2k 2}0)(=-4.279, p=.000)7} UERGL, ¥7Fe-9
ZE2 2}0|(£=-5.055, p=.000)7} UeFtt. okA|g, F
3} A2 2po)(=-1.496, p=.136)7F HERHA] Skt
7B /Toll A ARSI M=o wat A5/
T AJo](¢=-5.165, p=.000)7F YEFEIL, HAFT}
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(Table 9)¢} o] 7Hd 28 719317] #fsto] 3%
oF 79 FolA AIAGES} Adezol UE 23,
AR, 49T Aolg ZAsH.
A3dolM RAAFES ] A=
A2 240)(=-6.262, p=.000)7} VLI, v‘?ﬁﬁé
22 2po](=-5.201, p=.000)7F UebEoH, |
22 2o)(£=-4.369, p=.000)7F HEFHT.
73*“*”"1]/\1 HAAGZe}e] Ao fﬂrﬂ} ZpEs}
22 2}o](=-5.760, p=.000)7} YeFgta, 79
22 A0)(£=-5.379, p=.000)7F HEFATE. OW . A
i} e Zpo)(=-1.050, p=.295)7F HERIA] loket.
4 9/dTolA HrPAFEeke] Aoreo] w2t AR

ofy r>J rN

(Table 9) Difference Analysis Result According to
Task-Oriented Culture Preference

Category (N=225) N M t P Category (N=225) N M t P
76 3.745
Prospectors @ —5.441 | 000 Prospectors @ 90 3.749 ~6.262 | 000
Strategy ® | 149 | 4.270 Strategy ® | 135 | 4321
Adaptati Analyzers @ 76 3.645 _ Adaptation Analyzers ® 90 3.686 .
on 3 5.537 | .000 5.201 | .000
Strategy trategy ® | 149 | 4.059 Strategy Strategy ® | 135 | 4.074
@ 76 3.750 1931
Defenders 7520 | 000 Defenders @ | 90 | 3% 4369 | 000
Strategy ® | 149 | 4.351 Strategy ® | 135 | 4.293
i ati 76 3.413 i (ati .382
Differentiation | @ ~4279 | 000 Differentiation | @ 90 3.38 5760 | 000
Strategy ® | 149 | 3.89%5 Strategy ® | 135 | 3.966
Competit Cost @ 76 3.458 Competiti Cost @ 20 3.476
ive Leadership -5.055 | .000 ve Leadership -5.379 | .000
Strategy | Strategy | © | 149 | 3.915 Strategy |  Strategy | ©® | 135 | 3951
76 3.452 a 90 3.500
Focus © ~1.496 | 136 Focus © ~1.050 | 29
Strategy ® | 149 | 3.633 Strategy ® | 135 | 3.620
Financial @ 76 3.253 Financial ® 90 3.222
Business| Performance | ® | 149 | 3.741 5.165 | .000 Business | Performance | ® | 135 | 3.812 6.060 | .000
Performa - - Performan - -
nce Non-Financial | @ 76 3.229 8120 | 000 ce Non-Financial | @ 90 3.368 -6.501 | .000
Performance ® | 149 | 3.952 Performance | ® | 135 | 3.941

@ Low Preference Group, ® High Preference Group

@ Low Preference Group, ® High Preference Group
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2 Ao|(=-6.060, p=.000)7+ eFLL, v FAI2t
ol &}o](,=-6.501, p=.000)7} LrEFSITE.

BARAGF 2 E3= Ao wet 348 A, &
AR e old ek Apdst ek, d7ke-9] A= A

543, AR folg Zolt vebie

4.2.4 AXERS MSE0| ME xjo| B4 Zit
(Table 10y} Zo] 714 25 t98s7] $Joto] 2%
3t 78 FolA YAINFES Aokl wE 23H
=, A, AFHTY Kolg EAstqitt.
S| AARNFES Y] ASko] wet FAFY
AL Ao)(=-3.643, p=.000)7} JebF, EAF A
0. 2}o](1=-5.883, p=.000)7} UEFton, dolyg A
2R Ao](£=-3.530, p=.001)7F HEFRLTH
ARG A AR FESS] Aswo] wet AEst
A2 2pol(=-4.277, p=.000)7} Uert, Y7k
Ak 2po|(=-5.707, p=.000)7} UerTh A, H
%3} AL Zo|(=-1.581, p=.115)7} YERFA] Qkok
o}

A

79/ NA AARFES] Aoteof weh A
T2 2to)(=-4.369, p=.000)7F WERGIL, HF/g7t

oA Z}o(=-5.067, p=.000)7} FEFFTE.
PANG 2HEShe Ao uet 349 A,
Ay A=k Wolg A, Apast A=k A7 A=k

43, wARTolA folg Fol7t vekite

2 Ae

(Table 10) Difference Analysis Result According to
Hierarchical-Oriented Culture Preference

Category (N=225) N M ¢ p
® 114 | 3.923
Prospectors -3.643 | .000
Strategy ® 11 4.267
Adaptation | Analyzers ® 14 | 3704 -5.883 | .000
Strategy Strategy ® 1M1 4.140 ) )
® | 114 | 4.004
Defenders -3.530 | .001
Strategy ® m 4.295
; ation] ® | 114 | 3507
Differentiation -4.277 | .000
Strategy ® 1M1 3.964
. Cost @ 114 3.514
C‘)S?Zfet't've Leadership ~5.707 | .000
ay Strategy | © | 111 | 4014
114 3.482
Focus @ -1.581 | .115
Strategy ® 1M 3.664
» : 114 | 3.363
PI?fnam:lal E@ -4.369 | .000
Business erformance | ® 1M 3.795
Performance | o —Financial | @ 114 | 3481
-5.067 | .000
Performance | @ m 3.941

@ Low Preference Group, ® High Preference Group

4.3 JEHHL MR

(Table 11>} Zo] 7}4 3
A QRG] JFHAE EASH 3A2 9 4
PH(R) 52.8%= YL, AL et

A &AM FAF AZo] ARl m|A]= FY
(AL .153(=2.077, =.039)Z 5 YeRd,
49 Aol AT v JFE(HS 250
(=3.968, =.000Z FJoHA Uepstom, wojg Heo]
A wAe IFE(HL .095(=1.407, =.161)
2 FY5HA] A Yerd

Aol A 2pES} ko] A F/gTtol| wX|= FTF
(DS .230(=3.022, =.003)E S95HA UERE,
719 Aol ARG HXe  JFH()S
129(1.979, =.049)2 FOloHAl Yehgon, Y358
Hgo] ARG mR= FFE(H)> .088(=1.792,
=.075)2 FookA] Al Urepstrt.

ojXg AFAgTtol| WX FFHY] FFo| w2
A& B2Z23} AP Adigioz AmEy 243
2ol A FFol ¥ o= Yehgy, ApESt M,
TAY A, Ahe-9] Ao £02 BAHOE YE
et

il o)
0

2

(Table 11) Results of Analysis on the Relationship
between Business Strategy and Financial

Performance
std. Tolerance
Factor Estimate t P Limit
(%)
Prospectors 53 | 2.077 | 039 | 397
Strategy
Adaptation Analyzers
Strategy Strategy .250 3.968 | .000 545
Defenders 095 | 1407 | 161 | 478
Strategy
Differentation | 230 | 3.022 | .003 | 373
trategy
Competitive | Cost Leadership 129 1979 | 049 509
Strategy Strategy
Focus 088 | 1792 | 075 | 893
Strategy
Radi. A 528(.515)
Durbin-Watson 1.898

4.4 ZIH ISRl YEE| 24 Zat
(Table 129 o] 714 4% F937] 9Istol B

Akt wARRTe) GYAS BAsAT 4

AR 66.0%2 YT, TS U
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4% Aol BRG] mAe FFE(9)
217(=4.062, =.000)2 Sol5HA Yehgon, Hhold
ko] HAFA T A= FFE () .235(=4.117,
~.000)% FJotA ettt

7R Aol A 2pE}E Ao] v F/d Tt
FH(ADL 368(1=5.682, =.000)F §-9J5}A Ve,
A9 Aol wRATA] "X FFH(HLS
-141(=-2.542, =.012)& QoM Yehgon, d=3}t
Aol BRIl v|A| = FFH(H)2 .140(:=3.340,
=.00D)E FJstHA Uetsitt.
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{Table 12) Results of Relationship Analysis between

Business Strategy and Non-Financial
Performance
Std.
Factor Estimate t P Tc:ljﬁrl?e
(%)
Prospectors 203 | 3236 | 001| 397
. Strategy
Adaptati Analyzers
on Ve 217 4.062 | .000| 545
Strate Strategy
% ™ Defend
etenaers 235 | 4117 | 000| 478
Strategy
D‘ﬁsere”t‘a“on 368 | 5.682 | .000| .373
Competi trategy -
tive CoséLeaderSh'p —141 | 252 | 012|509
trategy
Strategy =
0cus 140 | 3340 | .001| .893
Strategy
Aadj. A) .660(.650)
Durbin-Watson 1.966
4.5 RXZsl9t MR ue| FkHA &4 Zut
(Table 13)3} Zo] 7}d 58 F9Hst7] Hoto] =4
E3et ARG JFRAE EA5 . 34 A

(RS 28.6%2 AEHAL, tETALS gt

XA Z3oA FARA|TFo] ARG A= JTFE
(A2 .170(=1.868, =.063)°0= F-2J61A] A YEPHA,
AR o] AFgTtol mlAl= JRF=()2 .128(~1.378,
=.17002 F9otA] oA Uehgth AR gFo] AR
o mAE FFE(HL .295(:=2.939, =.004)2 2
SHA YERal, AR ARAGTe] vl 9T

o

g

@
o
AR Ak wiAE 2gsiel 3
S n23} AP Aujgos AuR

o1 Y B Ao vehr

.006(£=-.068, =.946)2 {-o5tA] %A et

(Table 13) Results of Analysis on the Relationship
between Organizational Culture and
Financial Performance

Std.

. Tolerance
Factor Estimate t p Limit
'%”rf’g’;’ti‘;” 170 | 1868 | 063 | 393
Organi R%‘ff;::g'p 128 | 1378 | 70| 377
zational Task
Culture O.as 295 2939 | 004 | 322
riented
Hierarchical
Orianted -.006 -068 | .946 | 402
Aadj. A) 1286(.273)
Durbin-Watson 1.752
4.6 ZEZ3Qt HIMD AR SR 24 A
(Table 14)%} o] 7Hd 6& s Yoo 24
2ajo} vzt YA At sA4e)
ARER) 46.1%2 BYHAL e 94
o},
2R} FAAggo] HHRAT vl FF

H(DS .463(=5.863, =.000)20.8 S5 UEhEL,
A A|Fo] vl vl FRFR(H)S 180(=2.238,
=.026) 2.2 Fl5tA Uetatth AR gFo] HFg 2
o nX= FFH(HL .146(=1.673, =.096)°.2 2
SHA] A UEha, fIAXRke] HIAEdTe] mX|=
IFH(HS -.062(=-.801, =.424)2 A LA
LEF T

(Table 14) Results of Relationship Analysis between
Organizational Culture and Non-Financial

Performance
std. Tolerance
Factor Estimate t p Limit
Innovation
Oriented 463 5.863 | .000 .393
Organizati| - Relationship 180 | 2238 | 026 | 377
onal Oriented . . : :
Culture | Task Oriented 146 1.673 | .096 .322
Hierarchical _ _
Oriented .062 801 | 424 .402
Rladj. A) 461(.451)
Durbin-Watson 1.935
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