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The Impact of Employee Networks and Organizational Culture on Innovation 

Performance. 

Nicole Bou Rached 

Abstract 

In today’s competitive business environment, innovation has become a necessity for organizations 

to survive and achieve strategic objectives. To this end, the growing body of research has 

concentrated on the role of policies, resources and technologies in shaping innovation, with little 

attention on how the social fabric of employee relationship and prevailing cultures impact 

innovation. Therefore, the aim of this study is two-fold: (1) to examine the impact of employees’ 

social network structure, position and ties on their innovation capability and (2) to explore 

variances in innovation capability across different organization cultures, namely adhocracy, clan, 

market and hierarchy. To do so, a questionnaire was used to collect data from 111 employees 

working across different firms where they were asked to report on the patterns of their relationships 

with other employees and to assess the prevailing culture. Social network analysis was conducted 

using E-NET, followed by a hierarchical multiple regression which showed that employees’ 

network density, degree centrality and constraint are positively associated with innovation 

capability, with education level moderating these relationships.  Moreover, it was shown that 

adhocracy and hierarchy cultures are associated with innovation capability. The findings are 

important for both managers and policy makers to improve innovative capabilities by restructuring 

employee relationships and supporting specific cultures. 

Keywords: Organizational Culture, Innovation, Social Network, Innovative Capabilities, 

Relationships 
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Chapter one 

Introduction 
 

Lundy and Cowling (1996) simply described organizational culture being “the way we do things 

around here”. Others have referred to personality of different stakeholders and organization 

strategic assets (Flamholtz & Randle, 2011). Corporate routines, communication styles, internal 

communications, and celebrations are just a few examples of how organizational culture might 

appear. Numerous adjectives have been used to describe culture, including aggressive, client-

focused, creative, bureaucratic, humane, technology-driven, fun, process-oriented, and family-

friendly. The culture of an organization is crucial for achieving goals including increasing 

productivity, retaining employees, and future-proofing the business. Moreover, according to 

research, a strong corporate culture is particularly effective at encouraging employees' creative 

activity, which helps the organization achieve its mission, vision, and goals. (Daft, 2012). A strong 

company culture is a key factor in influencing representative behavior, putting new ideas into 

practice, and boosting creativity and productivity (Lewicka, 2011). Büschgens et al. (2013) 

highlighted that the link between organizational culture and innovation was the topic of decades 

of research. Various cultural elements being explored have resulted in a fragmented notion of 

culture for innovation, which has yet to be incorporated into management theory. Moreover, 

management practice necessitates a fundamental framework to determine what culture type to 

apply to encourage innovative activities, as well as in order to evaluate if a certain culture is a 

genuine and potent synchronization tool. Consequently, a framework that permits for the 

categorization of cultural values without any remainder is required, to make comparisons based on 

the criteria used to group them, and to evaluate their link with organizational innovation. 
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Innovative job activity is described as the actions of persons with the goal of launching and 

systematically creating novel and advantageous ideas, concepts, products, or processes (Ahmed & 

Wang, 2004). Innovation is understood to be a setting or a community with a mystical force that 

dwells within the business and has sparked the creation of value. Innovation has always been seen 

as one of the strategic means of improving performance and efficiency in a business (Ahmed & 

Wang, 2004). Where a person's principles and organizational activities are effectively 

incorporated, the degree of individual and organizational performance can be significantly altered. 

(Daft, 2012). The more committed employees are to the corporate goals, the more they realize that 

an organization offers continuous learning, communicates with employees, and has a well-

connected structure of effective leadership (Ahmed & Wang, 2004). Employees that are embedded 

in a culture that supports continuous learning, staff interaction, well-connected system of good 

leadership, are shown to be more dedicated to organization goals (Lewicka, 2011).  

Silverthorne (2004) suggests that regardless of the organization's culture, the better the fit, the 

higher the degree of employee satisfaction. Lee & Yu (2004) state that organizations should 

prioritize their community and strengthen effective communication in order to respond to 

uncertainties and complete the necessary organizational engagement. Organizational practitioners 

and researchers have long showed interest in employee innovative work behavior (Klemm et al., 

1991), (Ahmed & Wang, 2004), (Mouritsen & Flagstad, 2004), (Doty, 2019). This interest 

originates from the assumption and proof that it is the organization environment that encourages 

creativity and innovation (Mouritsen & Flagstad, 2004). For example, a leadership style that 

articulates freedom for employees has been a trigger for entrepreneurial actions (Amo, 2005). 

Employees must be encouraged and given opportunities to develop their inventive skills in order 

to foster the creativity needed to turn them into long-lasting innovations (Mouritsen & Flagstad, 
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2004), where doing so requires a supportive management culture and professional knowledge 

(Doty, 2019).  

The problem of social order and how individuals interact to build communities has engaged social 

philosophy since the time of Plato (Borgatti et al., 2009). Considering the tools and concepts 

provided by social network analysis, social networks may now be examined with a high degree of 

analytical precision as resource management society begins to understand their value. (Dougill et 

al., 2006). A social network is made up of the linking patterns of the interactions between actors 

within a society. A network's fundamental elements are actors and their relationships. Individuals, 

organizations, or other social entities are examples of nodes in a network (Coleman, 1990). Prell 

(2012) define social network as “a collection of actors, any additional information about those 

actors and relations, and a set of relations that apply to a set of nodes.”. Depending on the 

magnitude of the connection between actors, a relationship is classified as weak or strong (Prell, 

2012). The greater a tie scores on emotional intensity, time, closeness and mutual services, the 

stronger it is, and vice versa (Prell et al., 2009). 

Tseng et al. (2016) declare that knowledge or Gaining innovation capability depends on 

information flow, which is mostly based on the closer and tighter interactions among companies 

and other participants in innovation networks. A firm must interchange materials, knowledge, and 

power with its external environment in order to innovate, hence the importance of social networks 

(Tseng, C. et al., 2016). Information is the most essential part in innovation networks, and a major 

indicator of innovation success is how easily knowledge is disseminated, learned, and used within 

the network (Dhanarag, 2006).  
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Research Questions 

 

Research questions driving this study are: 

1) Does different organizational culture types impact employee innovation performance?  

2) What is the influence of social networks variables on innovative behavior in an organizational 

culture? 
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Chapter two 

Literature Review 
 

2.1 Organizational Culture  

2.1.1 Definitions and Early Studies 

Organizational culture functions are the foundation for notifying and capitalizing on the great 

significance that any firm possesses, regardless of its sphere of activity, size, economic capacity, 

or affiliation with a certain national culture. Organizational culture is made up of shared values 

and concepts that were created by company leaders and then spread and improved through a variety 

of techniques, eventually impacting the attitudes, behaviors, and awareness of employees. (Ahmed 

& Wang, 2004).  Lundy and Cowling (1996) simply described organizational culture as being “the 

way we do things around here.” Coyle, (2018) added “culture is not something you are, it’s 

something you do” (Coyle, 2018). Culture has also been referred to as different stakeholders’ 

personality and organization strategic assets, organization’s personality and  strategic assets, 

primary ideas, ideals, expectations, norms, and beliefs that the members of an organization hold 

(Flamholtz & Randle, 2011).  A more explicit description has been proposed by Schein (2004) as 

a set of universal fundamental presumptions developed by a society in response to its issues with 

internal integration and external adaptation, which have proven successful enough to be accepted 

as true and taught to new participants as the most effective ways to perceive, act upon, and 

experience those issues. What constitutes an organizational culture is how its people interact with 

one another and other stakeholders. As per Hofstede (1980) Organizational culture is a framework 

of shared beliefs, values, and perspectives that shapes how people are perceived within 

organizations. These common values have a big impact on how the company's employees behave, 
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dress, and approach their jobs and duties. Every organization preserves and upholds a unique 

culture that establishes guidelines and expectations for how its members should behave. Corporate 

routines, communication patterns, internally disseminated messaging, and organizational 

festivities are just a few examples of how organizational culture might appear. Corporate culture 

is the way things are done within a corporation. According to Fernandes (2018) , culture is made 

up of the unspoken laws that govern how people behave and how organizations operate. Figure 1 

adopted from Scholes, K. and Johnson, G. (2001) shows the cultural web involving the different 

attributes of culture. 

 

Figure 1 Cultural Web (Scholes, K. and Johnson, G., 2001) 

While in the majority of firms, strong cultures frequently start with "the blueprinting of principles," 

which entails an open discussion with stakeholders from throughout the organization. A council 

on standards should be established by the organization once the culture has been defined. This 

culture indicates that the desired ethos is still present and thriving. Employing people who uphold 

the values and possess the necessary skills for the position is the first step in implementing the 

values blueprint for an organization (Sveningsson, 2008). Most market cultures are intertwined. 

Businesses in industries like manufacturing and healthcare frequently share a fundamental set of 
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cultural values throughout their respective industries. For instance, numerous businesses in the 

private sector intend to expand and boost sales. Most are focused on being a team player and 

expressing gratitude to others. Since they are fighting for profit and market share, many are 

motivated rather than content (Pellet, 2016). In other words, a corporation's culture can be thought 

of as its soul, and its structure and nature as its body. In actuality, culture is more about doing than 

speaking. Attempting to transform a society solely by top-down marketing, systems of planning 

and development, and recognizable indicators rarely results in changes to people's attitudes or 

behaviors (Lee & Yu, 2004). Changing core habits is also a good starting point: concrete, 

quantifiable, visible, repeatable, and feasible changes. According to Amo (2005), various powerful 

signs of behavior improvement have been observed in a variety of firms, including empowerment, 

cooperation, and organizational alliances. 

Furthermore, human resources executives have understood the significance of organization 

culture, thereby, emphasizing The strategic operations of their organization place a strong 

emphasis on cultural management. Human resource managers should collaborate with top 

management to determine the company culture in order to shape the community (Daft, 2012). 

When you enter an institution, you immediately notice its practices, habits, procedures, behavioral 

principles, signals, and general way of doing things. These are the visible manifestations of that 

institution's culture (Pellet, 2016). Otherwise stated, The current corporate culture is the result of 

factors that have produced positive results for the organization in the past (Wong, 2020). 

The significance of organizational culture is reflected in its functions, which are manifested in 

specific aspects at the firm level and beyond (Tureac, 2005). The organizational culture allows to 

determine and describe a variety of facts about human nature from the way the employees live 

together and the context they work in, all of which have major implications over the company's 
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development and activity outcomes. This helps explain why the elements of organizational culture 

were swiftly adopted by many managers in the developed countries (Tureac, 2005). 

2.1.2 Facets and Components of Culture  

 

One of the earliest classical works on the components of culture is that of Coning et al. (1997) 

where they argued that culture involves organizational integration, conflict resolution, mission 

structure, customer orientation, incentive orientation, management style, human resource 

orientation, success orientation, adaptability, organizational identity, organizational emphasis, 

employee engagement, place of control, and objective clarification... (Coning et al., 1997). With 

respect to culture descriptions, culture has been described in many ways such as: aggressive, client-

focused, creative, bureaucratic, humane, technology-driven, fun, process-oriented, and family-

friendly. The enterprise’s culture plays a critical role in driving efficiency and maintaining staff.  

For categorizing distinct cultural types, there are numerous models available. Cameron and Quinn 

(1991), in Figure 2,  identifies four types of cultures among companies. 
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Figure 2 The Competing Values Framework  

Adopted from (Cameron and Quinn, 1991) 

The Competing Values Framework (CVF) is a two-dimensional framework that assess 

organizational culture and describes value systems. These opposing values, representing 

competing assumptions, are flexibility opposing control, and internal versus exterior focus, four 

quadrants are formed by these dimensions, each representing a different collection of 

organizational cultural variables. This framework is called so because it compares the 

organizations’ competing priorities. In Figure 2, the organization is internally focused to the left, 

indicating what is vital for the business and how it wants to operate, and externally focused to the 

right, indicating what is important for the outside world, the customers, and the market. The 

company seeks discretion and freedom at the top (fig. 2). At the bottom of the graph depicted in 

figure 2, the organization wants stability and control. The prioritization of such competing values 
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will determine the types of cultures that will come to light within the organizations. Cameron et 

al. (2005) explain how corporate culture and the organizational life cycle interact, each of the 

framework's four organizational culture "types" corresponds to a certain cycle in the organization's 

evolution; when the organization moves into a new phase, the culture must alter to support the new 

phase. 

The framework has been shown highly compatible and effective as it has been used in many studies 

to investigate organizational culture, organizational growth, leadership styles, development of 

human capital, in a variety of management and organizational research (Kimberly & Quinn , 1984; 

Quinn, R. E., & Spreitzer, G. M. , 1991; Zammuto, R. F., & Krakower, J. Y., 1991; Cameron, K., 

& Freeman, S. J. , 1991; Di Padova, L. N., & Faerman, S. R, 1993; Gregory et al., 2009). Four 

forms of culture are represented in Figure 2: Clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy oriented 

cultures. 

 Clan Oriented  

Loyalty and belonging to a family or clan are what all clan culture is about, it is flexible and 

essential values are consensus and cooperation. This culture highlights factors that place a strong 

emphasis on internal and flexible focus, the organization places a strong emphasis on teamwork 

and morale, as well as the long-term benefits of developing human resources. Consumer awareness 

and care for individuals are key success indicators. The company places a strong importance on 

collaboration, participation, and consensus. A small family firm that prioritizes its employees or 

is regarded like a member of a family as an example. 

 Adhocracy Oriented 

 Adhocracy culture is one that values risk-taking, innovation, and creativity. These businesses 

depend entirely on innovation. Individual initiative and freedom are appreciated in this culture. 
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This culture highlights factors that place a strong emphasis on external and discretion focus. The 

organization's long-term priorities include resource acquisition and expansion. Success includes 

acquiring unique and cutting-edge goods or services. 

It is critical to be a product or service leader. Personal initiative and freedom are encouraged by 

the organization. Examples of this culture are Google or fresh tech startups. 

 Market Oriented 

Externally focused on competitive success and will pursue this through very effective techniques 

and procedures. Increase in market share and improved financial results are indicators of success. 

This culture highlights factors that place a strong emphasis on internal and stability focus. 

Reputation and success are two considerations to which employees are concerned about. 

Competitive actions and achieving quantifiable aims and goals are long-term considerations. 

Success is determined by market penetration and market share. Competitive pricing and market 

leadership are essential. Hard-driving competition is the organizational style. Fast-moving 

consumer goods companies like Procter & Gamble are a good illustration of this culture type. 

 Hierarchically Oriented 

Upholds complete adherence to policies and procedures, Predictable behavior is essential for an 

effective performance. This culture highlights factors that place a strong emphasis on external and 

control focus. Good preparation and reasonable expenditures are the keys to success in this culture 

type. It is impossible to overestimate the value of keeping an effective organization. Formal 

guidelines and policies keep the organization in place. The long-term issues include stability and 

performance with effective, seamless operations. On-time delivery, flexibility in scheduling, and 

low prices are used to gauge success. Concerns about job security and predictability are shared by 

managers. An example would be an insurance corporation or a law firm. 
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Table 1 Characteristics of different corporate culture types 

 (Cameron, K. and Quinn, R., 2005)  

 

Other frameworks have been used for classifying various types of culture, most notably that of  

Hofstede (1983) where he created a four-dimension framework to assess culture. the dimensions 

included uncertainty avoidance, masculinity and femininity, individualism and collectivism, and 

power distance. Moreover, Bettinger (1989) developed the organizational culture framework 

which included artifacts like the sense of pride of employees concerning the organization goals 

and mission, the attitude of employees toward change and their level of concern regarding 

decision-making among other artifacts. Bettinger explains that the existence of these artifacts 

signifies ‘Good’ organizational culture and vice versa. Numerous studies have used and validated 

the Competing Values Framework (CVF) as a cultural paradigm (Freeman & Cameron, 1991; 

Quinn, R. E., & Spreitzer, G. M. , 1991; Howard, 1998; Mallak et al., 2003; Demir et al. , 2011; 

Garca & Morais , 2013; Wiewiora et al., 2013; Kapetaneas et al., 2015; Mazur and Newton , 2016; 

Cho et al., 2013). The competing values framework approach to organizational culture, which 

arose from the area of organizational effectiveness, fulfilled all of the abovementioned 

requirements as a tool for evaluating and mapping out the cultural characteristics of companies. 
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The CVF, as espoused by Quinn & Kimberly (1984), investigates the underlying foundation of 

organizational culture, the fundamental beliefs that are established regarding things such as the 

ways to conformance, incentives, management, judgments or decision-making, effectiveness 

ideals, and organizational structures (Polychroniou and Trivellas, 2018). 

Business environment, compensation system and leadership style are all components of 

organization culture (Sarpong et al., 2021). In a study conducted by Kumasi Technical University 

personnel in Ghana, Sarpong et al. (2021) found that  dedicated employees still need They need a 

well-designed compensation plan, a pleasant workplace, and excellent leadership from the 

institution administration to help them decide whether or not to stay in that organization. 

According to an analysis by Alvesson et al. (2017) , workers' perceptions of their country's culture 

are more influential than those of their employer. Executive leaders and human resources 

professionals should be aware of the national cultural values of the nations where the organization 

is based in order to ensure the success of human resources activities and operations. Administrators 

must be able to adjust to differences in communication approaches and deal with workers' different 

impressions of their representatives across national cultures (Rose, 1988). By not meeting these 

expectations, the global organization's chances for success in countries could be doomed (Mitchell 

& Berlan, 2018). According to Taylor (2018), leaders must still pull themselves out of crisis mode 

and dream about the future, even though it is crucial to take care of their employees and clientele. 

Focusing on culture should be essential because an organization's culture may either support or 

undermine its success. By identifying crucial behaviors that must be ingrained in the company in 

order to bring the growth-enhancing culture to life, leaders may assist the company in navigating 

these turbulent times and coming out on the other side. 
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Reisyan (2016) introduced a new concept of organizational culture “Neuroculture” that supersedes 

the old one and takes into consideration observing, feeling, conceiving and acting The core blocks 

of Neuro-culture were introduced: reflexivity, notions and emotions. Neuro-culture mainly 

classifies the culture of teams and individuals under the same cap which paves the way to 

understanding more individual deviations. It presents frameworks, inventories, reliable techniques 

and forms to analyze, as well as global trends to determine cultural conditions that allow for a 

permanent success of organizations in the current century. 

2.1.3 The Importance of Culture for Innovation 

 

Establishing a highly capable culture is important for companies that want to achieve innovation 

and success. Companies with a strong culture, according to Famiyeh et al. (2018), appear to show 

better results than companies with weaker culture, because it helps management and gives 

employees leverage. An organization's employees' continuous participation and engagement are 

influenced by its culture, and this can be used to predict its current and future financial 

performance. (Famiyeh et al., 2018). 

 Innovation is seen to be a community with a mystic force that dwells within the organization and 

has stimulated the creation of value (Ahmed & Wang, 2004). Innovation has typically been seen 

as one of the strategic means of improving performance and efficiency (Ahmed & Wang, 2004). 

Innovation and culture are interrelated because strong corporate culture is thought to be 

particularly excellent at encouraging innovative employee behavior that advances the vision, 

mission, and goals hence, the improvement of the overall organization's performance (Daft, 2012). 

A study of corporate culture is a potent tool for shaping ethical behavior, putting new strategies 

into practice, and enhancing creativity and productivity (Lewicka, 2011). The culture establishes 

norms, expectations, and boundaries for the team and consumers, and it serves as the main medium 
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for inspiring and motivating individuals since it is consistent with their own values and goals 

(Coning, Smit, & Vanderpost, 1997). Therefore, rather than focusing solely on the execution of 

products or services, these creative people, investors, and consumers see culture as a distinct 

differentiator on how company is handled. 

Büschgens et al. (2013) highlighted that the link between innovation and organizational culture 

which was the topic of decades of research. Various cultural elements being explored have resulted 

in a fragmented notion of culture for innovation, which has yet to be incorporated into management 

theory. Moreover, management practice necessitates fundamental framework to determine what 

culture type to apply to encourage innovative activities, as well as in order to evaluate if a certain 

culture is a genuine and potent synchronization tool. Consequently, a framework that permits for 

the categorization of cultural values without any remainder is required, to make comparisons based 

on the criteria used to group them, and to evaluate their link with organizational innovation. 

Büschgens et al. (2013) analysis reveals that the CVF delivers a relevant structure for the ideational 

components of organizational culture. Based on such paradigm, the research demonstrates that it 

is possible to describe how different cultures correspond with organizational innovation goals. 

Control theory explains the relationship between corporate culture and innovation, considering 

that systems' activities should be in harmony with a firm's overarching goals and targets (Barrows, 

2011). While clan control describes the coordinative impact of organizational values, they are 

addressed conceptually by culture. The CVF claims that managers have a variety of clan control 

strategies at their disposal, and that they will almost certainly choose one that assures a high degree 

of compliance between company objectives and the sociocultural goals of their firm. The 

organizational principles and values are put to use as a form of self-control by people who have 

incorporated them. Teams, such as teams for product development, should also apply these values. 



 

16 
 

While development teams may be created and split in response to specific projects and employees 

may leave the firm, those operations are held together by the organization. (Büschgens et al., 2013). 

According to the research done by Büschgens et al. (2013), managers of innovative businesses are 

more likely to support a developing culture that emphasizes a flexible and outward orientation. 

According to a moderator analysis, the distinction between radical and gradual innovation does 

not affect the culture-innovation association, and there is very limited evidence for the effects of 

innovation adoption vs innovation generation. One possible explanation is that organizations 

focused on innovation would align with it correspondingly, without identifying the many forms of 

innovation. As a result, managers that follow a radical innovation strategy should encourage 

development within their organization. An efficiency-focused rational culture may also be the 

ideal choice if innovation is only a minor component of the company's long-term objectives 

(Büschgens et al., 2013). 

2.2 Innovation  

2.2.1 Definitions, Concepts and Models 

Ahmed and Wang (2004) defined innovative job action as people acting in a way that seeks to 

initiate and systematically build novel and advantageous concepts, methods, items, or procedures. 

An increasing body of literature proposes that innovation emanates from within, namely from 

individuals’ new ideas (Shavinina, 2003). Kanter (1983) define innovation as the creation, 

adoption, and application of new ideas, procedures, items, and services. While Hamel (2006) 

defined innovation expansively as: “A marked departure from traditional management principles, 

processes and practices or a departure from customary organizational forms that significantly alters 

the way the work of management is performed.” Singh et al. (2021) aimed at reaching a unanimous 

definition for innovation. Researchers built their definition on 208 definitions they collected from 
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reliable scholarly sources. They concluded that innovation is a process that has a multitude of 

dimensions and stages cannot be constrained to a few traits. However, some concepts are more 

frequently used than others when defining innovation. such as “outcomes, creative potential, 

action, newness, ecological and psychological processes and motivation” (Singh et al., 2021). The 

concluded consensus definition is as follows: “Innovation as the operationalization of creative 

potential with a commercial and/or social motive by implementing new adaptive solutions that 

create value, harness new technology or invention, contribute to competitive advantage and 

economic growth” (Singh et al., 2021). 

Various generations of concepts and conceptions of innovation have emerged across the social 

sciences since the beginning of the twentieth century, based on streams of new data on the 

development of novelty. Over decades, new concepts for innovation have emerged. It is currently 

believed that innovation includes a broad variety of activities other than research and development, 

such as organizational changes and marketing innovations that may have a big impact on the 

performance of a firm, development and growth (OECD, 2013). 

Godin (2008) conducted a thorough assessment of the evolution of innovation studies, models and 

concepts of innovation from the 1890s until the 2000s. It was shown that innovation, before the 

nineteenth century, was not related to novelty, creativity, or implementation. Innovating, in its 

classic sense, meant upsetting the status quo, which drew implicit and open opposition, particularly 

from the church and society. Economic, political, legal, scientific, educational, and religious 

opposition to innovation existed in all aspects of society (Godin, 2008). Innovation and innovators 

were resisted and undermined. Godin also demonstrated that between the 19th century and early 

20th century, there was an incremental change to a more positive attitude of innovation. The earliest 

aspects of innovation emerged from the field of sociology. (Gabriel Tarde , 1890; Tarde, 1898; 
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Tarde, 1895). Changes among social conceptions such as language, vocabulary, legislation, 

religions, and so forth were viewed as innovative. However, (Hart, 1931) is the first to adopt the 

term "innovation" in sociological literature, and it swiftly spread to other "innovation studies" in 

sociology (Gilfillan, 1970; Gilfillan, 1937; Ogburn, 1941).  

From the 1960s until the 1990s, innovation was viewed as the fundamental tool of rivalry in the 

business world and between countries (Godin, 2008), noting that innovation was essentially a 

scientific notion. In early 20th century, foundations of innovation studies and concepts were laid 

(Kotsemir et al., 2013). In the 2000s and beyond, innovation became more of a jargon and a motto. 

Today, any change in any area of life is considered an innovation, even if it frequently has no 

underlying logical justification. No being a purely scientific concept, innovation is now a 

catchphrase for luring capital, a handy term for organizations to analyze work victories and defeats, 

and a nice motto for marketing campaigns for consumer goods as well as politics (Kotsemir et al., 

2013). A dominant model of innovation at any given time provides a shared knowledge of not only 

just how ideas may be transformed into valuable products or services, but also how and where 

resources should be seized to invest in the innovation process. While remaining dominant, such 

models influence and mold the behaviors and decisions of policymakers, businessmen, 

management staff, and other economic actors (Bathelt et al., 2017). Within an organization, 

innovative ideas can lead to the creation of new institutions and actors, resistance, and changing 

patterns of knowledge and thoughts (Harald Buijtendijk, 2021). These reality impacts cannot be 

predicted in advance, but must be seen in real-world situations (Harald Buijtendijk, 2021). Thus, 

the notion of innovation may become productive and cause changes in both foreseen and 

unforeseen ways just by being discursively engaged.  
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Ikeda and Marshall (2016) discovered that the most competitive businesses differently proceed 

towards innovative behavior, emphasizing the fact that innovative activities are linked to business 

goals in successful firms, and they do not afraid to try new things (Kazuaki Ikeda , Anthony 

Marshall , 2016). Companies can no longer depend exclusively on their own innovations to expand 

their businesses in today's informed environment, nor can they limit their ideas to a single outlet to 

the industry (Chesbrough H. , 2003). Therefore, Henry W. Chesbrough (2003)  considers that the 

classic concept of innovation, which has been completely internalized and locked off from outside 

ideas, is becoming outdated. A new model "open innovation" is emerging in its place, which 

actively harnesses ideas from various sources and distributes them through  various market 

channels (Chesbrough H. , 2003) explains open innovation as “a paradigm that assumes that firms 

can and should use external ideas as well as internal ideas, and internal and external paths to 

market, as the firms look to advance their technology.” Open innovation incorporates ideas both 

external and internal into structures whose specifications are well determined by a blueprint of an 

organization. 

Early innovation representation known as "linear technology-push model", which had been 

developed after World War I, exposed a crucial role for "big science" (Bathelt et al., 2017). The 

linear model, which considers technological progress as an external requisite to economic 

progress, argues that the support of basic research is the most crucial catalyst to foster innovation. 

The 'interactive model of innovation', which is a new paradigm that emerged and prevailed in the 

1980s when evolutionary and organizational views on innovation gained ground considers 

technological progress as an internal economic activity (Nelson & Winter, 1985; Romer, 1986; 

Dosi, 1988). According to this model, a significant level of links between several interconnected 

players in the economy helps develop and create innovative ideas. Many features of the linear 
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model have been questioned by this viewpoint (Rosenberg, 1983). In light of the Schumpeterian 

concept, innovation refers to comprehensive or gradual improvements having major influence on 

structural shifts in specific industries and market segments. 

Generally speaking, there are two primary elements of innovation (Cooper, 1998; Gopalakrishnan 

& Damanpour, 1997): innovation as a process that fosters change the consequence of focusing on 

innovation), and “innovation as an event, object, or discrete product” distinguished by novelty 

(Kotsemir et al., 2013). 

Since the categorization is significantly wide, it may be further subdivided. "Innovation as an 

event, object, or a discrete product" may be divided into three categories: "innovation as an event, 

as a physical object, and as something new “(new technique or mode for organizing things). A 

more thorough categorization of characteristics of innovation evolved throughout time. Godin 

(2008), for example, describes twelve concepts of innovation as follows: 

 Innovation as a mode of creating something new: “innovation as imitation, innovation as 

invention, and innovation as discovery”. 

 Innovation as human capacities to innovative activities: “innovation as imagination, 

innovation as ingenuity, and innovation as creativity”. 

 Innovation as change in every aspect of life: “innovation as cultural change, innovation as 

social change, innovation as organizational change, innovation as political change, 

innovation as technological change”. 

 Innovation as marketing of new goods/services: “innovation as something new, innovation 

as a conduit of change, innovation as a process, innovation as a value driver, innovation as 

an invention”. 
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2.2.2 Impact of Culture on Innovation  

 

Even while many businesses are aware that creative work behavior is essential for their future, 

many are reluctant to make significant changes. In fact, maintaining an inventive culture is 

challenging (Pisano, 2019). Corporate philosophy, organizational principles, and leadership 

should depend on new work practices to promote innovative job actions. Since innovation is 

largely an unknown process, it is risky (oke et al., 2009). 

When a person's principles and organizational procedures are effectively integrated, it is possible 

to impact both the level of individual and organizational performance (Daft, 2012). The more 

committed employees are to the corporate goals, the more they realize that an organization offers 

continuous learning, communicates with employees, and has a well-connected structure of 

effective leadership (Ahmed & Wang, 2004). The degree of individual and organizational 

performance can largely be influenced when an individual's organizational principles and 

processes are well-integrated. The more committed staff members are to the goals of the company, 

the more they recognize that an organization offers continuous learning, engages with workers, 

and has a well-connected structure of effective leadership (Lewicka, 2011). According to a study 

conducted by Saldanha et al. (2021), researchers propose that depending on the nature of culture 

dimensions, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) changes the effect of cultural 

factors on national innovation in subtle ways. Individualism, masculinity, and long-term 

orientation are typically regarded favorable to innovation, but cultural characteristics that have to 

do with formality, structure, and conventions, such as power distance and uncertainty avoidance, 

are frequently thought to be detrimental to innovation. They contend that information and 

communication technologies (ICT) mitigate the detrimental effects of power distance and the 
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avoidance of uncertainty on national innovation while amplifying the positive effects of 

individualism, masculinity, and long-term orientation. 

Silverthorne (2004) suggests that regardless of the organization's culture, the better the fit, the 

higher the degree of employee satisfaction. Lee & Yu (2004) state that organizations should 

prioritize their community and strengthen effective communication in order to respond to 

uncertainties and complete the necessary organizational engagement. Organizational practitioners 

and researchers have long showed interest in employee innovative work behavior (Klemm et al., 

1991), (Ahmed & Wang, 2004), (Mouritsen & Flagstad, 2004), (Doty, 2019). This interest 

originates from the assumption and proof that it is the organization environment that encourages 

creativity and innovation (Mouritsen & Flagstad, 2004). For example, a leadership style that 

articulates freedom for employees has been a trigger for entrepreneurial actions (Amo, 2005). 

Employees must be encouraged and given opportunities to develop their inventive skills in order 

to foster the creativity needed to turn them into long-lasting innovations (Mouritsen & Flagstad, 

2004), where doing so requires a supportive management culture and professional knowledge 

(Doty, 2019). 

Ordering creative intervention is not necessary (Amo, 2005). It must be organically motivated in 

order to establish an enduring culture of creativity within the company. This suggests that the firm 

needs motivated and creative workers who are frequently able to diverge from the standard in order 

to generate a concept of innovation (Doty, 2019). Improved innovation is a result of driven 

managers and the creation of a creative culture (Amo, 2005). A culture that values innovation and 

the workplace environment go hand in hand. This is not to say that interior design influences 

invention; rather, as opposed to the conventional cubicle setup, environments created to stimulate 
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collaboration and creativity have a good impact on employee thinking and morale. (Mouritsen & 

Flagstad, 2004).  

2.2.3 Innovation Measurements  

 

Businesses oversee the innovation process using appropriate measurements. Measurements, 

however, should be selected to match with both internal and external conditions, and should be 

customized to meet enterprise measurement goals (Chan et al., 2008). In businesses, outcome 

measurements are the most commonly and broadly used. Metrics are used effectively by firms that 

see the greatest incomes from innovation. However, there is a broad window of opportunity for 

development for particular purposes (Chan et al., 2008). 

Brattströma et al. (2018) recognize two categories of innovation measuring approaches. The first 

kind is directional measurement. (DM) that relies on using a small number of unidirectional 

measures. This type pertains to the concepts of measuring as a control and direction mechanism. 

The foundation of DM is the use of a few limited, unidirectional measurements provided in a 

diagnostic manner (Simons, 1994). DM includes a hierarchical approach in which attention is 

shaped by previous analytical and intellectual frameworks (JP Eggers and Sarah Kaplan, 2013; 

Kaplan, 2008; Mary Tripsas and Giovanni Gavetti, 2000). For instance, the use of a small number 

of KPIs to direct organizational members' attention on a specific set of objectives. DM focuses on 

specific innovation-related challenges and does an efficient exploration of them (Brattströma et 

al., 2018). 

The second type is conversational measurement which captures dialogue and communal sense-

making. It is founded on using numerous, ambiguous, and even contradictory measures in a 

participatory setting (Simons, 1994). Organizational members heavily rely on observations in 
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conversational measurement to interpret their environment and provides for greater attention 

flexibility, which is crucial for pursuing more exploratory innovation (Brattströma et al., 2018). 

Measurements aid in the creation of data related to innovation in a conversational measurement 

procedure, allowing organizational members to collaboratively make sense of challenges and 

responses (Brattströma et al., 2018). Measurement, for instance, may contribute to develop a 

graphic image of what innovative initiatives are presently being pursued. They can also present 

significant and effective information on how various external and internal stakeholders prioritize 

among competing goals or assess the effectiveness of various action alternatives (Brattströma et 

al., 2018). 

Research innovation management affirms that innovation covers various performance goals, and 

each goal necessitate unique measures. Chiesa et al. (2009)  highlight the importance of measures 

that reflect innovation goals and actions. Adams et al. (2006) carried out a detailed assessment of 

the literature on measurement for innovation. They determined indicators, which they grouped into 

7 innovation dimensions: “knowledge management, Inputs, strategy, project management, 

portfolio management, organization and culture, and commercialization” (Adams et al., 2006). 

This study has highlighted as well the importance of dynamic ways to measuring innovation. 

Boly et al. (2014) presented a model for assessing innovation capacity. Unlike typical 

measurement models that concentrate on results, the goal is to create an action-focused assessment 

model, aiming at comparing results to forthcoming targets. Richtnér et al. (2017) provide a model 

for innovation measurement, arguing that it should be viewed as a procedure in which existing 

measuring techniques are consistently assessed. In the same spirit, Loch and Tapper (2002) used 

the case-study technique to develop a PMS for a technological research team. The authors also 

adopt a comprehensive approach to innovation, proposing four dimensions: “modern technologies, 
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technical assistance, a body of knowledge, and research procedure.” Christoph  Loch and Staffan 

Tapper (2002) reiterate in their article the necessity for measurements to be adjusted based on the 

type of the innovation activity, such as durable versus temporary, or usual versus exceptional 

innovation efforts. 
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2.3 Social Networks  

2.3.1 Overview 

The problem of social order and how individuals interact to build communities has engaged social 

philosophy since the time of Plato (Borgatti et al., 2009). Considering the tools and concepts 

provided by social network analysis, social networks may now be examined with a high degree of 

analytical precision as resource management society begins to understand their value (Dougill et 

al., 2006). A social network is made up of the linking patterns of the interactions between actors 

within a society. A network's fundamental elements are actors and their relationships. Individuals, 

organizations, or other social entities are examples of nodes in a network (Coleman, 1990). As per 

Prell (2012), social network is “a set of relations that apply to a set of nodes, as well as any 

additional information on those actors and relations”.  

2.3.2 Types of Networks 

 

Figure 3 Types of networks (circles and squares as different node sets) 

(Friemel, 2017) 
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Based on the type of node sets present in social network analysis, two types of networks may be 

identified: one-mode network (depicted in figure 3.a) and two-mode network (shown in figure 

3.b). Consider a network with a single set of nodes for the most intuitive approach. Every node in 

these one-mode networks (also known as unimodal networks) can be linked to any other node. 

Two different node sets are included in two-mode networks (also known as bipartite or bimodal 

networks), with links permitted only between nodes of the other set but not between nodes of the 

same set (Friemel, 2017). 

 

Figure 4 (A) Socio-centric network (B) Ego-centric network 

 

The relational connections among individuals of a particular community make up socio-

centric networks (fig 5 A). A socio-centric network approach concentrates on a group of actors 

and their interactions inside a defined network (Fares, 2019). Ego-centric network (shown in fig.5 

B) is characterized solely from the perspective of the focal actor, this refers to the relationships 

that connect the network's focal player called “ego” to others called “ego's alters” (Hawe, P. et al., 

2004). Each ego is surrounded by a community of alters (Fares, 2019).  
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2.4 Social Networks, Innovation and Organizational Culture Hypotheses 
 

Beyond reaching organizational goals, strategic thinking and planning must place a greater 

emphasis on a company's most precious asset, its personnel and their relationships (Daft, 2012).  

Tseng et al. (2016) declare that knowledge or information sharing, which is highly based on the 

tighter and closer relationships between firms and other actors within innovation webs, is critical 

for gaining innovation capability. A firm must interchange materials, knowledge, and power with 

its external environment in order to innovate, hence the importance of social networks (Tseng, C. 

et al., 2016) Information is the most essential part in innovation networks, and a major indicator 

of innovation success is how easily knowledge is disseminated, learned, and used within the 

network (Dhanarag, 2006).  

2.4.1 Social Network Variables: Network, Actor and Tie Level 

2.4.1.1 Network Level and Innovation and Organizational culture: Density and Centralization 

In their study “The relationship between innovation network and innovation capability: a social 

network perspective”, Tseng et al. (2016) findings suggest that companies with high density and 

centrality have stronger innovation capability, but firms with cohesion connections have inferior 

innovation capability. 

The interconnectivity of players in a network is referred to as cohesion. Three main measures of 

cohesion exist: one is distance of two players in a network, another is reachability which assesses 

whether or not the participants in a network are tied to each other, either directly or indirectly and 

another is density which is a basic measurements in analysis of networks (Hawe, P. et al., 2004). 

Density describes a network's overall coherence and hence has concerns for the speed with which 

information and knowledge is disseminated (Wasserman, S. and Faust, K., 1994). Density is 
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defined as  the number of relationship ties compared to the whole number of relational ties that 

may exist, a higher density means the more interactions between actors exist (Coleman, 1990). 

There is a distinction to be made between the size of the network and the density of the network. 

A network may be big in term of size, yet it may score low on density because the number of 

players far outnumbers the total number of ties. On the other hand, a small network  may have a 

high score in density because the few actors there are highly connected (Fares, 2019). 

The centrality of a socio-centric network structure is referred to as "centralization”. 

Centralization is useful at the network level because it allows you to compare the most central 

point in a network to other central points (Fares, 2019).  

Networks can be divided into subgroups by their cohesiveness (cliques). Actors inside a clique are 

more tightly linked to one another than actors outside the clique. Different cliques might be linked 

with the same performer (Tseng, C. et al., 2016).Hence, H1 is proposed: 

Hypothesis 1a (H1b): Density is positively associated with employee innovation performance. 

Hypothesis 1b (H1b): Density is positively associated with hierarchically oriented culture. 

2.4.1.2 Actor Level and Innovation and Organizational Culture: Centrality, Structural Holes and 

Constraint 

 

Degree centrality corresponds to a node's connections to other nodes. It is the aggregate of all other 

actors who are linked to ego directly. It is a symbol of activity or popularity. Degree centrality 

would be increased if an actor had a lot of relationships coming in and out (Hawe, P. et al., 2004). 

Degree centrality has two forms: the number of lines running between the nodes received by a 

player are called indegree while the number of lines running between the nodes sent are known as 

outdegree (Knoke, D., and R. S. Burt, 1983). In centrality is when significant actor is one who 
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obtains a large number of ties, the idea is that many actors want to establish links with them, which 

can be interpreted as an indication of significance. Players with a high outdegree centrality may 

be able to communicate with others or disseminate knowledge more rapidly. As a result, actors 

with a high outdegree centrality are frequently labeled as influential (Tseng, C. et al., 2016). 

Betweenness centrality is a metric that determines if an actor is the intermediary between two 

others. That is, this actor must mediate the relationship between these two actors (Freeman, 1979). 

The higher an actor's betweenness centrality, the more chances it has to create flows of information 

(Wasserman, S. and Faust, K., 1994). Su and Lee (2009) interpret it as a metric for determining 

the amount of  shared knowledge. A company having patents in important areas will be able to 

innovate more effectively. 

There are various indications that may be used to assess a node's relative impact inside a social 

network. The most significant ones are centrality, density and cohesion (Freeman, 1979).The most 

important players, or those who are heavily active in connections with other network members, 

are identified by various metrics, centrality denotes one form of significance of actors in a network: 

they are the key actors. 

 Degree centrality: corresponds to a node's direct connections to other nodes. In other words, 

it is the aggregate of all other actors who are linked to ego directly. It is a symbol of activity 

and popularity. Degree centrality would be increased if an actor had a lot of relationships 

coming in and out (Hawe, P. et al., 2004). A network's degree centrality might take one of 

two forms: indegree centrality which is the amount of ties an actor has gotten and  this is a 

measure of importance another form is outdegree centrality, which is  the sum of ties sent 

from the player and this is a sign of influence since actors with  high outdegree centrality 
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are considered to be more capable to communicate with peers or disseminate knowledge 

fast (Tseng, C. et al., 2016). 

 Closeness centrality: The extent to which a player is close to other actors in a network and 

can reach them easily. Closeness is a metric that indicates efficiency or independence 

(Hawe, P. et al., 2004). 

 Betweenness centrality: The extent to which an actor lies on the shortest path between other 

players. It is a measure of control potential because an actor with a high level of 

betweenness might operate as a guard, managing the resources movement between the 

nodes (Hawe, P. et al., 2004). 

A structural hole is a space among two individuals with interdependent information (Burt R. , 

1995). Burt (1995) introduced a structural hole theory, emphasizing the relevance of having 

them in the network, or the unavailability of ties among actors, which might modify the network's 

performance. These structural holes in a network of service are of utmost significance since they 

help with sharing innovative information. Because it capitalizes on players with a brokerage 

position who can link various segments of a network and disseminate resources and information, 

this theory is connected to betweenness centrality. Players having a high degree of betweenness 

centrality are expected being encircled by network holes (Robins, 2015). Constraint occurs when 

a person's options are restricted because they devote most of their effort and time to connections 

that relapse to a one contact (Burt R. , 2001).Burt suggested utilizing constraint to assess how big 

a network's structural holes are. It measures how much a set of relationships with different 

people(alter) restricts the ego (Robins, 2015). constraint represents redundancy (Burt R. , 2001). 

Culture strength has a significant positive association with internal performance such as innovative 

skills and interpersonal relationships, as well as corporate results as growth, profitable revenues 
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and important values or assets (Polychroniou and Trivellas, 2018). Cooperation, loyalty workplace 

empowerment or development, engagement and commitment all characterize clan culture. 

Furthermore, family businesses are entities in which most of the company is managed by 

multiple family members, to be held  by  generations, which controls the management of the 

company (Roessl et al., 2010). Family businesses frequently operate differently than other 

businesses. They are more of a long-term focused firms and less likely to take risks, meaning they 

are more cautious and less growth-oriented (Timothy G Habbershon et al., 2003; Michael H. 

Lubatkin et al., 2007; Jing Xi et al., 2015). 

Meanwhile, organizations that emphasize the ideals related to both adaptation and inclusion, 

according to the logic of Scheins organizational culture, are prone to obtain the best outcomes with 

regard to employee behavior such as emotional devotion (Tusi et al., 2013). Inclusion focuses on 

generating a clear understanding of identification in the firm and developing a common mission 

and mutual interests among personnel or groups. In consequence, employees may become more 

dedicated to their employers or organizations (Tusi et al., 2013).  

Adhocracy culture is described by ambiguities and heavy information and relies on developing 

adaptation and innovation (Hogyun, 2014). Yet Schneider et al. (1996a; 1996b) define companies 

with high levels of adhocracy culture as active and daring, with employees eager to roll the dice 

and gamble on their ideas. Its ideals rely on dedication to innovation and constant change. 

Directives that are an instance of innovation and business boost the ideals, customs, and norms in 

this culture. Moreover, adhocracy fosters constant innovation, a highly qualified and 

skilled personnel, significant independence and drive, as well as the access of meaningful 

knowledge (Lo, 2002; O´ Relly et al., 1991; Flynn et al., 1994). According to several research, 

organizations with an adhocracy culture that implement quality management systems have 
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successful results (Stefan Lagrosen and Yvonne Lagrosen, 2003). Su and Lee (2009) distinguish 

it as a metric for determining the amount of shared knowledge, which might be taking the dominant 

position in transmission of knowledge. In betweenness centrality networks, actors can mobilize 

and share knowledge to the larger network (Prell et al., 2009). Both clan and adhocracy cultures 

are characterized by flexibility and discretion thus, in this study, we will combine them together. 

Market culture seeks an outer viewpoint through which to separate itself from competition, with 

the goal of generating a market dominance, but it relies on stability and control to fulfill its local 

and global competition and productivity goals so prefer to avoid innovation. The market culture is 

oriented on defined goals and the pursuit of the minimum transaction fees with regard to providers, 

buyers, and employees (Gimenez-Espin et al., 2013). Business enterprises with market-oriented 

culture seek to capitalize on scope economies by extending risks across a larger base and to reap 

the advantages of adequate human resources by transferring technological and management 

expertise (Polychroniou and Trivellas, 2018). 

Due to the frequent fundamental adjustments forced on the organization, the latter retains a culture 

of hierarchical control and conformance, and its subcategories grow less well enough for voluntary 

action. However, it is precisely this possibility for optional action that has been proved to be critical 

in encouraging organizational innovation and upturned transformation (Brown & Eisenhardt, 

1997). The concept organizational ambidexterity is helpful in this regard (Damanpour, 1991; 

O'Reilly & Tushman, 1996; Tushman, 2004; 2011). This concept can be defined as an organization 

with independent and exploratory units that can follow both progressive and discontinuous 

innovation (O'Reilly & Tushman, 1996). Likewise, Damanpour (1991) asserts that, while 

hierarchical organizations may be more successful at executing improvements, organizations with 

relatively low levels of hierarchy and formalization are better fitted to launch the creation of 
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innovation. Mintzberg (1983) makes a similar argument, claiming that divisional and bureaucratic 

organizations hinder creativity and innovation. Dynamic companies, on the other hand, that stress 

the discretion of small teamwork, build an adaptive organizational structure, and engage middle 

management as colleagues into teamwork should be better prepared to innovate (Mintzberg, 1983). 

Additionally, actors with great cohesion have consistent opinions, views, and ideals (Podolny, 

2005). Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Degree centrality is positively associated with employee innovation 

performance. 

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Degree centrality is positively associated with hierarchically oriented 

culture. 

Hypothesis 3a (H3a): Constraint is negatively associated with employee innovation 

performance. 

Hypothesis 3b (H3b): Constraint is negatively associated with market oriented culture. 

2.4.1.3 Tie Level and Innovation and Organizational Culture: Strong and Weak Ties 

 

Depending on the magnitude of the connection between players, a relationship can be classified as 

strong or weak (Prell, 2012). The greater a tie scores on emotional intensity, time, closeness and 

mutual services, the stronger it is, and vice versa (Prell et al., 2009). 

The theory of Granovetter's (1973) on "strength of weak ties" is a remarkable network concept that 

focuses on the relationships among actors. He claims in his study that Knowledge spreads more 

quickly through ties that are weak than it does through ties that are strong. People connected 

closely to one another tend to share similar traits, making them more inclined to impart knowledge 
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inside their networks than to outsiders. As a result, there is a lot of information that is redundant. 

In contrast, through 'weak ties,' a person might be tied to a larger number of people while still 

having access to a variety of information sources. A weak tie, according to Granovetter (1973) , is 

"a bridge" that connects people and allows information to be transmitted among them. 

On the other hand, Strong ties are important for building trust, handling organizational change, 

and speeding up project completion timeframes. Krackhardt (1992) investigated whether a national 

union might unionize a company by holding certification elections. The results revealed that the 

national union's request was denied because its inside representatives missed strong ties with the 

workforce, creating an untrustworthy atmosphere for big organizational changes to take place. 

Players having strong ties are much more prone to influence each other than those having weak 

ties; they are also more likely to share same points of view, offer support and assistance when 

things get tough, communicate about challenging and complex issues, and are more likely to put 

their trust in one another (Prell et al., 2009). Due the knowledge redundancy that usually runs 

through strong ties, stakeholders with long-standing, close relationships are more inclined to 

exchange information and knowledge whereas in weak ties, less frequent communication generally 

exists so as result, they give users access to a large collection of information and resources as well 

as the network as a whole. As a consequence, weak ties help a network become more tenacious 

and adaptable to changes in the environment (Burt R. , 2001).  

In conclusion, strong ties make actors less exposed to new ideas whereas in weak ties network 

concepts, there is new knowledge flow. As for centrality, in degree centrality network concepts, 

focal actors diffuse information fast inside the network since they are in contact to many other 

actors. Hence, H4a and H4b are proposed: 
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Hypothesis 4a (H4a): Strong ties are negatively associated with employee innovation 

performance. 

Hypothesis 4b (H4b): Strong ties are positively associated with clan oriented cultures. 

2.4.1.4 Education, Social Network Variables and Innovation 

As the so-called "knowledge society" emerges, the media and information are changing, and 

organizations are becoming more specialized, it is widely acknowledged that a nation's socio-

economic well-being will depend more and more on the quality of its citizens' education. All of 

these factors demand highly specialized skill profiles and knowledge levels (Cornali, 2012). 

Numerous studies have demonstrated that relations become scarce as people age and are much 

more prevalent among those with low levels of education (Glass et al., 1997; Turner and Marino, 

1994). Hence, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Level of education moderates the relationship between degree, constraint 

and employee innovation performance.  

Hypothesis 6 (H6): Adhocracy and clan oriented cultures are positively associated with 

employee innovation performance. 

Hypothesis 7 (H7): Market and hierarchically oriented cultures are positively associated 

with employee innovation performance.
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2.5 Theoretical Framework 
 

The developed research model for this study is illustrated in the below figure representing the 

hypotheses deriving from the literature review. 

 

 

 

Figure 5 The links Between the Associations of Social Network, Education and Innovation, 

Towards a Social Network- Culture Type Model for Exploring Innovation 
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Chapter Three 

Research Methodology  
 

The researcher examines the methodology of the current study and clarifies the analysis process 

in this chapter. The design of the questionnaire, the tools used to measure each variable, and the 

procedure and technique of data collection are all covered. The data analysis methods used to 

investigate the data are discussed at the end of the section. 

3.1  Survey Method 
 

In order to achieve a quantitative description of the relationship between the variables of interest, 

the researcher used a quantitative technique in the form of a survey. The survey employed closed-

ended questions, which reduce the possibility of imprecise or general responses and help to 

standardize results. The survey was created in "Microsoft Office Word" and disseminated to 

participants as hard copy on the LAU campus and via e-mail. 

3.2  Questionnaire Design and Measurement Instruments 
 

This study was carried out from March to April of 2022. It was carried out using a word document 

created especially for this investigation. 

The survey comprises five sections starting with section one including the consent form, then 

section two comprising demographic information: age, educational level, gender, occupational 

level and years of experience. Additionally, section three addresses inquiries related to Culture, it 

was adopted from Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument that have been shown valid and 

reliable (Tyler, 2018) and it is divided among four different constructs to measure organizational 

culture, these constructs are the four OCAI cultures of clan, market, adhocracy, and hierarchy. 
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Each culture was evaluated based on dominant characteristics, criteria of success, organizational 

leadership and strategic emphases. The original questionnaire was employed to gauge the four 

culture types from the OCAI, and the questions were rearranged to fit each culture (Deshpande et 

al., 1993; Obenchain and Johnson, 2004; Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2016; Lau and Ngo, 2004). 

Section four entails questions regarding innovation, it was adopted from the Community 

Innovation Survey 2012 (CIS 2012) shown valid and reliable. Conducting the survey followed the 

procedure explained in the third edition of Oslo Manual, the questions distinguished between 

product, marketing, organizational and process innovation. The variables were converted to 5–

point Likert scale and the hypothesized relationships were tested with regression analysis 

(Polenakovik et al., 2018; Oltra et al., 2012). Section four is followed by four questions related to 

the participants’ influence and authority in a workplace where a 5-point scale, going from 1 being 

“low” to 5 being “high”, is adopted in the first two questions, a 5-point scale, going from 1 being 

“act by yourself” to 5 being “persuades other to act” is used in the third question and finally a 5-

point scale, ranging from 1 being “I usually manipulate resource flow to exert pressure” to 5 being 

“I usually facilitate resource flow to not cause conflict” in question number four. The Culture and 

Innovation sections were based on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 being strongly disagree 

to 5 being strongly agree.  

Section five entails the social network approach. The social network data collection adopted is 

egocentric network approach. this section is divided into two parts. In order to complete the 

network structure, Asking the ego how the evoked alters relate to one another is a crucial part of 

the egocentric method. Structure, position, and interactions are the three subcategories of the idea 

of social networks. The survey instrument used in this study asks participants five questions about 

themselves before asking them to rate how close or far the people in their professional network are 
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to one another on a five-point scale from "especially close" to "distant." (Chung, 2009).Please see 

Appendix 1 for a copy of the used questionnaire. 

Participants were mainly LAU students and graduates; the surveys were distributed as hard copies 

on LAU campus where participants were asked to provide their consent to take part in this study. 

The survey was intended to be online on Google Forms to be circulated as a link through emails, 

WhatsApp, and social media platforms; but when the researcher reached the social network part, 

fillable tables could not be added neither on Google Forms nor on Microsoft Forms or Survey 

Monkey so the surveys had to be distributed as hard copies. The surveys were distributed in March 

and April 2022.  

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the Lebanese American University (LAU) examined and 

approved the questionnaire before it was given to respondents to assure its integrity and approval 

by a global standard of research and ethical principles. After getting the approval, the 

questionnaires were distributed to respondents. Refer to Appendix 2 for a copy of the IRB approval 

letter. 

3.3  Sample & Data Collection 
 

Respondents to the poll included LAU undergraduates and graduates working in Lebanon. 

Participants involved managers and employees that are known for having a distinctive culture in 

their organizations. Friends, coworkers, relatives and professional networks who met the above 

criteria received the survey. The Word document survey was sent by e-mail and hard copies were 

distributed on the LAU campus. Respondents were also encouraged to distribute the poll to their 

peers who met the requirements. Respondents were required to check out a consent form and agree 

to the rules of the survey before taking part. The survey was completed by 111 people to guarantee 

that the required statistical power and confidence level were met. 
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3.4  Analysis Methods 
 

The researcher used five ways to examine the data from the 111 survey that were collected. The 

methods are: Descriptive Statistics, Reliability of Constructs, Regression Analysis, Correlation 

Analysis and Social Network Analysis. 

3.4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

To highlight the features of the current sample, the researcher will employ descriptive statistics. A 

population's varied characteristics can be measured using descriptive statistics (Lehmann and 

Bickel, 2012).  

3.4.2 Reliability of Constructs  

The researcher employed the Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha to evaluate the consistency and 

reliability of each variable. When there are many Likert scales in the study questionnaire, 

Cronbach's alpha is typically used (Cronbach, 1951). Higher Cronbach's alpha values indicate 

greater intercorrelations between the items in a given variable. Cronbach's alpha was utilized to 

evaluate the consistency of the relevant variables.: Organizational culture, innovation and social 

networks. 

3.4.3 Regression Analysis  

A multiple regression analysis was carried out to confirm the association between the independent 

and dependent variables as well as the impact of the moderating variable on the dependent variable. 
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3.4.4 Correlation Analysis 

For the purpose of measuring the strength of the relationship of the variables of interest and 

compute their association and calculate the level of interchange in a variable due to the shift in the 

other, correlation analysis was performed. 

3.4.5 Social Network Analysis (E-NET) 

In order to visualize complex networks and integrate these with the attribute data, E-NET, a free 

software package written by Steve Borgatti for analyzing ego-network data, was used (Borgatti, 

2006). 

3.5  Survey Administration 
 

The questionnaire was delivered as hard copies and emailed out as a Word document survey via 

e-mail.  The total number of responses gathered was 111. As a result, data was manually cleansed 

and structured in Excel before being imported into SPSS: the Statistical Package of the Social 

Sciences (George D. and Mallery P., 2016) to statistically analyze the relationship between the 

variables of interest using parametric or non-parametric tests dependent on the data's normality. 

To develop an egocentric network, the social network section was structured in Excel and then 

imported into the E-NET software application. To achieve an adequate Cronbach's alpha score, 

psychometric tests were performed to examine data's reliability and validity.  
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Chapter Four 

Data Analysis & Results 

4.1  Descriptive Statistics 
 

The demographic data of the study's participants are shown in the following section. 

 

4.1.1 Respondents’ Demographic Data- Age Range 

 

 

 
Figure 6 Respondents' Age Range 

 

 

Starting with the demographic section, a total sample of 111 individuals were surveyed and found 

to have fallen under an average age range of around 29-year-olds as shown in figure 6. To be exact, 

34.2% of respondents ranged between 27 and 31-year-olds, 36% fell below the age of 27, and 30% 

of individuals were observed to be 32 years and above. In brief, respondents’ age group was mostly 

of the younger generation, with 19 years been the youngest and 48 years been the oldest.  
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4.1.2 Respondents’ Demographic Data- Gender 

 

 

 
Figure 7 Respondents' Gender 

 

 

 

As shown in Figure 7, ~59% of individuals surveyed were males compared to 41% of the female 

gender. 

4.1.3 Respondents’ Demographic Data- Educational Level 

 
Figure 8 Respondents' Educational Level 
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As shown in figure 8, 93.6% of individuals surveyed have at least a Bachelor’s &/or a Master’s 

Degree. Most respondents are considered well educated. 

 

4.1.4 Respondents’ Demographic Data- Occupational Level 

 
Figure 9 Respondents' Occupational Level 

Figure 9 shows that slightly over 50% of individuals are standard level employees compared to 

~20% who are found to occupy supervisory positions, ~17% occupy middle management 

positions, and ~11% occupy top management positions. Hence, a normally considered 

distribution. 

4.1.5 Respondents’ Demographic Data- Years of Experience 

 
Figure 10 Respondents' Years of Experience 
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As shown in figure 10, ~79% of employees have a maximum of 1 to 10 years of work experience; 

~46% of which have experience reaching a maximum of 5 years. ~21% of employees surveyed 

were found to have more than 10 years of work experience, ~6% of which exceed 15 years of work 

experience.  

  

  

 

Figure 11 Type of Organizational Culture in Respondents' Firms 

  

Going through the next section of analysis, figure 11 summarizes the type of cultures in 

respondents’ organizations. The majority of individuals surveyed (~79%) agree to the fact that it 

is a major concern at their organization to complete their tasks, and employees seem to be highly 

competitive and very results-oriented. ~75% of employees believe that the organization they work 

in is highly structured and controlled, and formal procedures govern activities. 32.4% of 
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respondents believe that the organization is a very dynamic place and people are willing to take 

risks, compared to 54.1% who disagree to this fact, and 13.5% who have neutral feelings towards 

this. ~52% view the organization as a family, compared to ~38% who disagree to such appoint of 

view, and ~10% of individuals who choose to keep their opinions to themselves. ~70% of 

respondents believe that efficiency defines the basis of success. 

82% of respondents agree that the role of leadership at their respective organizations is to 

exemplify smooth-running efficiency and coordinating. ~42% of individuals believe in the role of 

leadership in organizations to exemplify entrepreneurship, innovating, or risk taking; ~44% 

disagree, 13.5% respond neutral. Slightly above average respondents (~59%) support the fact that 

the organization emphasizes creating new challenges for the employee and that they value such. 

On the other hand, a fair 33.3% do not support this fact which could be investigated further at a 

later stage to prove its credibility &/or validity. 60.4% of employees agree that there is high trust, 

openness, and participation emphasizing human development at the organization. However, ~30% 

disagree to such a statement, and ~10% did not give their opinion. ~78% of individuals believe 

that the organization emphasizes actions of competitive nature. ~12% disagree to that. In brief, an 

average of ~69% of individuals agree that the organizational culture is considered to be market 

oriented, adhocracy oriented, hierarchically oriented, and clan oriented. For a detailed analysis of 

the questions please refer to appendix 3.  
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Figure 12 Presence of Innovation in Respondents' organizations 

 

Moving to the innovation section, 77.5% of individuals admit to the fact that their organizations 

introduce new (or significantly modified) products or business processes, compared to ~12% who 

did not. Slightly more than half the respondents (~55%) are aware of the fact that the company 

dedicates a significant amount of money to innovate activities, compared to a good 36% who 

disagree to that. A 47.7% to 40.5% ratio of responses range between supporting and against 

supporting the fact that the company considers employees most important innovation activity and 

its implementation. 49.5% of employees do not agree that innovation drives design at the company 

they work for, compared to 36% only who agree to that. Half of the respondents (~51%) agree that 

their organization work on innovation with other enterprises, compared to ~37% who disagree and 

therefore, believe otherwise. ~71% of individuals acknowledge their company’s efforts in 
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4.4  Factor Rotation 
 

Nurjono et al. (2017) proposed utilizing Varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization, which takes 

into account the retrieved components' lack of correlation with one another, to evaluate the 

construct validity of the different types of culture (Pallant, 2013). As a result, we performed 

varimax rotation utilizing the four elements found in the previous analysis. 

 

Table 3 Factor Matrix 

 Components  

 1 2 3 4 

B3 

(Adhocracy) 
.77 

   

B7 

(Adhocracy) 
.75 

   

B8 

(Adhocracy) 
.74 

   

B13 

(Adhocracy) 
.71 

   

B4 (clan)  .75   

B9 (clan)  .71   

B11 (clan)  .84   

B14 (clan)  .81   

B2 (Hierarchy)   .49  

B5 (Hierarchy)   .68  

B6 (Hierarchy)   .81  

B15 

(Hierarchy) 
  .77 

 

B1 (Market)    .82 

B10 (Market    .68 

B12 (Market)    .90 

B16 (Market)    .84 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

 Rotation converged in 5 iterations 
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The factor matrix in table 3 summarizes the correlation between the 10 variables across the 3 

dimensions (Adhocracy &Clan, Hierarchy and market). The rotation method indicated that the 

adhocracy & Clan strongly load on component 1, whereas hierarchy loads on component 2 and 

market on component 3.  

4.5  Reliability Test Analysis 

 
Reliability test was done to see if the tested data was internally consistent., and hence the credibility 

of the answers provided. 

Subscale detecting adhocracy oriented culture at the organization consisted of 4 items (α = .8), 

subscale detecting clan oriented culture at the organization consisted of 4 items (α = .86), subscale 

detecting a hierarchically oriented culture at the organization consisted of 4 items (α = .6), In 

Summary, the organizational culture could be safely measured from the results obtained as they 

reflect acceptable to highly consistent level of reliability. 

The following table sums up the results obtained. 

 

 

Table 4 Reliability Test (Cronbach’s Alpha) 

Component Number of Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Adhocracy 4 0.8 

Clan 4 0.86 

Hierarchy 4 0.6 

 

 

 

 

 
 





 

54 
 

The scree plot test of the eigenvalues of factors (Cattell, 1996) shows a downward curve line 

indicating the number of factors to keep and analysis in table 4. The arrow on the graph shows 

that 1 factor has interaction.  

 

3.4.8  Factor Rotation 
 

 

Table 6 Factor Matrix 

  Component 

Innovation 

Dimension 

 1 2 

Organisation 

and Market 

Innovation 

C2  .606  

C3  .700  

C4  .790  

C5  .588  

C8  .787  

C9  .865  

Product and 

Process 

Innovation 

C1   .652 

C6   .533 

C7   .767 

C10   .407 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization.  

Rotation converged in 7 iterations 

 

The factor matrix in table 6 summarizes the correlation between the 10 variables across the 

innovation dimensions: organisation and market innovation and product and process innovation. 

The rotation method indicated that the organisation and market innovation load on component 1, 

whereas product and process innovation loads on component 2. 

 

3.4.9  Normality of Social Network Properties 

 
In an effort to determine whether the data is distributed normally or not, the Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test of normality was conducted for the social network properties. 
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The histograms of the Hierarchy, Adhocracy/Clan and market (Figures below), show more or less 

a normal distribution with no huge deviation from the normal curve, suggesting that the data came 

from a normal population.  

 

 
Figure 17 Histogram of Hierarchy culture    Figure 18 Histogram of Adhocracy/Clan culture 

 

 

 

 
Figure 19 Histogram of Market Culture         Figure 20 Normality Test Chart 
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The histogram of the regression standardized residual of the dependent variable (Innovation 

total) shows a good fit as a ring bell curve (Figure 21). 

 
Figure 21 Normality Test Chart of the Regression Standardized Residual 
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An alternative method of assessing the normality of the histogram is by using the P-P plot. A 

normal distribution could be detected when the scatter is aligned with the line with the absence 

of points away from the line.  

 

 
Figure 22 P-P Plot for the Dependent Variable (innovation Total) 
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The association between the regression standardized predicted value and the regression 

standardized residual was weak in strength (Figure 23) 

 

 

 

Figure 23  Scatterplot of the Dependent Variable (Innovation Total) 
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Figure 25 P-P Plot for the Dependent Variable (innovation Total) 

 

 

 
Figure 26 Scatterplot of the Dependent Variable (Innovation Total) 
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4.14 Social Network Analysis 
 

 

 

Figure 27 Social Network of the respondents 

 

The above figure (fig. 27) is the result obtained of 111 individuals surveyed and their input 

registered on their relationship with their respective team members at the organization. it sums 

up the exact relationship type of an egocentric individual with some of the colleagues at work. 
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Figure 28 Social Network Samples 100, 101 and 102 

 

Network sample 102 depicted in figure 28 shows a high score on density because the few actors 

are highly connected and there are no structural holes. Network sample 100 has fewer ties and  

Network sample 101 is the least dense and shows structural hole between 101D and 101I .  
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Chapter Five 

Discussion and Conclusions 
 

5.1 Discussion and Conclusion 
 

This study uses the social network theory to explore how organizational culture impact employee 

innovative capabilities. The present study includes students and graduates. Social network 

variables tested in this study include density, degree centrality, constraint and tie strength while 

culture model included clan, adhocracy, market and hierarchy culture types. Based on the above 

results, the researcher first 1a and 1b  hypothesis stating that density is positively associated with 

employee innovation performance and density is positively associated with hierarchically oriented 

culture based on the literature of Tseng et al. (2016) who suggest that organizations having higher 

density have stronger innovation capability. The present study results support H1a and H1b which 

assures the strong relationship that exists between both variables. 

Our second 2a hypothesis stating that degree centrality is positively associated with employee 

innovation performance based on the literature of Tseng et al. (2016) who suggest that actors with 

a high degree centrality are frequently labeled as influential. The present study results support H2a 

which assures the relationship that exists between both variables. 

Our third 3a hypothesis stating that constraint is negatively associated with employee innovation 

performance based on the literature of Burt R. (2001) who claims that constraint occurs when a 

person's options are restricted because they devote most of their effort and time to connections that 

relapse to a one contact. The present study results support H3a which assures the relationship that 

exists between both variables. 
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Our second 2b hypothesis stating that degree centrality is positively associated with adhocracy and 

clan oriented cultures and our sixth hypothesis stating that adhocracy and clan oriented cultures 

are positively associated with employee innovation performance based on the literature of Yet 

Schneider et al. (1996a; 1996b) who define companies with high levels of adhocracy culture as 

active and daring, with employees eager to roll the dice and gamble on their ideas, and the literature 

of Sarasvathy (2001) who suggests that entrepreneurial competence promotes effective reasoning 

and conduct.  The present study results support H2b and H6 which assure the relationship that 

exists between the variables. 

Our seventh hypothesis stating that market and hierarchically oriented cultures are positively 

associated with employee innovation performance based on the literature of Polychroniou and 

Trivellas (2018) suggesting that business enterprises with market-oriented culture seek to 

capitalize on scope economies by extending risks across a larger base and to reap the advantages 

of adequate human resources by transferring technological and management expertise and on the 

literature of Damanpour (1991) asserting that, while hierarchical organizations may be more 

successful at executing improvements, organizations with relatively low levels of hierarchy and 

formalization are better fitted to launch the creation of innovation. The present study results 

support H7. 

Our fifth hypothesis stating that level of education moderates the relationship between degree, 

constraint and employee innovation performance  based on the literature of Glass et al. and Turner 

and Marino (1997; 1994). The present study results support H5 which assures the relationship that 

exists between the variables. 

the study findings do not support the 4a hypothesis stating that strong ties are negatively associated 

with employee innovation performance. However contradictory results were found by Prell et al 
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(2009) and Granovetter (1973).  Prell et al (2009) indicate that strong ties between actors increase 

their likelihood of mutual impact more than weak ties do. Granovetter (1973) claim that those who 

are close to others have similar traits and are therefore more willing to transmit knowledge inside 

their networks instead of passing it on to others. As a result, there is a lot of information that is 

redundant. In contrast, through 'weak ties,' a person might be tied to a larger number of people 

while still having access to a variety of information sources. A weak tie, according to, is "a bridge" 

that connects people and allows information to be transmitted among them. 

Findings do not support our 4b hypothesis stating that strong ties are positively associated with 

clan and adhocracy oriented cultures. However, (Flynn et al., 1994; O´ Relly et al., 1991; Lo, 2002) 

see that adhocracy fosters constant innovation, a highly qualified and skilled personnel, significant 

independence and drive, as well as the access of meaningful knowledge. 

Findings do not support our 3b hypothesis stating that constraint is positively associated with 

market and hierarchically oriented cultures. As the present study is novel there is no literature 

supporting H3b indicating the relationship with associated with market and hierarchically oriented 

cultures. 

In conclusion, the primary goal of the current research study was to examine the connection 

between the different organizational culture types on employee innovation performance using a 

social network perspective. This thesis leads to the following primary findings for the researcher. 

First, a clear indication of social network variables: density, degree centrality and constraint having 

a good relationship effect on innovation while education slightly moderates the relationship 

between constraint, degree centrality and innovation. Degree centrality is positively associated 

with hierarchically oriented culture. Strong ties show no significant association with employee 

innovation performance and no positive association in clan oriented cultures. Second, a 
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relationship effect between variables of social network: density, degree centrality, strong ties and 

employee innovation performance in different organizational cultures types but no significant 

relationship between constraint and market oriented cultures. Finally, a clear indication of the four 

organization culture types having relationship with innovation was shown. 

 

5.2 Managerial Implications 

   

This study contributes to theory by incorporating three bodies of knowledge: Organizational 

Culture, Innovation, and social networks. This study provides theoretical contributions by 

developing a model based on social network for improving employee innovative activities in 

different organizational cultures. On the practical level, this research assist managers in 

implementing better practices that may be compatible for efficiency improvements. This can help 

employees see the positive impact of incorporating social networks with innovative activities to 

improve innovation implementation and achieve better results.   

 

5.3 Limitations and Future Research 
 

The empirical findings presented here should be viewed in the context of some limitations. The 

first is the data collected for the study was limited to LAU alone so data access was limited. The 

second limitation concerns sample size, which was limited to only 111 people. This study doesn’t 

take into consideration respondents’ different operating environments since each respondent works 

is a different company. Because the researcher was restricted by a time constraint, the duration of 

the research is also a limitation. There are no studies that link culture and innovation to social 

networks so the lack of prior research is also considered a limitation. Given that we found that 
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none of the survey participants were aware with social networks, a session introducing the issue 

may have been conducted ahead of the poll. 

All of the aforementioned limitations can be used as a fruitful basis for future study. The initial 

suggestion would be to study a larger sample in order to increase the level of confidence for the 

results. Future studies will also be able to analyze additional effects and go into more details 

regarding innovation while considering social network variables in each organizational culture 

type and the results can be categorized according to age, experience, and other variables from 

different companies in a specific industry or specific one company so a relation appear between 

the respondents. Future research could further study other demographic variables such as age, 

gender, occupational level along with other variables like those discussed in the preceding section, 

like betweenness centrality, cohesion and others. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Survey Study  
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Appendix 2: IRB Approval of Research 
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Appendix 3:  A Detailed Analysis for the Organizational Culture Section. 

 

 

 
 

 

The majority of individuals surveyed (~79%) agree to the fact that it is a major concern at their 

organization to complete the job. 
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~75% of employees believe that the organization they work in is a very structured and controlled 

place. 
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32.4% of respondents believe that the organization is a dynamic place and people are willing to 

take risks, compared to 54.1% who disagree to this fact, and 13.5% who have neutral feelings 

towards this. 
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~52% view the organization as a family, compared to ~38% who disagree to such appoint of view, 

and ~10% of individuals who choose to keep their opinions to themselves. 
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~70% of respondents believe that efficiency defines the basis of success.  
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82% of respondents agree that the role of leadership at their respective organizations is 

coordinating and organizing. 
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~42% of individuals believe in the role of leadership in organizations to be innovating, ~44% 

disagree, 13.5% respond neutral. 
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Slightly above average respondents (~59%) support the fact that their organization emphasizes 

inventing new challenges for the employee and that they value such. On the other hand, a fair 

33.3% do not support this fact which could be investigated further at a later stage to prove its 

credibility &/or validity. 
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60.4% of employees agree that there is high trust, openness, and participation emphasizing human 

development at the organization. However, ~30% disagree to such a statement, and ~10% did not 

give their opinion. 
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~78% of individuals believe that their organization encourage competition. ONLY ~12% disagree 

to that. 
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87.5% Market oriented 

 



 

110 
 

 
 

 

80.33% Hierarchically oriented 
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49.33% Adhocracy oriented compared to 48.67% who disagree 
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62.5% clan oriented organization 
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Appendix 4: A Detailed Analysis for the Innovation Section. 

 

 
 

 

77.5% of individuals admit to the fact that their organizations introduce new (or significantly 

modified) products or business processes, compared to ~12% who did not. 
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Slightly more than half the respondents (~55%) are aware of the fact that the company dedicates 

a significant amount of money to innovate activities, compared to a good 36% who disagree to 

that. 
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A 47.7% to 40.5% ratio of responses range between supporting and against supporting the fact that 

the company considers employees most important innovation activity and its implementation. 
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49.5% of employees do not agree that innovation drives design at the company they work for, 

compared to 36% ONLY who agree to that. 
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Slightly more than half the respondents (~51%) agree that their company co- with other enterprises 

on innovative activities, compared to ~37% who disagree and therefore, believe otherwise. 
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~71% of individuals acknowledge their company’s efforts in introducing new or significantly 

modified knowledge management systems. 
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~66% of respondents’ state that their company introduce new or changed sales methods, compared 

to ~23% who disagree to that. 
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Half of the individuals surveyed (~51%) disagree to the fact that their company introduces major 

change to the organization of work within the enterprise, whereas a good 34% of them agree that 

some company take the extra step to introducing such changes. 
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Some believe that innovation activities involve all activities in the development or implementation 

of innovations (~39% of respondents), while a good number disagree (~51%). 
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An almost equal ratio of responses of 1:1 (to be exact 44%:48%) resulted for this factor indicating 

no clear results of the fact that the company produces internal progress reports on innovation 

project. Hence, further investigation is recommended at this stage. 




