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Abstract 
The aim of the thesis is to discuss the key driving factors influencing the success of innovation in 
high-tech firms based in Sweden. The thesis will discuss key determinant factors and how those 
factors are connecting with each other. Organizational innovation and Organizational culture 
relationship have been under research for many years. The success of organizational innovation 
can be captured by various factors. Similarly, the organizational culture can be captured by 
different factors. 

During the research process, we came across various theories and this thesis is based on Rao and 
Weintraub (2013) developed model. The model provides six building blocks with determinant 
factors as a foundation for the successful innovative organizational culture. The six major 
building blocks or factors are Values, Behaviours, Climate, Resources, Processes, and Success 
(Rao & Weintraub, 2013). The purpose of the study is to define the hypothetical relationship 
between some of the six major factors which drives the successful innovation in the organization.  

The authors have developed a model for successful organizational innovation based on their 
hypotheses. It will be a matter of great interest to reflect upon the employee's feedback regarding 
those factors that influence firm’s organizational culture and successful innovation. The model 
was analyzed using the results of the survey in which 230 employees participated from Swedish 
based high-tech firms, using Structural Equation Modelling (Hair et al, 2010). 

The research results reveal some of the key contributors towards the successful organizational 
innovation and the relation between the factors for the successful organizational innovation. The 
factor successful innovation is strongly dependent on the innovation processes factor and this is 
followed by some more relatively moderate contributing factors such as the leaders’ behaviours, 
and the organizational resources. 

The study reveals that there is a strong relation between the innovation success and the 
innovation processes. The innovation processes factor is positively connected to the organization 
values, the leaders’ behaviours, and the organization resources. The organization climate is 
weakly connected to the innovation processes as represented by the data sample collected which 
needs to be further investigated. The model identified in the thesis gives an understanding of how 
the six factors are connected to drive the successful organizational innovation. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Background 

All high-tech firms existing today want to succeed. Every organization is trying to understand 
the key factors for a successful firm. Researchers recognized organizational culture as the key 
factor in driving the success of a firm in terms of innovation capability. Organizational culture is 
the key factor for continuous innovation and firm success (Tellis, 2012). Tellis (2012) states 
“Today innovation is critical for the success of firms and the wealth of nations”. Every 
Organizational culture is unique and myriad factors go into creating one (Coleman, 2017). 
Different researchers identified different common factors. Coleman (2017) observed values, 
vision, practices, people, narrative and place as common factors for organizational culture.  

The ability of an organization to innovate continuously is what contributes to its success or 
failure (Brettel & Cleven, 2011). Much research has been performed to understand successful 
innovation culture which is impacted by several factors, such as processes, values, behaviours, 
climate and resources (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). These factors are very much dependent on each 
other, and the authors intend to investigate their relationship and discuss in this thesis. The 
organizational success is accounted as its innovativeness towards adapting to market and 
delivering new products/services. Peter Drucker who is recognized as modern management guru 
acknowledged Innovation as one of two most key functions for successful business (Druker, 
1954). The ability for an organization to innovate has become one of the most important 
capabilities needed for today’s firms (Lawson & Samson, 2001). Building on the dynamic 
capabilities’ literature, an “innovation capability” construct is proposed with seven elements, 
which are: vision and strategy, harnessing the competence base, organizational intelligence, 
creativity and management, organizational structures and systems, culture and climate, and 
management of technology (Lawson & Samson, 2001).  

The authors investigated and looked at previous research work done towards the successful 
organizational innovation. The model developed by Rao and Weintraub (2013) found to be very 
interesting to further research and identify the relationship between the factors defined by Rao 
and Weintraub (2013). Rao and Weintraub (2013) developed a model with six building blocks 
for successful innovative organization culture. These six building blocks are Resources, 
Processes, Success, Values, Behaviours, and Climate. This thesis will formulate and validate the 
hypotheses across the six building blocks (Rao & Weintraub, 2013) based on the relevant 
research work performed over the past few years. The hypotheses are validated by analyzing the 
data collected via the surveys. 

1.2. Problem Discussion 

The thesis goal will be to study the relationship between various factors from the aspect of 
processes, values, behaviours, climate, resources, and successful innovation in the direction of 
leading a successful innovative organization. There has been lot of work done towards each of 
these factors separately. For an organization to be successful in today’s market, innovation is the 
critical factor. Innovation is driven by the organization´s culture which intern includes the factors 
such as processes, values, behaviours, resources, and climate (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). There 
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are several measures and assessment instruments developed by researchers to improve the 
organizational innovation culture.  

To understand and improve innovation culture multiple researchers have developed instruments. 
One of the instruments to measure innovation culture is developed by Dobni (2008), an 
innovation culture scale may be best represented through a structure that consists of seven factors 
which are identified as innovation propensity, organizational constituency, organizational 
learning, creativity and empowerment, market orientation, value orientation, and implementation 
context Dobni (2008). More recently a very similar instrument to measure or assess innovation 
culture is developed by Rao and Weintraub (2013). The instrument is called “Innovation 
Quotient instrument”. This innovation model has six building blocks, 18 subfactors, and 54 
elements. The six building blocks are values, behaviours, climate, resources, processes, and 
success (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). In the thesis, the authors refer to values, behaviours climate 
and resources as described by Rao and Weintraub (2013) but the building block processes is 
referred to as organizational culture at times and building block success is referred as 
organizational innovation. The organization culture will impact people working in the 
organization by its shared values, climate and behaviours (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). For an 
organization to be successful in the market, it’s equally critical to have resources, processes, and 
innovation i.e. success in terms of employee engagement, enterprise capability, and customer 
happiness (Rao & Weintraub, 2013).  

1.3. Problem formulation and purpose 

The thesis focuses on high-tech firms based in Sweden to understand the successful 
organizational innovation in terms of different factors developed by Rao and Weintraub (2013). 
Continuous research has been work done to identify the factors or the building blocks for a 
successful organizational innovation. Rao and Weintraub (2013) developed a measurement 
model with six building blocks for “Innovative Organizational Culture”. This thesis attempts to 
research the relationship between the six building blocks developed by Rao and Weintraub 
(2013) for the successful organizational innovation. The main research purpose is to define the 
theoretical relationships between the six building blocks or the six factors with the support of 
literature developed by the researchers and try to confirm the relationship by Structural Equation 
modelling (Hair et al, 2010).  

- How six building blocks defined by Rao and Weintraub (2013) are connected to the 
successful organizational innovation in Swedish based firms? 

1.4. Delimitations 

The thesis mainly focuses on the six building blocks developed by Rao and Weintrub (2013) for 
innovative organizational culture. The authors consider all other models or factors out of the 
scope of this thesis. The data is collected from Swedish based high-tech companies. The data 
collection and validation of the proposed model is limited to Swedish based firms that have 
international presence. The confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling is 
limited to the six building factors (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). 
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1.5. Thesis structure 

The following chapters will discuss relevant theories behind the concept of innovation, 
organizational culture, organizational values, organizational resources, leaders’ behaviours, 
organizational climate, and innovation success in terms of the six building blocks developed by 
Rao and Weintraub (2013). We will try to establish the interrelation between some of these six 
major building blocks. This thesis focus will be on the culture of innovation model and how the 
six factors are connected in the proposed model. Data collection will be conducted in different 
high-tech firms based in Sweden but these firms have international reach, with employees around 
the world from different cultures but with the same initiatives and goals. The data collection will 
be done using a standardized questionnaire and face to face interviews. 
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2. Theory 

In this chapter, the authors looked at some of the key factors for successful innovative 
organization such as “Innovation”, “Organizational Culture”, “Innovation Processes”, “Leaders 
Behaviour”, “Organization Values”, “Organization Resources”, and “Organization Climate”. 
Early in the review process the authors uncovered the measurement model developed by Rao and 
Weintraub (2013) in their research article, “How Innovative is your company’s culture? MIT 
Sloan Management Review”. This measurement model was field tested over two years for 
statistical validity (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). The six building blocks model developed for 
“Innovative Organizational Culture”, has all the key factors interesting to research, and to derive 
relationship model between the six factors. This model has six building blocks (Rao & 
Weintraub, 2013): Values, Behaviours, Climate, Resources, Processes, and Success. The 
questionnaire provided in the article is utilized to design the survey. The survey is conducted 
only in Sweden based high-tech firms. It will be interesting to discuss the actual results against 
the theory explained in this chapter.  

2.1. Organizational Culture  

According to Deshpande and Webster (1989) organizational culture is set of shared beliefs and 
values. According to Schein Edgar (1992): “Culture is a pattern of shared tacit assumptions that 
was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, 
that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members 
as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems.”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 

Figure 2. Three levels of culture (Schein, 1992) 
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According to Schein the biggest risk is oversimplifying “Organization Culture”, which is saying: 
“the way we do things around here”;“the rites and rituals of our company”; “the company 
climate”; “the reward system”; “our basic values”; and so on (Schein, 2009). According to 
Schein (2009) the culture exists in three levels which goes from the very visible to the very tacit 
and invisible (Figure 2). Level one is “Artifacts” – It is easily visible to everyone when you visit 
an organization. For example: dress code, office, meetings, language etc. (Schein, 2009). Level 
two is “Espoused Values” – these are stated values which are perceived by the members of the 
organization and how it is communicated to others. The Espoused Values are deeper inside the 
organization and these include the stated strategies, goals, philosophies, and justifications. The 
level three is “Underlying assumptions” – these are taken for granted beliefs which are deeply 
embedded into the organization, usually unconscious actions and hard for external members to 
understand these behaviours. 

Organizational culture plays the determinant factor on how the organization operates and defines 
the processes under which the firm produces the services or the products. To what level the 
individuals comprehend the organization´s processes shapes the way the employees behave 
(Smit et al., 2008), and this also is referring to the dimensions of culture. Their comprehensive 
work extended the existing knowledge in the field and became base of the theoretical foundation 
known as the X Model. The X model contains five core dimensions namely, Leadership, 
Adaptability, Strategy, Relationships and Coordination (Smit et al., 2008). 

2.2. Innovation 

Innovation is solving a specific problem which adds value to the customers and 
company/organization. Innovation can be described as the adoption of a new behaviours, a new 
concept, a new process or a new idea, examined on an organization point of view. Innovation has 
direct impact on firm’s performance and on economic growth. Innovation has been under 
research by many researchers and economists as it has large impact on the organization 
(Mansfield, Rapaport, Schnee, Wagner, & Hamburger, 1971; Schumpeter, 1934). The 
implementation of the organizational innovation will change undertaking business practices, the 
way of doing a task or tasks, and the customer relations in the market.  

In this context and relating this further to our investigation, there is a strong bonding between 
Innovation and the exploitation of new opportunities in the market through Innovation as Tidd 
(2001) exhibited. The researchers Sharifirad and Ataei (2012) managed to exhibit on their 
research that new market opportunities are becoming more visible to the organization once the 
organization explores those opportunities into business practices, and the successful 
implementation of innovative ideas plays a significant role in this process. 

The authors came across many researches pointing the pivotal role that Innovation plays when it 
comes to achieving long term successful results on highly dynamic markets such as the 
Technological Market. (Baker & Sinkula, 2002; Greco, Grimaldi & Cricelli, 2015; Darroch & 
McNaugton, 2002; Lyon & Ferrier, 2002). Finally, according to Brown and Eisenhard (1995) the 
innovative companies are able to respond faster and better on new challenges created in the 
Market. Brown and Eisenhard (1995) research also suggest that Innovative companies can 
exploit new marketing opportunities faster. In summary continuous innovation is key to firm’s 
success. 
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2.2.1. Innovation success 
Successful Innovative organizations are usually those that show high degree of organizational 
performance. Organizational performance is defined by the degree of completing goals and 
objectives that are related to the organization. Organizational performance will be high when it is 
able to address short term incremental innovation as well as long term radical innovation. 
Incremental innovation is used to address the existing customers, or the market needs as new 
products are being established in the market. The radical innovation will address the future 
market or customer needs by innovating new technology. Organizations become more and more 
successful in reaching high performance standards and their objectives when employees are 
successful on achieving their own growth objectives that are related to their tasks (Cascio, 2006). 
According to Stannack (1996), performance is also used in order to measure inputs and outputs 
in processes and how efficiently this is done. Richard et al. (2009) stated organizational 
performance encompasses three specific areas of firm’s outcomes: (1) financial performance 
(profits, return on assets, return on investment, etc.); (2) product market performance (sales, 
market share, etc.); and (3) shareholder return (total shareholder return, economic value added, 
etc.) 

One of the external factors key to success is firm’s market orientation. Market orientation also 
shapes the values and behaviours of the employees and managers of the firm. The term market 
orientation is central element of the marketing concept (Drucker, 1954; Levitt, 1960; Menguc, 
1996; Ruekert, 1992; Webster, 1988) and is presumed to contribute to long-term profitability. 
Market oriented organizations are attempting to innovate their services and products in order to 
meet the customer expectations and demands. Market oriented organizations pay a great amount 
of attention to provide excellent support and service after the product or service is purchased. 
This is an attempt to maintain high customer satisfaction and promote the brand loyalty. 

Product innovation is key to organizational sustainable growth (Slater, Mohr, & Sengupta, 2014). 
Radical innovation always helps the organization in terms of successful financial growth by 
attracting new customers and outperforming competition. As per Slater and Narver (1994a) 
market-oriented culture describes an organization disposition to strive for delivering continuous 
high value to its customers. It is required from the organization wide commitment towards the 
creation of superior customer value (Slater and Narver 1994b, 1995). Narver and Slater (1990) 
market orientation view consists of three main behavioural components. Those are competitor 
orientation, inter-functional coordination and customer orientation. All those three are tightly 
bonded with responsiveness, intelligence generation and dissemination of the information 
collected.  

Saunila et al. (2014) exhibited that it is essential in order to improve and develop the innovative 
aptitude and abilities of the employees that performance measurement system is needed in the 
firm. This kind of system helps in improving competitiveness inside the firm in a positive way. 2.2.2. Innovation Processes 
“Innovation processes are the route that innovations follow as they are developed” as described 
by Rao & Weintraub(2013). Processes drive the predictability of a solution. Process is set of 
activities and tasks that together transform inputs and outputs (Garvin, 1998). Organization 
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processes take the inputs like material, information, and people; and covert into output like new 
products or services (Garvin, 1998). Innovation Processes is the second factor out of the three 
main factors which defines the Organizational capabilities (Christensen and Overdorf, 2000). 
Innovation Processes affects “what a company can and can’t do” (Christensen and Overdorf, 
2000). Innovation Processes help the organization employees making the decisions to 
transforming resources into products or services (Christensen and Overdorf, 2000). There are 
two types of Processes: (1) The formal processes are well documented and visible to the entire 
organization. (2) The informal processes which are routines and way of working evolving all the 
time (Christensen and Overdorf, 2000). Organizational Processes support innovation as guiding 
principles to move fast from ideate to market capture (Rao and Weintraub, 2013). It is very 
important to apply correct Process to the task/project otherwise the process will become a 
bottleneck for the project/task. Employees must see the processes as a support system in taking 
good decisions fast, and to avoid fatal errors.  

Innovation funnel is used to collect creative ideas and develop market product after the ideas 
filtered through the funnel. In other words, Innovative funnel is the path taken by the ideas from 
idea stage to the market product or service (Rao and Weintraub, 2013). Innovation funnel is set 
of stage gates through which the ideas pass by to become real market product. Successful 
organizations will use well defined innovation processes to reach the goals or outcome (Desouza 
et al., 2009). 
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Figure 3. The Innovation Process (Desouza et al., 2009) 

The innovation process has five stages as analyzed by Desouza et al. (2009): (1) Generation and 
mobilization, (2) Advocacy and screening, (3) Experimentation, (4) Commercialization, and (5) 
Diffusion and implementation. These stages are interlinked in a cyclical manner. Figure 3 above 
represents the innovation process developed by Desouza et. al.(2009). Most organizations would 
like to be successful innovative organizations, but they do not specify the innovation process 
(Dobni, 2006). It is recognized that sustained non-disruptive innovation is very important for 
success in industry. Organizations want to be successful must have a sound innovation process to 
achieve sustained innovation (Desouza et al., 2009). 2.2.3. Organizational Resources 
Organizational Resources is the first factor out of the three main factors which defines the 
organizational capabilities. Organizational Resources - answers the question “What can this 
company do?” (Christensen and Overdorf, 2000). There are four main types of organizational 
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resources on modern firms and this refer all the available assets that a firm can use during the 
product or service production. 

 First are the people, known as human resources and this represents employees’ 
capabilities and qualifications, as well as their cooperation during the production process. 
All those form the workforce of an organization. It is of such importance that all modern 
firms have the Human resource department that is responsible to perform human resource 
management practices and support the various aspects of employment.  

 Then, there are technological and capital resources. In this category, there is materials 
and machinery. Those are the tangible resources used as raw materials to produce a final 
product. Skills and experience that employees own or acquired through the time of 
employment. Moreover, there are intellectual properties, and these can be considered as 
the organizations own patents or business ideas. Lastly on the technological resources 
there are software licences. By this the organization is given the permission to use 
various software computer programs in order to achieve important goals and the overall 
final service or product.  

 Moreover, there are the financial resources. This is what is known as monetary funds 
owned by the organization or the capability of the organization to obtain. Those can be 
used towards financing current business activities and new investments. 

Organizational resources will enable the validation and the execution of innovative ideas. 
According to Rao & Weintraub (2013) there are three main resources: people, system, and 
projects. Of these people – especially “Innovation champions” are the most critical. Innovation 
champions will be able to influence Organizational Values and Climate (Rao & Weintraub, 
2013). 2.2.4. Organizational Values 
Organizational Values is the third factor out of three main factors which defines Organizational 
capabilities (Christensen and Overdorf, 2000). Organizational Values are guiding principles for 
the employees and the decision makers. “Meeting the challenge of disruptive change” by 
(Christensen and Overdorf, 2000), in this scientific article the authors support the idea that values 
have a broader meaning than just corporate values. This combination of factors will shape the 
employee’s judgment on how important a customer is for the organization, or how interesting a 
new concept might be, as well as how their prioritization is shaped over their personal tasks. 

Organizational values will support the employees to set the priorities on their tasks/ideas at every 
level. At leadership level, they often take the form of decisions to invest or not in new products, 
services, and processes. According to the same scientific resource (Christensen and Overdorf, 
2000), broader the organization the more important it becomes for the senior management to 
train and develop the employee’s judgment to work accordingly with the priorities, and strategic 
directions of the firm. Organizational values will help in executing company’s vision and 
mission. All the companies with the focus on innovation have values like entrepreneurial, 
creativity, learning, share, dare, customer obsession, etc. It is worth mentioning that those can 
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vary from firm to firm, and by understanding a firm’s values one can understand how perceptive 
the firm can be towards innovation.  

There is a fair amount of bibliography and research that point the connection between 
organizational values and innovation processes. According to (Wang et al., 2010) when the 
organization has cultivated values that emphasize teamwork, financial investment in Research 
and Development is more likely to have more personnel work closely together towards new ideas 
and new solution to industry problems through innovation process. In the similar lines of 
thinking, (Gonzalez-Pardon, Hult, Calantonre, 2008) on their research have pointed out that 
promoting organizational values such as decentralized decision making, less formal control and 
more dynamic working environments will promote the innovation processes in the organization. 2.2.5. Leaders’ Behaviours 
Organizational Behaviours describes how people in the organization interact in the cause of 
innovation (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). Leaders’ behaviour is the main key factor for employees’ 
innovation and creativity (DuBrin, 2016). Creativity is an essential characteristic of leaders 
(DuBrin, 2016). One of the requirements of effective leadership is to establish a climate 
conducive to creative problem solving (DuBrin, 2016). To support creative and innovative 
people, leaders must pay special attention to their tools and resource needs.  

An innovative organization must have a vision statement and mission statement which energizes 
creativity in the employees. Leaders will play key role in engaging the employees in innovation 
by providing all the required resources and environment. The leaders will enable the way 
forward for creativity and innovation by supporting the employees with the required 
organizational support.  

There are nine leadership and managerial practices are particularly helpful in fostering creative 
thinking as revealed by many researchers and observers: (1) hire creative people from outside, 
and identify creative people from within, (2) provide intellectual challenge, (3) empower workers 
and allow them freedom to choose their own method, (4) supply the right resources, (5) design 
work groups effectively, (6) have supervisors encouraging and linking innovation to 
performance, (7) give organizational support for creativity and explain how innovation improves 
performance, (8) have favourable exchanges with creative workers, and (9) give financial 
rewards for innovation (DuBrin, 2016).  

Creativity in organization leads to innovation in products, services, and processes. There are 
eight additional leadership initiatives that drives innovation: (1) emphasize transformational 
leadership if possible, (2) continually pursue innovation, (3) take risks and encourage risk taking, 
(4) emphasize collaboration among employees, (5) avoid innovation for its own sake, (6) use 
loose-tight leadership, (7) integrate development and production, (8) recognize the hidden 
opportunities when products and ideas flop (DuBrin, 2016). 
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2.2.6. Organizational Climate 
Organizational climate is the perceived attributes of an organization and its subsystems as 
reflected in the way it deals with its members, groups, and issues as described by Mukherjee, 
(2015). The concept of climate and culture is differentiated on bibliography from Ekvall (1991). 
According to the same author the deeper foundations of the organization that include traditions, 
values, and structured patterns of behaviour that are observed belong to organizational culture. 
These behavioural patterns combined with many other variables constitute the climate within the 
organization. Therefore, culture reflects on the organizational values and climate is what the 
organizational members experiencing.  

Innovation success is depending to a climate that will support innovation. Ekvall (1997, 2002) 
found out through his research that a creative climate on the organization has provided 
significant differentiation between innovative and more stagnated companies. The ones that have 
shown creative climate have produced more patents; have more originality on their products and 
service as well as their business strategy. According to Mumford and Gustafson (1988) 
Innovation success and organizational climate are interconnected. Their research has shown that 
the willingness of individuals that are able to innovate is related to the climate of the 
organization and pointed out the importance of setting up the appropriate organizational climate 
that will promote innovativeness. Organizational climate has greater impact on the employees’ 
interrelations and it is collective perception of the organization, including leadership. 

2.3. Hypotheses on Culture of Innovation 

An innovative culture rests on a foundation of six building blocks: resources, processes, values, 
behaviours, climate and success (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). These six building blocks are 
dynamically connected to each other (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). Each of these blocks has three 
1st order factors and then each factor has three second order elements.  
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Figure 4. The six building blocks of an innovative culture 

 (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). 2.3.1. Organizational Values and Innovation Processes 
Organizational culture is the component that is guiding the overall processes of the organization 
and also to what extent innovation is encouraged or discouraged. To answer this question, we 
will investigate and get insights to aspect of innovation processes which are worth considering 
and are related to managing innovations. The combination of the two can introduce new systems, 
new operations and procedures in the organization. 

One of the most critical factors in driving innovation in the organization is its values. 
Organization values drive priorities and decisions, which are reflected in how an organization 
spends time and money as mentioned by Rao and Weintraub (2013). The modern high-tech firms 
are encouraging and promoting values like entrepreneurship, creativity, and learning. 
Organization encouraging entrepreneurship value will have direct benefit of people being 
innovative thinking and risk taking. Hartmann (2006) managed to exhibit employees can get 
more engaged in business activities and their behaviour is more influenced on accepting 
innovation when influenced by the innovation processes.  

On the same line of researches, Matsuno et al. (2002) exhibits that proactive strategic orientation 
that is sourcing from flexible organizational processes, tend to encourage value freedom, that 
leads respectively to creativity and encourage innovation. Organization values are quite 
important as they help to identify problems and presents solutions. The innovation processes that 
supports the value openness plays key role to gain sustainable competitive advantage from 
competitors. Organization values provide a base platform for the innovation processes. Having 
those researches as our guideline we conduct our first hypothesis as below: 
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H1: The organizational values are positively related to the Innovation Processes. 2.3.2. Organizational Behaviour and Innovation Processes 
The concept of organizational process originates in cultural anthropology and is popular with in 
the organizational behaviour, management, and marketing literatures (e.g., Gregory, Harris, 
Armenakis, & Shook, 2009; Homburg & Pflesser, 2000; Schein, 1992). Behaviours describe how 
people act in the cause of innovation as mentioned by Rao & Weintraub (2013). It is very 
important to have right leadership behaviour which impacts the entire organization behaviour. If 
the organization has leadership behaviour which energizes, engages, and enables the employees 
in the organization. It will have a direct impact on the productivity and the efficiency of the 
employees. 

Leaders who are in fond of the culture of providing additional support for innovation through 
personal modelling and taking initiative, coaching, feedback, influence strategies, challenge, and 
other methods impact innovation (Chen, 2011; Saunila & Ukko, 2013; O'Connor, Roos, & 
Vickers-Willis, 2007; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Slater, Mohr, and Sengupta, 2014; Sharifirad & 
Ataei, 2012; Xerri & Brunetto, 2011). Steiber and Alange’s (2013) case study of Google 
identified the importance of leaders as facilitators of the innovation process. In today’s high-tech 
firms the culture where leader’s behaviour is leaning towards the servant leaders’ type, has 
shown greater organizational success. In similar line of thoughts, leaders can have a great impact 
on creating an organizational behaviour by articulating strategic intent to provide a specific focus 
or specific focus areas for the organization forming standard organizational process. Rewards 
and recognition are being used to reinforce and promote desired behaviours that ultimately work 
as a mechanism of building an organizational process (Hamel and Prahalad, 2005). Having those 
researches as our guideline we conduct our second hypothesis as below: 

H2: The organizational behaviour is positively related to the Innovation Processes. 2.3.3. Organizational Climate and Innovation Processes 
According to Rao & Weintraub (2013), Climate is the tenor of workplace life. An innovative 
climate cultivates engagement and enthusiasm, challenges people to take risks within a safe 
environment, fosters learning and encourages independent thinking. Climate consists of three 
first order factors, Collaboration, Safety, and Simplicity. The collaboration is very much needed 
between the internal functions in the core of the organizations in order to successfully correlate 
with innovation. 

Organizational climate differs subtly from innovation processes due to a focus on the decision-
making processes of the organization. Organization process will drive the innovation processes 
in the organization. Elements of organizational climate such as trust and work satisfaction have 
also been used as dependent variables in assessing such matters as the impact of downsizing and 
organizational restructuring (Lee, 2002). According to McMurray and Scott (2003), their study 
has discovered ways over which the organizational process is progressing and becoming 
intertwined with the organizational climate. Their data analysis yielded positive indications 
according to which organizational process and climate connect with each other. Organizational 
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creative climate enables the firm capabilities for innovation. Having those researches as our 
guideline we conduct our third hypothesis as below: 

H3: The organizational climate is positively related to the Innovation Processes. 2.3.4. Organizational Resources and Innovation Processes 
Organization Resources comprise three main factors: people, systems and projects. Of these, 
people — especially “innovation champions” — are the most critical because they have a 
powerful impact on the organization’s values and climate (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). 
Organization resources like knowledgeable or expert resources will have great effect on the 
innovation processes. Great asset of any of organization resources is their leaders who will help 
and drive innovation processes. Innovation processes support the firm when it is ready to take up 
the risky project or ready to invest money into future projects, it will create a positive effect and 
will rise the creativity. Edgar H. Schein(2017) shows how managers and leaders that are 
perceived as part of the organizational resources can apply principles of culture to achieve 
organizational goals and forge positive relation with organizational processes. Having those 
researches as our guideline we conduct our fourth hypothesis as below: 

H4: The Organizational Resources are positively related to the Innovation Processes. 2.3.5. Innovation Processes and Innovation 
Innovation processes are key to explore and exploit the new innovative ideas. Innovation 
processes guide the organization towards the successful innovation. Organizational Process is the 
component that is guiding the overall processes of the organization and also to what extent 
innovation is encouraged or discouraged. The innovation success measured by the organization 
performance internally and externally. External performance is measured in terms of whether an 
innovation has paid off financially by its customers or not. Internal performance is measured by 
its employees’ satisfaction in term of reward and individual growth (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). 

Hartmann (2006) managed to exhibit employees can get more engaged in business activities and 
their behaviour is more influenced on accepting innovation when influenced by the 
organizational process. On the same line of researches, Matsuno et al. (2002) exhibits that 
proactive strategic orientation that is sourcing from flexible organizational cultures, tend to 
encourage freedom, that leads respectively to creativity and encourage innovation. This is quite 
important since innovative culture helps to identify problems and also presents solutions. An 
organizational process that supports innovation plays key role to gain sustainable competitive 
advantage. On this argument (Kwon Choi et al. 2013) that innovation plays a mediator role 
between the relationship of organizational processes and organizational performance. The 
success of innovation depends on the innovation processes which convert the idea in to the 
business value. Having those researches as our guideline we conduct our final fifth hypothesis as 
below: 

H5: The Innovation Processes and the Innovation Success are positively related to each other. 
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3. Method 

In this chapter authors are about to discuss the research methods utilized in this study. This will 
be including four major parts: research design, sampling, data analysis; and validity and 
reliability. In order to do that the authors will use the Quotient instrument as proposed by Rao 
and Weintraub (2013). The innovation culture according to the questionnaire creators’ rests on 
the foundations of the six building blocks: success, processes, resources, values, behaviours and 
climate. There will be a concept connection with the series of constructs, in our case factors and 
the research design in the chapters below. Using this survey will also help us in validating the 
hypotheses derived in the theory chapter. 

3.1.   SEM (Structural Equation Modelling) Overview 

We have decided to base our research on Structural Equation Modelling (SEM). This is a statistic 
model that aims to explain the relationships among multiple variables. In order to achieve that, 
we are planning to examine the interrelationships and structure in between those variables. We 
will also refer to them as constructs (dependent and independent variables) while those will be 
involved to our analysis. Constructs will be considered unobservable or as latent factors and will 
be represented by multiple variables. SEM can be considered as a combination of two familiar 
multivariate techniques: multiple regression analysis and factor analysis. 

The SEM model will allow the researchers to utilize separate relationships for each set of 
dependent variables. This will allow estimating a number of interdependent, but separating 
multiple regression equations, all at the same time by using a specified structural model that is 
utilized from a Statistical Program. For this research the authors have drawn upon prior 
experience, theory as well as research objectives in order to create relationship towards 
dependent and independent variables. Moreover, in this scenario many of the variables affect 
each of the dependent variables with different effects. The structural model is able to express 
those dependency relationships with accuracy. Those proposed relationships of dependent and 
independent variables are later on translated to number of structural equations for each 
dependent variable (Hair et al, 2010). 

Moreover, SEM provides the researcher the ability to incorporate latent variables into the 
analysis. A latent construct is an unobserved and hypothesized concept that can be measured by 
examining the consistency amongst multiple measured variables (Hair et al, 2010). This will 
provide the researchers with a better theoretical concept representation by using numerous 
measures and also will improve the statistical estimation of the relationships between various 
concepts. 

Any abstract or theoretical concept is always subject to some measurement error (Hair et al, 
2010). This can be created by inaccurate responses from the sample that taken part in the survey, 
or when there is uncertainty or wrong interpretation of the questions asked. Those situations give 
rise to a measurement error. The authors have taken the precautionary measures to alleviate those 
error margins by conducting individual interviews with targeted part of the sample to make sure 
the questions were understood and interpreted in the correct way and make those clear for the 
individuals that consist the sample. SEM has been chosen because it provides the measurement 
model, and this will specify the rules of correspondence between the latent and measured 
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variables. Once those constructs and measured variables are defined then the model can be used 
to assess the level of measurement error, also known as reliability. 

Reliability will point out to what degree indicators of a construct are consistent internally. But 
this will not guarantee that specific measures indicate only one concept, but the extent to which 
the indicators measure the same concept. What is important to point out is that as reliability goes 
higher the relationship between indicators and constructs is greater. This means that the construct 
explains more of the variance in each indicator. 

The next and crucial step of SEM is defining a model. This is the representation of the theory; 
that can be conceived as a systematic set of relationships that provide a comprehensive and 
consistent explanation of phenomena (Hair et al, 2010). One conventional SEM model consists 
from two main parts. The first part is the measurement model that shows how measured variables 
are combined to form a construct and the second part which is the structural model. The 
structural equation model shows how the constructs are connected and related to each other. 

When it comes to the visual representation of the SEM model this depends on how complex the 
structural models can be. All relationships can be represented using path analysis notation, but 
some researchers prefer to use a path diagram that will help to portray the model in a more visual 
form. On the SEM model, it is used as a measurement relationship to relate measured variables 
and constructs. This is represented with a straight arrow from the latent construct towards the 
measured variable. These variables as also known as indicators, because a single variable cannot 
completely represent a construct, but can be used as an indication of it. The authors are justifying 
the theoretical base of the variables because the SEM model is only able to examine empirical 
characteristics and not theoretical base. 

This brings us to the next step of the SEM process which is depicting the structural relationships 
of the model. This is fairly simple procedure since specifying a relationship translates simply as 
the relationship exists or not for the model. If it exists, then an arrow is drawn. There are two 
types of relationships that can exist among the constructs. Those are the correlational or 
dependence relationships. Measurement relationships are the ones that form dependence between 
constructs and measured variables and there is also the dependence relationship between 
constructs. This dependence specification will point out whether a construct is considered 
endogenous or exogenous. In order to specify relationships accurately in structural and 
measurement models the authors have used relevant theory. It is very important for the SEM 
because it is considered in a confirmatory analysis, and it is useful for testing and also 
confirming the theory. This means that the authors have followed a confirmatory modelling 
strategy in its most direct application. The authors have specified a single model that is 
composed of specific relationships and use the SEM to assess how well the model fits to the data. 

3.2.   The questionnaire, the population and data collection 

3.2.1. The Questionnaire 

The questionnaire is consisting of 54 questions that are our measured variables and 6 main 
factors, known as building blocks according to Rao and Weintraub (2013) “How Innovative Is 
Your Company’s Culture?”. The questionnaire is available in its full form in the Appendix.  
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Regarding the population of the survey; was sent out to more than 800 people working in high-
tech firms. The survey was answered by 230 participants only. The majority of these companies 
are connected to Sweden. The survey participants were approached via E-Mail, Social Media, 
and face to face. The survey questions are based out of Rao and Weintraub (2013) “How 
Innovative Is Your Company’s Culture?” research article published in MIT Sloan management 
review. The majority of the participants answered all the questions except for a very few minor 
participants either terminated or answered partially the survey. 

The response rate for the survey in this study at 28.75% may seem low but this survey was 
voluntary for the participants. The participants were also asked background questions about their 
age, gender, company, and country. 

3.2.2. The Population  

Regarding the age and gender: 

 

Figure 5. Age of the participants in the survey 
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Figure 6. Gender of the participants of the survey 

In the following table there is the age and gender distribution table: 

AAge   TTotal  MMale  FFemale  NNon--ddisclosure  

20-29 25 18 7 0 

30-39 79 62 16 1 

40-49 82 64 18 0 

50-59 39 30 8 1 

60-69 5 5 0 0 

TTotal  2230  1179  449  22  

Table 1. Age and gender distribution 

When it comes to the organization type, the majority of the sample are employed in 
Telecommunication industry which contributed to the sample at 43.8%, 28.1% from IT and 
18.7% from Automotive, 6.9% from Networking and Engineering, and the remaining 2.5% are in 
Financial and insurance. 
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Figure 7. Organization type 

When it comes to the location of the participants that took part in our survey, the majority 70% 
was in Sweden, followed up by UK (5.2%) and USA 3.2%. All the remaining countries were 
participating with quite small percentages from 3% to 1% as shown on the figure below: 

 

Figure 8. Employment location of the employees participated on the survey 

3.2.3. Data Collection 

SEM will be our preferred way of overviewing our sample. It is more sensitive to sample size 
than other multivariate approaches. Some algorithms used in SEM statistics might turn unreliable 
when the sample provided is relatively low. In general, one can say that sample size like in any 
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other statistical method is providing the basis of sampling error estimation. Given larger samples 
are harder to obtain and can be time consuming and expensive to get data mined it remains a 
critical question how large a sampling method should need to be to produce trustworthy results. 

To determine that for a SEM analysis there are five main factors to be considered: 
 Multivariate normality 
 The estimation technique used 
 The model complexity 
 The amount of missing data 
 The average error variance 

In our research, the goal is to maximize our sampling size, but nevertheless based on the 
discussion above and the requirement is set to a minimum of 100 samples. This size is defined as 
adequate for 5 to 6 constructs and each with more than 3 items observed. (Hair et al, 2010). 

Our sample will consist of people employed by Swedish based firms. It is important to mention 
at this point that those firms employ people all around the world giving to our sample a cultural 
and geographical multi-dimension. These employees are from different groups and parts of the 
organizations, with different technological and educational backgrounds. The questionnaire 
therefore will be sent to all employees of the organizations and this will include the higher 
management, such as CEO, CFO, technical group managers, line managers and so on.  

3.2.4. Validity and Reliability 

Having reached the final stage on our efforts of testing the validity of our structural model we 
understand that the corresponding hypothesized theoretical relationships are matching. This 
gives us the realization that this model will pass the reliability and validity tests. With the 
measurement model specified, one of the major concerns and goal is to compile sufficient data. 
Moreover, decision such as the estimation technique that will be used is already made. The main 
and most important question is to make sure that our structural model is establishing acceptable 
levels of goodness-of-fit. (Hair et al, 2010) 

Goodness-of-fit will help us indicate how well the specified model reproduces the indicator 
items amongst the covariance matrix. Each of the GFO measures are unique and can be mapped 
in three different groups: incremental measures, obsolete measures and parsimony fit measures. 
Once the estimation model is specified and sufficient data is collected, the model fit will be able 
to compare by assessing the similarity of the estimated covariance matrix which is basically our 
theory with reality, which is the observed covariance matrix. What this practically means is that 
if the covariance and estimated matrixes are the same then the researcher´s theory is perfect.  

From an ethical point of view, as researchers we have the final responsibility of making sure the 
research is keeping the highest possible quality of data and that is morally acceptable. Moreover, 
the questionnaire questions were tested on a small test group in order to ensure the questions 
were correctly perceived and understood fully by the people that take the survey. Last but not the 
least, the calculations and answer sorting are performed by both the authors separately in order to 
minimize and miscalculation risk. 
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3.3.    CFA (Confirmatory Factor Analysis) and the Model 

For this research design the authors have chosen to use confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). 
Utilizing this technique with a primary purpose to define the underlying structure between the 
variables included in our analysis. This will help to create a set of variables with common 
characteristics and form relationships between them. Therefore, our variables are becoming 
building blocks of our relationships. The questionnaire is based on this concept and will help us 
manage these variables by grouping highly correlated variables in the same groups. Those sets of 
variables that are highly interrelated with each other are known in bibliography as factors (Hair 
et al, 2010). 

As with most other statistical techniques the starting point of factor analysis is the authors key 
research question which is “How six building blocks defined by Rao and Weintraub (2013) are 
connected to the successful organizational innovation in Swedish based firms?”. Our main 
objective and the one followed by our questionnaire is to condense the information that we will 
acquire for each variable into smaller set of new variants - our factors, with the least degradation 
and loss of information possible. Our research analysis is considered confirmatory. This involves 
us as researchers to challenge our initial assumptions taken via our hypotheses stated on the 
Theory Chapter. A main target of our confirmatory factor analysis is to test our hypotheses to the 
best available level of precision.  

3.3.1. Definition of Factors  

Our research is based on the fact that the innovative culture of an organization lies on six main 
factors. They are values, climate, success, behaviours, resources, and processes. On our thesis 
those factors are referred also as six building blocks which are dynamically linked together. For 
example, the factor values has a direct impact on employee’s behaviour, and also on the climate 
of the organization.  

Values: is one of the six factors and building blocks on Rao and Weintraub’s (2013) 
questionnaire. This factor reflects how decisions and priorities are driven and also how the 
organization spends its time, resources, and investments. We are expecting the innovative 
enterprises to promote creativity, invest on being entrepreneurial, and encourage continuous 
training and learning. The values of the organization and what we attempt to measure in this 
factor is less of what is written on the annual reports and what leaders of the organization say. In 
this factor we are aiming to capture how employees invest and how they behave. The building 
block of values consists of three first order factors (higher order factors) creativity, learning, and 
entrepreneurial. These are represented by a total of nine questions that are our measured 
variables.  
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Figure 9. Hypothesized representation of factor Values with its measured variables 

Behaviours: is one of the six factors and building blocks on Rao and Weintraub’s (2013) 
questionnaire. In this factor we are investigating how employees act in the cause of innovation. 
And here we have two major scales. the one is for leaders, whose acts are expected to include 
willingness to exchange older services and products with fresh and better ones. Also, to be able 
to provide more energy and passions to their employees by describing vividly the future of the 
firm. On the other side the employee’s actions towards supporting innovation is to be ready to 
overcome daily technical roadblocks, keeping the resources requests low when the budget is 
limited and also listening and paying attention to customer requests. The building block of 
behaviours consists of three first order factors (higher order factors) energize, enable and engage. 
These are represented by a total of nine questions that are our measured variables.  

 

Va
lu

es
We have a burning desire to explore opportunities and to create new things.

We have a healthy appetite and tolerance for ambiguity when pursuing new 
opportunities.

We avoid analysis paralysis when we identify new opportunities by 
exhibiting a bias towards action.

We encourage new ways of thinking and solutions from diverse perspectives.

Our workplace provides us the freedom to pursue new opportunities

We take delight in being spontaneous and are not afraid to laugh at ourselves

We are good at asking questions in the pursuit of the unknown.

We are constantly experimenting in our innovation efforts.

We are not afraid to fail, and we treat failure as a learning opportunity
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Figure 10. Hypothesized representation of factor Behaviours with its measured variables 

Climate: is one of the six factors and building blocks on Rao and Weintraub’s (2013) 
questionnaire. Climate is important as a factor because plays a vital role in workplace life. The 
climate that is innovative can facilitate enthusiasm and engagement for the employees. Also, 
employees will feel more positive on taking on risks within a safe working environment that will 
encourage learning and independent thinking. The building block of climate consists of three 
first order factors (higher order factors), simplicity, collaboration and safety. These are 
represented by a total of nine questions that are our measured variables.  

 

Be
ha

vi
ou

rs
Our leaders inspire us with a vision for the future and articulation of opportunities for 
the organization.

Our leaders frequently challenge us to think and act entrepreneurially.

Our leaders model the right innovation behaviours for others to follow.

Our leaders devote time to coach and provide feedback in our innovation efforts.

In our organization, people at all levels proactively take initiative to innovate.

Our leaders provide support to project team members during both successes and 
failures.

Our leaders use appropriate influence strategies  to help us navigate around 
organizational obstacles.

Our leaders are able to modify and change course of action when needed.

Our leaders persist in following opportunities even in the face of adversity
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Figure 11. Hypothesized representation of factor Climate with its measured variables 

Resources: is one of the six factors and building blocks on Rao and Weintraub’s (2013) 
questionnaire. Resources are focusing on people and this includes especially those known as 
“innovation champions”. Meaning those individuals that have a critical impact on the 
organization’s climate and values. The building block of resources consists of three first order 
factors (higher order factors) people, systems and projects. These are represented by a total of 
nine questions that are our measured variables.  

.  

Cl
im

at
e

We have a community that speaks a common language about innovation.

We appreciate, respect and leverage the differences that exist within our community.

We work well together in teams to capture opportunities.

We are consistent in actually doing the things that we say we value.

We question decisions and actions that are inconsistent with our values.

We are able to freely voice our opinions, even about unconventional ideas.

We minimize rules, policies, bureaucracy and rigidity to simplify our workplace.

People take responsibility for their own actions and avoid blaming others. 

Our people know exactly how to get started and move initiatives through the 
organization.
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Figure 12. Hypothesized representation of factor Resources with its measured variables 

Processes: is one of the six factors and building blocks on Rao and Weintraub’s (2013) 
questionnaire. This is mainly the path that the innovations are following as they are developing 
through time. Through its processes the organization is capturing and shifting towards new ideas 
and concepts. This is the dimension system where the major reviewing is happening and also 
prototyping or prioritizing of the various tasks. The building block of processes consists of three 
first order factors (higher order factors) ideate, shape and capture. These are represented by a 
total of nine questions that are our measured variables.  

 

Re
so

ur
ce

s
We have committed leaders who are willing to be champions of innovation.

We have access to innovation experts who can support our projects.

We have the internal talent to succeed in our innovation projects.

We have the right recruiting and hiring systems in place to support a culture of 
innovation.

We have good collaboration tools to support our innovation efforts.

We are good at leveraging our relationships with suppliers and vendors to pursue 
innovation.

We give people dedicated time to pursue new opportunities.

Money We have dedicated finances to pursue new opportunities.

We have dedicated physical and/or virtual space to pursue new opportunities
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Figure 13. Hypothesized representation of factor Process with its measured variables  

Success: is one of the six factors and building blocks on Rao and Weintraub’s (2013) 
questionnaire. Success as a factor has the ability to reinforce the organization's processes, 
behaviours and values. In return this will drive many decisions and actions that are depending on 
success, meaning which employees will be rewarded or which tasks and projects will get to be 
utilized. Success consists of three first order factors (higher order factors) personal, external and 
enterprise. These are represented by a total of nine questions that are our measured variables.  

Next part on our research design is to distinguish between variables and constructs. Models that 
are using the SEM method typically involve both a structural model and a measurement model. 
Variables are the actual items that can be measured in detail using an observation or a survey, 
like in our case, or some other measurement device. Since variables can take a precise value, 
these are considered as observable and can obtain direct measure via the questionnaire. On the 
other side constructs are unobservable and are represented by a variate that consists of multiple 
variables. In other words, multiple variables come together mathematically and create the 
construct. To provide a schematic representation for our research we have created the following 
theoretical relationship diagram for our SEM model below. We are taking as example the 
Construct of Success that consists nine measured variables (customers, competitors, financial, 
purpose, discipline, capabilities, satisfaction, growth, and reward): 

Pr
oc

es
se

s 
We systematically generate ideas from a vast and diverse set of sources.  

We methodically filter and refine ideas to identify the most promising opportunities.

We select opportunities based on a clearly articulated risk portfolio.

Prototype We move promising opportunities quickly into prototyping.

We have effective feedback loops between our organization and the voice of the 
customer.

We quickly stop projects based on predefined failure criteria.   

Our processes are tailored to be flexible and context-based rather than bureaucracy-
based.

We quickly go to market with the most promising opportunities.

We rapidly allocate resources to scale initiatives that show market promise.
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Figure 14. Hypothesized representation of factor Success with its measured variables 

From the detailed six theoretical factors definitions above the authors are now in position to 
specify the measurement model. The model indicated below is the full measurement model 
where there are no structural relationships amongst the constructs. All factors at this point are 
considered exogenous and correlated. This model is known as CFA model, and is the basis of for 
the structural equation model. 

Su
cc

es
s

Our customers think of us as an innovative organization.

Our innovation performance is much better than other firms in our industry.

Our innovation efforts have led us to better financial performance than others in our industry.

We treat innovation as a long-term strategy rather than a short-term fix.

We have a deliberate, comprehensive and disciplined approach to innovation.

innovation projects have helped our organization develop new capabilities that we did not 
have three years ago.

I am satisfied with my level of participation in our innovation initiatives.

We deliberately stretch and build our people’s competencies by their participation in new 
initiatives.

We reward people for participating in potentially risky opportunities, irrespective of the 
outcome



 

 35

 

Figure 15. Path Diagram showing Hypothesized Measurement model (CFA) 

3.4.   SEM and final results 

Having specified the CFA model based on the theoretical background now it is the moment to 
carefully select what it is believed to be the key factors that drive innovative culture in the 
organization. Under this process the authors will specify the structural model, combining the 
theoretical background, the author´s experiences and judgment.  

On the diagram representation below (Figure 16), it is shown not only the complete set of 
constructs and indicators in the SEM measurement model, but also shown the structural 
relationships between those constructs. This is a replication of the model we are in quest to 
estimate. This is the base for testing our overall theory including the measurement relationships 
of constructs and indicators as well as our hypotheses against those relationships. 
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 H1: The organization values are positively related to the Innovation Processes  
 H2: The organization behaviour is positively related to the Innovation Processes 
 H3: The organization climate is positively related to the Innovation Processes 
 H4: The Organization Resources are positively related to the Innovation Processes  
 H5: The Innovation Processes and the Innovation Success are positively related to each 

other. 

 

Figure 16. Path Diagram showing specified hypothesized Structural relationships 

Regarding the final results of the model the authors will work gradually on presenting those 
factors and variables that are mostly driving the innovative culture on this specific sample. In 
order to achieve that as a first step the authors are going to make iterations using the highest 
correlated but also most significant questions. This will lead to the construction of the new model 
that is based on the theoretical but includes the modifications that comes via the targeted variable 
elimination. When this is completed the CFA analysis will point out which correlations in both 
directions are correlated with which the most. At this point the authors will judge how this 
variable correlation is working, to determine if the already conceived model needs to be changed 
or remain as is with targeted adjustments. 

Having eliminated the lowest correlated and insignificant variables the authors proceed with the 
series of variables that represent construct and run the SEM. At this stage the research is passing 
from the correlation relationship of CFA (meaning both directions bender arrow in AMOS) to 
dependence relationship (straight one-directional arrow in AMOS). In the SEM, the authors will 
investigate and conclude after testing various scenarios to the most appropriate model, and which 
are the factors or potentially new factors that are key ingredients for Innovative culture. 
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4. Empirical Findings  

In this chapter empirical findings for the successful innovative organizational culture is discussed 
based on the Theory and the Method presented in the chapters 2 and 3. 

4.1. Sample Validity 

Data screening procedures were conducted to handle missing data i.e. the incomplete or the 
partially filled survey results. The missing data was handled by using two methods. Method 1. 
Complete Case approach (known as likewise deletion, where the respondent is eliminated if data 
is missing on any variable/s). Method 2. Expectation-Maximization (EM) (EM is imputing 
missing data with maximum likelihood estimates). It was found six respondents did not answer 
too many or most of the questions. In this case the complete case approach was applied which is 
removing the complete respondent record. A very few respondents records (comparing to the 
sample size is 224) were found with missing one or two answers which was handled by using 
Expectation-Maximization (EM) method. The little MCAR (Missing completely at random) test 
with the deleted six records showed results to be not significant (Chi-Square = 953.567, DF = 
892, Sig. = .075). The EM method is applied to impute the missing data after confirming the data 
is missing completely at random by performing MCAR test. 

4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

4.2.1. Selection of questions 

Pearson correlations for all the variables or the items with in the CFA measurement model were 
evaluated and analyzed. Table 2 presents Bivariate Pearson Correlation Matrix. All the items 
produced statistically significant correlation at P < 0.01 level (2-tailed) for the sample size 
provided to the SPSS tool version 25. The range of correlation between inter items range from 
min 0.25 at P <0.01 to max 0.796 at P < 0.01 indicating moderate and sometimes high 
correlations both within and across related factors (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). The 
Table 2. contains yellow and green color marked highly correlated variables. The green color 
variables were selected for CFA measurement model. 

The construct Success is given extended name “Innovation success” to bring better 
understanding of the construct. For “Innovation Success” construct which has questions Q1 to 
Q9 (see Appendix Table 15) we see high correlation (> 0.6) between all the questions. After 
analysing bit further keeping the correlation value and theoretical contribution of the question to 
the Innovation success construct, Q3: Our innovation efforts have led us to better financial 
performance than others in our industry and Q2: Our innovation performance is much better 
than other firms in our industry have high correlation to Success. Innovation success is always 
measured in terms of firm’s financial performance and its market value compared to other firms 
in the same market. And questions Q5: We have a deliberate, comprehensive and disciplined 
approach to innovation and Q6: Our innovation projects have helped our organization develop 
new capabilities that we did not have three years ago are very much connected to the Innovation 
success construct as disciplined or process-oriented approach is key to turn the innovative ideas 
into the business value. Q8: We deliberately stretch and build our people’s competencies by their 
participation in new initiatives and Q9: We reward people for participating in potentially risky 
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opportunities, irrespective of the outcome, are highly correlated to the innovation success 
construct as employees of the firm need to be competent and rewarded for their performance all 
the time to keep the motivation and inspiration for the successful innovation.  

For “Processes” construct which has questions ranging from Q10 to Q18 we see high correlation 
between the questions and towards the construct Processes. The question Q10: We systematically 
generate ideas from a vast and diverse set of sources which is highly correlated with in the 
construct and shows inter construct correlation. It is very important to collect the ideas 
systematically from all kinds of sources to explore further in the innovation processes. Similarly, 
Q11, Q13, and Q18 are highly correlated with other questions in the construct.  

For “Values” construct which has questions ranging from Q19 to Q27 we see high correlation 
between the questions and the construct Values. The questions Q20: We have a healthy appetite 
and tolerance for ambiguity when pursuing new opportunities and Q26: We are constantly 
experimenting in our innovation efforts have correlation values >0.7 and these questions 
represent the risk taking and continuous learning from failures. The questions Q22, Q23, and 
Q25 also have high correlation between questions in the construct, also represents organization 
values “courage” and “freedom”. 

For “Behaviours” construct which has questions ranging from Q28 to Q36 we see very high 
correlation between the questions and the construct Behaviours. The construct has correlation 
values >0.7 for most of the questions. The question Q29: Our leaders frequently challenge us to 
think and act entrepreneurially has the highest correlation value 0.796 and it represents leaders’ 
behaviour in the firm. Other questions Q30, Q31, Q34, and Q35 are having correlation values 
>0.7 and they represent high standard behaviour from the leaders in supporting the employees. 

For “Climate” construct which has questions ranging from Q37 to Q45 we see very high 
correlation between the questions and the construct Climate. All the questions in the construct 
have correlation value >0.6 which represents the questions are highly correlated with each other. 
The question Q40: We are consistent in actually doing the things that we say we value has the 
correlation value 0.702 and it also represents the employees’ expectation about the organization 
climate. Other questions Q38, Q42, and Q45 are having correlation values >0.6 and represents 
the healthy climate condition. 

For “Resources” construct which has questions ranging from Q46 to Q54 we see very high 
correlation between the questions and the construct Resources. The question Q54: We have 
dedicated physical and/or virtual space to pursue new opportunities has the highest correlation 
value 0.769 and theoretical it represents organization support with the required resources to work 
on innovative ideas. Other questions Q50, Q52, and Q53 are having correlation values >0.6 and 
represents organization support in providing tools and expert people to try out their innovative 
ideas. 

The selection of questions is summarized in the Table 8 under Appendix
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Table 2. Correlation Matrix 

     Green indicates selected   
variables/questions 
 
     Yellow indicates highly 
correlated variables/questions  

(value > 0.6) 
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4.2.2. Measurement model 

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on all the six factors to evaluate a better model fit. 
The overall measurement model was designed using SPSS AMOS as shown in (Figure 15). The 
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the AMOS.  

The measurement model validity depends on (1) acceptable levels of goodness-of-fit for the 
measurement model (2) finding evidence of construct validity (Hair et al, 2010). Goodness-of-fit 
(GOF) indicates how well the specified model reproduces the observed covariance matrix among 
the indicator items. There are several alternative GOF measures available for the researchers. 
There are three general measurement groups: absolute measures, incremental measures, and 
parsimony fit measures (Hair et al, 2010). Model fit compares the theory to reality by assessing 
the similarity of the estimated covariance matrix (theory) to reality (the observed covariance 
matrix). If the theory is perfect, the observed and estimated covariance matrices would be the 
same (Hair et al, 2010). 
 
As a first step in the design of the overall measurement model, using the above selection process 
only twenty seven questions were included in the measurement model. The selected questions for 
CFA are available in the Table 8 in Appendix. The initial CFA measurement is shown in Figure 
22 in Appendix.  
 
Results of the initial CFA model are shown (Figure 22) acceptable level of model fit. Chi-square 
= 610.105, df = 309, CFI = 0.933, GFI = 0.831, AGFI = 0.794 and RMSEA = 0.066. Where GFI 
performance was close but did not reach the recommended threshold value of Goodness of Fit 
Index (GFI) >.90 (Hairand Money, 2010). RMSEA was well below the recommended value 
RMSEA <.095 (Bagozziand Yi, 1988) which was good. 
 
To achieve better model fit values, initially the questions loading less than 0.7 were deleted. The 
question Q3 from the innovation success construct was deleted which was loading at 0.63. And 
the question Q25 from the organization values was deleted which was loading at 0.69. In the 
successive attempts to improve the model fit few more questions were deleted. The question Q45 
from the construct organization climate and the question Q50 from the construct organization 
resources were deleted as they were loading at just above 0.7. Finally, the question Q3 from the 
construct innovation success was deleted after reviewing the modification indices results in 
AMOS tool.  
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Figure 17. Final measurement model (CFA model). 

 
GOF measure Achieved value Expected value 
CHI-SQUARE 337.802 Depending on model, 

no limit. Theory is 
supported if P<0.05 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 

193 Depending on model, 
no limit 

PROBABILITY 
VALUE 

0.0 >0.05 

CMIN/DF 1.750  Positive and > 1 
AGFI 0.844 > 0.8 
GFI 0.881 > 0.9 
RMSEA 0.058 < 0.1 
PCLOSE 0.1 >0.05 
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Loading factors with in 
constructs (convergent 
validity) 

>0.7 0.5≤λ≤0.95 

SRMR 0.0412 <0.5 
Construct Reliability 
(CR) 

<5 <5 

Table 3. Model fit measurement summary 

The final CFA measurement model with reduced variables/questions that are loaded in to the 
construct shown in the Figure 17. The results of the model fit are shown in the Table 3. Each of 
the standardized factor loadings exceeded 0.70 (Hair, Black, Babin, &Anderson, 2010). The Chi-
Square Test assesses the overall model in terms of the discrepancy between the sample and 
estimated covariance matrix. If the theory is supported then the Chi-Square value computed from 
the sample must be statistically insignificant (P< .05) (Hair and Money, 2010). As shown in the 
Table 3, P = 0.000 indicates the size of the survey results was large. Hair et al(2010) and 
Holmes-Smith(2006) recommended a model is required to report at least one incremental 
fit(CFI), one absolute fit(RMSEA), and parsimony fit measures(Chisq/df).  

As reported all the values reached desired level except for GFI value (0.881) which is close to 
the desired value (>0.9). So, the model considered as a good fit model for the next stage of SEM 
modeling. The assessment of normality and questions loadings is reported in Appendix Table 10.  

4.3. Structural Equation Modelling 

The authors after performing CFA on the measurement model, confidently proceeded to testing 
the hypothesis discussed in the theory (Chapter 2), using SPSS AMOS version 25 software. The 
authors used SEM method and tested different configurations to explain and explore the 
connection between the six constructs. The six constructs are Innovation Success, Innovation 
Process, Organization Values, Leaders’ Behaviours, Organization Climate and Organization 
Resources. The SEM model holds all the proposed hypotheses (H1 to H5) based on the proposed 
theoretical model i.e. the relationship between the constructs as shown in Figure 18.  
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Figure 18. Path diagram of Structural Equation Model 

4.3.1. Hypothetical model 

The hypothetical model which was proposed through the theory was tested as the first scenario 
by Structural Equation Modeling. In this scenario, the construct Innovation Processes acts as 
mediating factor between the innovation success and all other factors, the Organizational Values, 
the Leaders Behaviour, the Organizational Climate, and the Organizational Resources. 
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Figure 19. SEM hypothetical model 

The values on the path diagram arrows represent the variables path coefficients, which provide 
the weight of these links in the path analysis. The model above shows that three factors, the 
Organizational Values, the Organizational Behaviour, and the Organizational Resources are 
positively affecting the Innovation Processes factor. But the factor Organizational Climate has 
negative path coefficient which means its negatively affecting the Innovation Processes factor. 
Interestingly, the Organizational Values is the biggest contributor to the innovation Processes 
with a very high value followed by the Organizational Resources and the Organizational 
Behaviour factors. The Innovation Processes factor is strongly connected to the Innovation 
Success factor and which is positively affecting the Innovation Success factor. While looking at 
the loading factors, except hypotheses for H3 and H4 all other three hypotheses are supported 
(H1, H2, and H5).  
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Hypothesis Path Path 
coefficient 
weight 

CR 
value > 
1.96 

Supported 
(Yes/No) 

H1 Organization Values  Innovation 
Process 
(The Organizational Values are positively related to the 
Organizational culture) 

0.759 5.901 Yes 

H2 Organizational Behaviour  
Innovation Process 
(The organizational behaviour is positively related to 
Organizational Culture) 

0.226 2.778 Yes 

H3 Organizational Climate  Innovation 
Process  
(The organizational climate is positively related to 
Organizational Culture) 

-0.247 -2.071 No 

H4 Organizational Resources  
Innovation Process 
(The Organizational Resources are positively related to 
Organizational Culture) 

0.114 1.538 No 

H5 Innovation Process  Innovation 
Success 

1.020 13.167 Yes 

Table 4. Testing of hypothetical model hypotheses 

To test and confirm the hypotheses, statistical criterion was applied. On applying the statistical 
criterion of Critical Ratio (CR) which tests loading significance, and the value must be higher 
than 1.96 (Hox and Bechger, 1998; Garson, 2007), the statistics provide support to all the model 
hypotheses, except the hypothesis the Organizational Climate effects the Innovation Processes 
i.e. Processes (as CR=-0.082<1,96). An overview of the results is depicted in Table 4.  

4.3.2. Alternative models 

Alternative models were examined to check for better theoretical and model fit. To explore 
further the paths were added directly from the Organizational Values, the Organizational 
Behaviour, the Organizational Climate, the Organizational Resources, and the Innovation 
Processes to the Innovation Success. 
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Figure 20. SEM direct model 

 
Hypothesis Path Path 

coefficient 
weight 

CR 
value 
> 1.96 

Supported 
(Yes/No) 

H1a Organizational Values  Innovation 
Success 
(The Organizational Values are positively related to the 
innovation success) 

0.456 1.915 No 

H2a Organizational Behaviour  
Innovation Success 
(The organizational behaviour is positively related to the 
innovation success) 

0.261 2.931 Yes 

H3a Organizational Climate  Innovation 
Success  
(The organizational climate is positively related to the 
innovation success) 

-0.306 -1.917 No 
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H4a Organizational Resources  
Innovation Success 
(The Organizational Resources are positively related to the 
innovation success) 

-0.157 -1.597 No 

H5a Innovation Processes  Innovation 
Success 
(The innovation processes positively related to the 
innovation success) 

0.645 2.826 Yes 

Table 5. Testing of Direct model hypotheses 

Finally, the adjusted model was constructed by removing the path between the Innovation 
Processes and the Organization Climate from the hypothetical model discussed earlier. 
 

 
Figure 21. SEM Adjusted model 
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Hypothesis Path Path 
coefficient 
weight 

CR 
value > 
1.96 

Supported 
(Yes/No) 

H1b Organizational Values  Innovation 
Success 
(The Organizational Values are positively related to the 
innovation success) 

0.611 6.380 Yes 

H2b Organizational Behaviour  
Innovation Success 
(The organizational behaviour is positively related to the 
innovation success) 

0.142 2.040 Yes 

H4b Organizational Resources  
Innovation Success 
(The Organizational Resources are positively related to the 
innovation success) 

0.159 2.316 Yes 

H5b Innovation Processes  Innovation 
Success 
(The innovation processes positively related to the 
innovation success) 

1.011 13.090 Yes 

Table 6. Testing of adjusted model hypotheses 

4.3.3. SEM model’s summary 

In the below Table 7 summary of all the models examined above is presented.  

MODEL CHI-
SQUARE 

DF CHI-
SQUARE/ 
DF 

P-
VALUE 

CFI GFI AGFI RMSEA PCLOSE 

Hypothetical 346.81 197 1.760 0.000 0.96 0.878 0.844 0.058 0.087 
Direct 337.802 193 1.750 0.000 0.961 0.881 0.844 0.058 0.1 
Adjusted 351.675 198 1.776 0.000 0.959 0.876 0.842 0.059 0.072 

Table 7. Model fit summary (all models) 

All the hypotheses were tested for their support theoretically as well as statistically in the above 
presented SEM models i.e. hypothetical model, direct model, and adjusted model. All the models 
showed almost same model fit values without significant differences. But the adjusted model 
without the hypothesis H3 (Path from the Organizational Climate to the Innovation Processes) 
showed the support for all the remaining four hypotheses i.e. H1, H2, H4 and H5. 
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5. Analysis and Discussion 

In this chapter, the authors are going to analyze and discuss the outcome of the empirical data 
that has been collected. The aim is to combine the data analysis and results from our sample in 
correlation to the theoretical framework and what that stipulates. The authors hypotheses and 
arguments were built and based on specific theoretical framework explained in the Theory 
chapter. The purpose of the thesis is to investigate the relationship between the six building 
blocks or key factors defined by Rao and Weintraub (2013) for the successful organizational 
innovation. 

- How six building blocks defined by Rao and Weintraub (2013) are connected to the successful 
organizational innovation in Swedish based firms? 

As we see there are strong connections or relations between all the six building blocks or factors 
with each other via empirical results which was also discussed in the theory. The hypothesis 
assumed between the organizational climate and the innovation processes is not supported by the 
empirical results as expected on the basis of theory. All the remaining four hypotheses are 
supported. We will discuss further in the below sections. 

5.1. Theory and the Empirical model 

5.1.1. Innovation Success 

An innovative organizational culture must be measured by its innovation success which is a 
critical measurement factor. The innovation success is measured in terms of external success like 
financially, market share, perceived by competition, customers etc. and internally employees’ 
innovation capability, personal rewards, etc. 

The construct innovation success was measured by using nine questions in the questionnaire but 
eventually the initial CFA model was designed with the five questions selected, those were Q3, 
Q5, Q6, Q8, and Q9 (Appendix Table 8). The five questions were selected based on their 
correlation values and the theoretical significance for the CFA measurement model. In the 
process to improve the model fit values, two more questions were removed based on their 
statistical values. The final three questions Q6, Q8, and Q9 represented the construct well. The 
critical representation for success (Q6) is Organization new products/capabilities which in turn 
represents success in the market as well customer growth. The other important factor (Q8 and 
Q9) is employee’s personal success in terms of participation in innovation without failure of fear 
and getting rewarded. The innovation success has strong relation with all other constructs, but it 
has very strong connection with the innovation processes.  

5.1.2. Innovation Processes 

The Innovation Processes is one of the key factors which drive the innovative ideas to the 
market. The Innovation Processes are driven by the organizational culture. Aristotle said, “We 
are what we repeatedly do”. The culture is set of predictable actions or behaviour. The 
innovation processes will define how the innovative ideas are funneled to business valuables. 
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The innovation processes construct was measured by using nine questions in the questionnaire 
but eventually the initial CFA model was designed with the four questions selected, those were 
Q10, Q11, Q13, and Q18 (Appendix Table 8). The questions Q10 and Q11 are about systematic 
approach of selecting ideas, it is very critical to follow a process to filter all the great ideas, to 
ensure the required support in the next stages. The question Q13 and Q18 are about quickly 
making the prototype from the innovative ideas and allocating required resources for doing the 
same. As per Lean methodology it is very important to make a prototype (Minimum Viable 
Product called MVP) which will be used for learning from the users/customers. 

5.1.3. Organizational Values 

The organizational values represent how the organizational and the individual communication 
happen within the organization. It also represents thinking and decision making principles (Rao 
&Weintraub, 2013). In today’s world most of the organizations make their values drive 
management and employees. The organizational values move creativity or innovation forward by 
providing guiding principles. 

The organizational values construct was measured by using nine questions in the questionnaire 
but eventually the initial CFA model was designed with the five questions selected, those were 
Q20, Q22, Q23, Q25, and Q26 (Appendix Table 8). The questions Q20, Q22, and Q23 are about 
freedom to explore and learn from new and unknown opportunities. The questions Q25 and Q26 
are about learning by asking, and leaders setting visionary goals for the organization. 

5.1.4. Leaders Behaviour 

Leaders behaviour in any organization is a critical factor for the organization success. The 
leaders are expected to be role models for the employees, and their actions foster the 
organizational behaviour. In any successful innovative organization, the leaders support and their 
participation in the innovative activities becomes the critical factor. In an innovative 
organization, the leaders provide required guidance to the employees during the challenging 
times. The most expected behaviour is servant leader behaviour. 

The construct Leaders behaviour was measured by using nine questions in the questionnaire but 
eventually the initial CFA model was designed with the five questions selected, those were Q29, 
Q30, Q31, Q34, and Q35 (Appendix Table 8). The question Q29 expect the leaders to act 
entrepreneurially and challenge the employees to act entrepreneurially. The questions Q30 and 
Q31 expect the leaders to be role models for others and provide feedback to others when needed 
in their innovation efforts. The questions Q34 and Q35 check the leaders’ behaviour to be 
strategic thinking and quick in analyzing the market situation and taking decisions. 

5.1.5. Organizational Climate 

Organizational climate defines how individuals are feeling with in workplace environment. The 
positive climate makes individuals/employees work close and feel a safe environment. The 
innovative organizational climate encourages everyone to be enthusiastic, risk taking, and fosters 
learning from each other. The organizational climate has great impact on the creativity and the 
innovation. 
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The construct organizational climate was measured by using nine questions in the questionnaire 
but eventually the initial CFA model was designed with the four questions selected, those were 
Q38, Q40, Q42, and Q45 (Appendix Table 8). The questions Q38 and Q40 checks the climate to 
be respectful and value each other in the organization. The questions Q42 and Q45 checks the 
climate to provide freedom in expressing opinions and people know how to move forward with 
the innovative ideas. 

5.1.6. Organizational Resources 

Organizational Resources provides the key path for successful innovation activities. The 
organizational resources comprise three main factors: people, systems, and projects (Rao & 
Weintraub, 2013). For innovative ideas to move forward, a right team and the support from the 
leaders or innovation champions is must. 

The organizational resources construct was measured by using nine questions in the 
questionnaire but eventually the initial CFA model was designed with the four questions 
selected, those were Q50, Q52, Q53, and Q54 (Appendix Table 8). The question Q50 checks if 
employees are able to collaborate and provided with the required tools. The question Q52 checks 
if employees have dedicated time to explore innovative ideas. The questions Q53 and Q54 
checks if there is enough financial and physical/virtual space provided to the employees. 

5.2. Hypothesis testing 

We will start discussing about the hypothetical SEM model first and later we will look at the 
direct model and adjusted model. The first hypothesis was that - H1: The organizational values 
are positively related to the Innovation Processes (Organizational culture). The corresponding 
standardized regression weight of the path coefficient for this hypothesis is 0.81 and this is 
pointing at a considerably positive impact. The CR value is very high at 5.901 and way above the 
cut-off value 1.96. This reveals statistical significance. Even in the adjusted model the path 
coefficient value is 0.66 and the corresponding CR value is 6.380 which is better than the 
hypothetical model value. Those statistical findings are inline and confirm existing research and 
literature regarding the positive relation between the organizational values and the innovation 
processes. Matsuno et al., (2002) exhibits that proactive strategic orientation that is sourcing 
from flexible organizational culture, tend to encourage the value of freedom and being 
entrepreneurial, that leads respectively to creativity and encourage innovation. Moreover, 
Hartmann (2006) managed to exhibit that employees can get more engaged in business activities 
when positively influenced by an inspiring innovation process. 

The second hypothesis was that - H2: The organizational behaviour is positively related to the 
Innovation Processes. At this point the weight of the path coefficient is 0.27, indicating a positive 
impact. At the same time the high CR value of 2.778 above the limit of 1.96. Even in the 
adjusted model the path coefficient value is 0.17 and the corresponding CR Value is 2.040. The 
above statistical findings are inline with related theory and research. For example, leaders can 
have a great impact on creating an organizational behaviour by articulating strategic intent to 
provide a specific focus or specific focus areas for the organization to form an organizational 
culture. Rewards and recognition are being used to reinforce and promote desired behaviours that 
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ultimately work as a mechanism for building an organizational culture (Hamel and Prahalad, 
2005). 

The third hypothesis was that - H3: The organizational climate is positively related to the 
Innovation Processes (Organizational Culture: As the authors understand that the Innovation 
Processes is subset of the Organization Culture, the authors used the Organizational Culture as 
interim word for the Innovation Processes.). The path coefficient weight on this measurement is -
0.24 and the CR value is pointing at -2.071 that is lower than the limit of 1.96. This is an 
indication that this result is not statistically significant. In the adjusted model the hypothesis H3 
is removed as it observed it is affecting other relationships as well. One of the observations is the 
organizational climate changes quite frequently, as it looked as emotions (Patterson et al, 2005). 
This comes into contradiction to relevant theories and past researches that reveal a positive 
correlation between those two constructs. For example, according to McMurray and Scott 
(2003), their study has discovered ways over which the organizational culture is progressing and 
becoming intertwined with the organizational climate. Their data analysis yielded positive 
indications according to which the organizational culture and climate connect with each other. 

The fourth hypothesis was that - H4: The Organizational Resources are positively related to the 
Innovation Processes (Organizational Culture). In the hypothetical model, the weight of the path 
coefficient is pointing at 0.12 showing positive impact. The high CR value of 1.538 that is close 
to the limit of 1.96. In the adjusted model where the hypothesis H3 is removed, the path 
coefficient value is 0.17 and the CR value is 2.316 which is greater than 1.96. The organizational 
resources refer to people, systems and projects. For example, Edgar H. Schein(2017) shows how 
managers and leaders that are perceived as part of the organizational resources can apply 
principles of culture to achieve organizational goals and forge positive relation with the 
innovation processes.  

The fifth and last hypothesis was that - H5: The Innovation Processes (Organizational Culture) 
and the Innovation Success are positively related to each other. At this point the weight of the 
path coefficient is 0.94 showing a positive impact. The high CR value of 13.167 is way above the 
limit of 1.96 and also reveals a statistical significance. Even in the adjusted model the path 
coefficient value is 0.94 and the corresponding CR value is 13.090. There are many researches 
examining the relationship between those two constructs and below there are some references 
that point the authors hypotheses are inline with existing researches and theories. This is quite 
important since innovative culture helps to identify problems and also presents solutions leading 
to the organizational innovation success. Another example is that the organizational culture that 
supports innovation plays key role to gain sustainable competitive advantage. (Kwon Choi et al. 
2013) argues that innovation plays a mediator role between the relationship of organizational 
culture and organizational performance. 

The authors also tried to find out alternative models by changing and removing the path/s. The 
first alternative which is the direct model where all the paths are directly connected to the 
innovation success from all other five factors. The direct paths from the innovation processes, the 
organizational values, the leader’s behaviour to the innovation success is positive and other two 
paths from the organizational climate and the organizational resources shown significant 
negative impact on the innovation success. And then other model where the hypothetical model 
is adjusted by removing the path between the organizational climate and the innovation 
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processes significantly improved the path coefficients of all other hypotheses. In all the models 
adjusted model is the better model.  

During the time that the questionnaire has been launched there were quite many responders that 
have shown a great interest on the relationship of those building factors and more specifically in 
some cases the one between the innovation processes and the innovation success. They have 
pointed out the importance of innovation and also organizational culture in terms of giving the 
edge on attaining or maintaining the lead between the firm and its competitors. It has also been 
taken into consideration the era of quite dynamic business environment changes and technology 
blooming.  

There has been also a unanimous interest on sharing the results of the data analysis of this 
research as well as an open conversation regarding those. It was mentioned that this will help to 
understand the amount of contribution of each of those factors to the overall concept of 
innovation in the firms. some of the contributors in our sample expressed the strong interest on 
acquiring the knowledge of which are the biggest contributing factors that lead to corporate 
innovation and success in order to focus their effort in the right direction. 
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6. Conclusions 

The results that have been obtained on this research study confirm that there is a positive 
correlation and influence of the six building blocks as defined by Rao and Weintraub (2013). 
Based on the original theoretical model innovation processes is the most important factor for a 
firm to be “Successful Innovative firm”. The authors studied the six building blocks, which are  
Success, Processes, Resources, Climate, Behaviour, and Values defined by Rao and Weintraub 
(2013) to find the relationship across these building blocks. The authors presented five 
hypotheses based on the theory.  

Hypotheses: 
 
H1: The organizational Values are positively related to the Innovation Processes 
H2: The organizational Behaviour is positively related to the Innovation Processes 
H3: The organizational Climate is positively related to the Innovation Processes 
H4: The Organizational Resources are positively related to the Innovation Processes 
H5: The Innovation Processes and the Innovation Success are positively related to each other 

The results generated from the data collected by performing the survey in high-tech firms based 
in Sweden confirmed that four of these hypotheses discussed to be correct i.e. H1, H2, H4, and 
H5 except H3. After analyzing closely, the hypotheses based on the theory and the available 
measured data the authors proceeded to the generation of multiple SEM models in order to find 
the model that best describes the actual sample pulse and engagement. This resulted in the 
hypothetical, the direct, and the adjusted models that yielded similar model fit values. The 
authors in the process of interpreting the survey sample answers and also to maintain only the 
statistically highly correlated variables have renamed and recreated the original model constructs 
as shown and explained on the chapter 4. The adjusted model is providing support for all initial 
hypotheses H1, H2, H4 and H5 except the H3 hypothesis. This points out that for the sample 
taking part on the research the path towards the organizational climate is negatively related to the 
overall innovation processes.  

The dependency relationship between the innovation processes (organizational culture) and the 
innovation success is strongly confirmed by the structural equation modeling which was also 
highlighted in the personal interviews conducted during the data collection. The organizational 
values are also most highlighted and important for many of the employees working in high-tech 
firms, this strong bonding is confirmed by the data results. The values like creativity, learning, 
and entrepreneurial are discussed during the interviews which are considered as part of the 
organizational values. The organizational resources drive the collaboration between the 
employees. The employees expect the support for their ideas in terms of compensation and 
people with the expertise or guiding people. 

6.1. Implications 

The innovation processes (organizational culture) is the main factor for any firm to become a 
successful innovative organization. Most firms would like to understand how to implement 
quickly the innovative organizational culture. The model developed in this research will be 
helpful in understanding, analyzing, and implementing the factors discussed in established 
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medium companies with more than three years financial history. At this point it is worth 
mentioning that the survey participants were from international Swedish companies. Moreover, 
the size and the displacement of the organizations’ members took part in the survey is also 
different. Last but not least, the current market and financial situation might have an impact on 
the overall sample responses. Most of those implications that might have been caused due to the 
above-mentioned parameters can be addressed by conducting the research on a more targeted 
group. For example, one specific national organization, or a subgroup of an organization with 
adequate number of members.  

The innovation processes and the innovation success are the key factors for the model discussed 
here does not mean other factors are less important. The base four factors: values, behaviour, 
resources, and climate are critical to be considered and implemented in the firm. As per the 
empirical results also values, behaviour, and resources are positively impacting the innovation 
processes. The organization leaders are the key drivers in implementing this model and it will be 
much easier for the organization members to follow it.  

6.2. Further research 

Innovation is the key for any firm to be successful in the market. It will be interesting to study 
these factors and the model with various other parameters as constraints example: Startup 
companies with less than three years in the market, comparing two companies from totally two 
different industries, etc. The organizational climate relation with other factors such as the 
innovation success and the innovation processes need be studied in different market conditions 
i.e. the firm is having a great success in the market and the firm is failing in the market. 

The business leaders have shown lot of interest in these building blocks and asked the questions 
where to start from the early days of the firm establishment. How to grow the company towards 
the successful innovative organization?  

Advancement of technology is enabling the employees to work remotely which will have a direct 
impact on the organization culture. It will be interesting to research further this model with the 
remote working as part of the organization. 
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8. Appendix 

8.1. Acronyms  
 

AGFI Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index  
AMOS Analysis of Moment Structures 
CFA  Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
CFI  Comparative Fit Index  
CMIN Chi-Square Equivalent in Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
CR  Critical Ratio  
DF Degree of Freedom 
GFI  Goodness of Fit Index  
IFI Incremental Fit Index 
KMO  Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy  
NFI Normed Fit Index 
NPAR Non-Parametric 
PGFI Parsimony Goodness-Of-Fit Index 
RFI Relative Fit Index 
RMR Root Mean Square Residual 
RMSEA  Root Mean Square Error of Approximation  
SEM  Structural Equation Modeling  
SPSS  Statistical Package for The Social Sciences  
SRMR  Standardized Root Mean Square. 
TLI Tucker Lewis Index 

 
8.2. Survey  

The survey was realized with the help of Google online forms. The authors have taken all measures not 
to collect any privacy-infringing data or any other company-specific information. Additionally, the setup 
of the survey required that all questions are answered prior to submission, which means that there are 
no missing data in for the analysis and evaluation.  

The survey, as posted in the online form, is presented below:  
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8.3. Survey Questions mapping to simple variables and selected for CFA 

 
NO. Question details Selected 

for CFA? 
(Yes/No) 

Q1 Our customers think of us as an innovative organization.  
Q2 Our innovation performance is much better than other firms in our industry.  

Q3 Our innovation efforts have led us to better financial performance than 
others in our industry. 

Yes 

Q4 We treat innovation as a long-term strategy rather than a short-term fix.  
Q5 We have a deliberate, comprehensive and disciplined approach to 

innovation. 
Yes 
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Q6 Our innovation projects have helped our organization develop new 
capabilities that we did not have three years ago. 

Yes 

Q7 I am satisfied with my level of participation in our innovation initiatives.  
Q8 We deliberately stretch and build our people’s competencies by their 

participation in new initiatives. 
Yes 

Q9 We reward people for participating in potentially risky opportunities, 
irrespective of the outcome. 

Yes 

Q10 We systematically generate ideas from a vast and diverse set of sources. Yes 
Q11 We methodically filter and refine ideas to identify the most promising 

opportunities. 
Yes 

Q12 We select opportunities based on a clearly articulated risk portfolio.  
Q13 We move promising opportunities quickly into prototyping. Yes 
Q14 We have effective feedback loops between our organization and the voice 

of the customer. 
 

Q15 We quickly stop projects based on predefined failure criteria.  
Q16 Our processes are tailored to be flexible and context-based rather than 

controland bureaucracy-based. 
 

Q17 We quickly go to market with the most promising opportunities.  
Q18 We rapidly allocate resources to scale initiatives that show market promise. Yes 
Q19 We have a burning desire to explore opportunities and to create new things.  
Q20 We have a healthy appetite and tolerance for ambiguity when pursuing new 

opportunities. 
Yes 

Q21 We avoid analysis paralysis when we identify new opportunities by 
exhibiting a bias towards action. 

 

Q22 We encourage new ways of thinking and solutions from diverse 
perspectives. 

Yes 

Q23 Our workplace provides us the freedom to pursue new opportunities. Yes 
Q24 We take delight in being spontaneous and are not afraid to laugh at 

ourselves. 
 

Q25 We are good at asking questions in the pursuit of the unknown. Yes 
Q26 We are constantly experimenting in our innovation efforts. Yes 
Q27 We are not afraid to fail, and we treat failure as a learning opportunity.  
Q28 Our leaders inspire us with a vision for the future and articulation of 

opportunities for the organization. 
 

Q29 Our leaders frequently challenge us to think and act entrepreneurially. Yes 
Q30 Our leaders model the right innovation behaviours for others to follow. Yes 
Q31 Our leaders devote time to coach and provide feedback in our innovation 

efforts. 
Yes 

Q32 In our organization, people at all levels proactively take initiative to 
innovate. 

 

Q33 Our leaders provide support to project team members during both successes 
and failures. 

 

Q34 Our leaders use appropriate influence strategies to help us navigate around 
organizational obstacles. 

Yes 

Q35 Our leaders are able to modify and change course of action when needed. Yes 
Q36 Our leaders persist in following opportunities even in the face of adversity.  
Q37 We have a community that speaks a common language about innovation.  
Q38 We appreciate, respect and leverage the differences that exist within our 

community. 
Yes 
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Q39 We work well together in teams to capture opportunities.  
Q40 We are consistent in actually doing the things that we say we value. Yes 
Q41 We question decisions and actions that are inconsistent with our values.  
Q42 We are able to freely voice our opinions, even about unconventional or 

controversial ideas. 
Yes 

Q43 We minimize rules, policies, bureaucracy and rigidity to simplify our 
workplace. 

 

Q44 People take responsibility for their own actions and avoid blaming others.  
Q45 Our people know exactly how to get started and move initiatives through 

the organization. 
Yes 

Q46 We have committed leaders who are willing to be champions of innovation.  
Q47 We have access to innovation experts who can support our projects.  
Q48 We have the internal talent to succeed in our innovation projects.  
Q49 We have the right recruiting and hiring systems in place to support a 

culture of innovation. 
 

Q50 We have good collaboration tools to support our innovation efforts. Yes 
Q51 We are good at leveraging our relationships with suppliers and vendors to 

pursue innovation. 
 

Q52 We give people dedicated time to pursue new opportunities. Yes 
Q53 We have dedicated finances to pursue new opportunities. Yes 
Q54 We have dedicated physical and/or virtual space to pursue new 

opportunities. 
Yes 

Success   : Q1-Q3 External Q4-Q5 Enterprise Q6-Q9 Individual 
Processes  : Q10-Q12 Ideate Q13-Q15 Shape Q16-Q18 Capture 
Values     : Q19-Q21 Entrepreneurial Q22-Q24 Creativity Q25-Q27 Learning 
Behaviour  : Q28-Q30 Energize Q31-Q33 Engage Q34-Q36 Enable 
Climate      : Q37-Q39 Collaboration Q40-Q42 Safety Q43-Q45 Simplicity 
Resources  : Q46-Q48 People Q49-Q51 Systems Q52-Q54 Projects 
 

Table 8. Questions mapping table 
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8.4. Initial CFA measurement model 
 

 
 

Figure 22. Initial CFA measurement model 
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8.5. Assessment of normality 

Variable min max skew c.r. kurtosis c.r. 
Q54 1.000 5.000 -.007 -.043 -.799 -2.442 
Q53 1.000 5.000 .255 1.557 -.493 -1.506 
Q52 1.000 5.000 .102 .624 -.744 -2.274 
Q35 1.000 5.000 -.114 -.699 -.728 -2.223 
Q34 1.000 5.000 -.184 -1.121 -.686 -2.097 
Q31 1.000 5.000 .100 .613 -.736 -2.248 
Q30 1.000 5.000 -.075 -.461 -.708 -2.163 
Q29 1.000 5.000 -.159 -.975 -.894 -2.731 
Q20 1.000 5.000 -.235 -1.439 -.565 -1.725 
Q22 1.000 5.000 -.608 -3.712 -.273 -.835 
Q23 1.000 5.000 -.315 -1.925 -.647 -1.976 
Q26 1.000 5.000 -.116 -.707 -.598 -1.828 
Q42 1.000 5.000 -.576 -3.522 -.237 -.723 
Q40 1.000 5.000 -.374 -2.287 -.416 -1.272 
Q38 1.000 5.000 -.473 -2.889 -.048 -.147 
Q10 1.000 5.000 .015 .093 -.538 -1.643 
Q11 1.000 5.000 -.098 -.596 -.626 -1.912 
Q13 1.000 5.000 -.098 -.600 -.718 -2.195 
Q18 1.000 5.000 -.112 -.687 -.574 -1.754 
Q6 1.000 5.000 -.450 -2.749 -.560 -1.712 
Q8 1.000 5.000 -.192 -1.173 -.491 -1.500 
Q9 1.000 5.000 .040 .245 -.690 -2.109 
Multivariate      101.114 23.285 

Table 9. Assessment of normality (final CFA model) 

 
   Estimate 

Q9 <--- Innovation_Success .810 
Q8 <--- Innovation_Success .823 
Q6 <--- Innovation_Success .708 
Q18 <--- Innovation_Processes .720 
Q13 <--- Innovation_Processes .791 
Q11 <--- Innovation_Processes .773 
Q10 <--- Innovation_Processes .834 
Q38 <--- Organizational_Climate .828 
Q40 <--- Organizational_Climate .827 
Q42 <--- Organizational_Climate .741 
Q26 <--- Organizational_Values .842 
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   Estimate 
Q23 <--- Organizational_Values .805 
Q22 <--- Organizational_Values .835 
Q20 <--- Organizational_Values .803 
Q29 <--- Leaders_Behaviour .858 
Q30 <--- Leaders_Behaviour .890 
Q31 <--- Leaders_Behaviour .826 
Q34 <--- Leaders_Behaviour .777 
Q35 <--- Leaders_Behaviour .773 
Q52 <--- Organizational_Resources .771 
Q53 <--- Organizational_Resources .859 
Q54 <--- Organizational_Resources .869 

Table 10. Standardized Regression Weights 
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8.6. Hypothetical Structural Equation Modelling  
 

 
 

Figure 23. Hypothetical SEM 


