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Managing Innovation through leadership and culture: The mediating role of organizational commitment 
Abstract

The management of innovation is essential to organizations, as they experience increasingly new demands to monitor and expand their knowledge. Managing innovation has difficulties as technology is changing at much faster pace compared to the past. Often the context of an innovation plays a greater role in a successful outcome than the merit of the underlying idea. Innovation is crucial because the competitive environment that organizations face is dynamic, developing new technology is intrinsically a long and inexact process. Whether technology development will result in success or failure, is often not known until late in the development process. Different innovation modes offer dissimilar rewards (and drawbacks) requiring up-to-date and skilled management, and an organization flexible enough to pursue different alternatives.
Incorporation of innovation management construct, in the context of connecting some key factors would offer a striking contribution to understanding innovation management both theoretically, and practically. This study reconnoiters and discovers the influence of organizational leadership, culture, and commitment on managing innovation; and how innovation management recounts to business performance in the government sector, as it increasingly faces the need for innovative solutions to policy areas. The underlying justification is that encouraging firms to innovate will lead to better business performance. Therefore, this study attempts to study the direct influence of organisational culture and leadership on innovation management. This study also intends to investigate does organisational commitment mediates the influence of organisational culture and leadership on innovation management. 
This study intends to close the gap in the literature by proposing a conceptual framework that addresses past research in the innovation management domain in a way, which is not difficult to comprehend and implement. A research framework is developed in which the link between organizational leadership, culture, commitment and innovation management is tested. This study used a survey method to explore managing innovation in government healthcare organizations. It collected 389 samples of data from four hospitals in The United Arab Emirates (UAE). 

The results of this study suggest that instrumental leadership, market culture, adhocracy culture, and organizational commitment predicts innovation management. At the same time, the findings of the study indicate that organizational commitment mediates the influence of instrumental leadership, market culture and adhocracy culture on innovation management. These results of the study have implications for both theory and practice and have been discussed in details.

Keywords: Leadership; organisational culture; organisational commitment; innovation management, Innovation.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Research into creative working environments was published during the mid-1980s and late 1990s (Amabile and Conti, 1999). The prerequisite to develop and reinforce innovation environments depends upon the level of structural change and economic revolution from manufacturing to services and rapid changes in technology, information technology and globalization, which create competition among corporations for export markets, financing, research and development (R&D) and capable people (Rao et al., 2001). Moreover, the current status requires the development of new ways to provide innovation to gain competitive advantages (Davies, Roderick & Huxtable-Thomas, 2019; Salunke, Weerawardena, & McColl-Kennedy, 2019) and help societies in achieving their economic and social ambitions (Reddy et al., 2012). Thus, innovation assists in the process of adopting social, economic and technological changes in the global marketplace, nurturing the economy, promoting organizational performance and developing lifestyles (Gopalakrishnan and Damanpour, 1997). 

Organizations need to continue to innovate in order to survive in a changing world. Innovation is a key factors that influences competitiveness (Shafie et al., 2014; Woodman et al., 1993). Innovation has a great influence on corporate performance by improving a firm’s position in the market and its possibility of gaining competitive advantage (Walker, 2004; Hamel, 2006). Innovation activity enables organizations to cope with the latest developments (Roberts and Amit, 2003), positively influences firms’ financial performance (Jansen et al., 2006) and takes care of the gap in performance triggered by uncertainty in the outside environs (Damanpour et al., 2009). Innovation is generally considered as one of the key factors in the organizational success in the dynamic competitive business environment (Balkin et al., 2000; Davies et al., 2019; Lyon & Ferrier, 2002; Salunke et al., 2019; Wolfe, 1994).
Teece (1996) has identified two groups of factors that have an impact on the degree of an organization’s innovation. The first group of factors is related to the organizational aspects and includes organizational structure, organizational culture and the ability to make quality decisions in the face of doubt. The second group of factors includes financial factors, related to the financing of innovation projects that minimize the risk and cost of the project through linking with other organizations and thus increasing competitive advantages. Organizations that work towards improving innovative products and processes will not achieve success if the organizational context is not appropriate. These organizations need to inspire organizational structures and processes that encourage technological change (Mosurović and Kutlača, 2011). Furthermore, organizational culture is a critical element that supports or stops creativity & innovation within organization (Satsomboon & Pruetipibultham, 2014). Culture inspires an innovative attitude among people in the organization (McLean, 2005). A company must also aim to establish innovation by creating an appropriate structure, culture, motivations, arrangements and practices that allow innovation to happen, as part of daily business (Lin & Chen, 2008). Moreover, the research literature depicts the leader’s values and the roles played by him/her as affecting innovation in the workplace (Baldridge & Burnham, 1975; Hage & Dewar, 1973; Miller et al., 1982). Therefore, the literature on innovation management suggests that, first, organizational culture has a link with performance if it is capable of adapting to changes in the environment (Gordon and Ditomaso, 1992). Moreover, organizational culture is a vital means for organizations to assimilate internal practices and adjust to outside conditions (Tsui et al., 2006). 

Second, leadership, which is one of the essential factors continuously proposed to influence innovation (King, 1992), inspires and directs an organization’s culture that stimulates innovation, foster product champions or epic innovators who assist in the innovation implementation practise. They make the organizational structure necessary to encourage innovativeness (Van de Ven, 1986). The leader in the organizational context, plays a vital role in establishing an environment that enhances the capabilities required to encourage organizational innovation (Van de Ven, 1986).
In addition, effective leadership can result in the development of innovation, productivity and continued competitive advantage for firm’s leadership growth (Obiwuru et al., 2011). Up to now, there have been many studies assessing the role of leadership and management in organizational innovation. In one study by Chander et al. (2000), they discovered that support and rewards from managers create the appropriate conditions for an innovation-supportive culture, and that these two factors are critical to employees if managers need to have more innovation in their organization. Similarly, Shalley and Gilson (2004) propose that managers should facilitate and support employees besides fostering relationships with them. In fact, if leaders have a supportive style, it is possible for creativity to happen; it is also seen as essential that leaders understand staff. Leadership is recognized as a vital factors influencing organizational innovation, especially transformational leadership in empowering subordinates and creating an appropriate climate for innovation (Jung et al., 2003). Aragón-Correa et al. (2007) suggest that leadership has a strong and considerable influence on organizational learning, indirectly influencing firm innovation. 

Third, organizational commitment, in the extant literature relates to many themes (i.e. job, profession, career, business) and in different areas - sociology, health psychology, industrial psychology (Martin & Roodt, 2008), is an attachment to the aims and values of firms, to her/his role in relation to those goals and values as well as to the organization itself (Buchanan, 1974). Additionally, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found a significant negative correlation of 0.25 between commitment and turnover. As a result of the many definitions of organizational commitment and numerous scales to measure them, Meyer and Allen (1991) developed a three-component model of commitment to combine multiple definitions from the literature. Their previous research pointed to there being three ‘mind sets’ that can describe an employee’s commitment to the organization. Commitment is a solid social and psychological attachment to someone or something in a social endeavour (Tyree, 1996). Moreover, employees’ emotional bond with their organization has been found to reduce absenteeism and turnover and to develop performance. Research based on organizational support theory shows that affective commitment is a result of perceived organizational support (POS), or employees’ realization of how they are valued and recognized at work (Rhoades et al., 2001). 

Most Arab countries fall far behind developed countries in terms of technology and innovation and there is little current published literature that evaluates innovation and proposes directions to develop it in these countries (Alsanad & Abdel-Razek, 2013). Therefore, Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries should seek knowledge that can enable technological innovation for sustainable development. It is important to understand technological innovation and knowledge sources in a nation’s economy. To cope with advanced countries, international collaborative innovation between different countries is a helpful way to improve technological innovation competence for the newly developed countries (Tseng, 2014). Among all GCC countries United Arab Emirates (UAE) is still a fast developing country; young, energetic, visionary and global. That is why, this efficient stable economic growth rate is encouraging several organizations to enter into the emerging UAE market, dynamic business and global reach (Dupuis, 2019; Howe-Walsh, Turnbull & Budhwar, 2019); particularly, there has been a rapid transformation in the UAE due to the discovery of oil (Arthur, Sherman, Al Hameli & Al Marzooqi, 2019; Whiteoak et al., 2006). 

The United Arab Emirates is making its appearance fast in the world; the country is moving away from its reliance on oil and changing towards new business sectors such as real estate, tourism, world-class sporting events, finance, and construction. Development facilitated by government, economic policy improvements, organized foreign investment regulations, and developed multicultural lifestyle afforded to all. The country is stable and at low risk, therefore, it attracts business from different countries (Grant et al., 2007). The country undertook immense construction boom in the last decade; contemporary infrastructures such as airports, ports, commercial properties, highways, residential amenities rose from the desert (Tong et al., 2012). Policymakers and the government launch investments to attract FDI and to encourage doing business in UAE and the reason behind that is to diversify the UAE economy and to support non-oil sector as natural resource are concluded. The UAE has become the favored origin for international companies and the centre of finance in Middle East and North African countries (MENA) (Sbia et al., 2014). Different small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in the UAE have an important role for driving innovation (Erogul & Horne, 2014). 

Innovation  is one of the forces of public service performance development and excellence (Hood, 1991).  Nowadays, the public sector considers as a platform, in which innovation takes place. Thus, there is a challenge facing a public authority to keep on being efficient, service-oriented, and attaining customer satisfaction, while applying rules, ensuring citizens’ rights, and due process (Hartley, 2005). However, leaders in their organizations as public administrators can enhance individuals’ motivation and job satisfaction, create an environment for supporting morale, and facilitate and reward innovation and change (Damanpour & Schneider 2006; Elenkov, Judge, and Wright 2005). The difficulty of introducing innovation in patients’ care makes a sensitive stand to identify the most effective and efficient approaches to achieve change in practice (Grol & Grimshaw, 2003). Leaders have to agree that the needs always seem unlimited while the resources are always limited. They must learn to accept high levels of uncertainty and conflict and understand that public health is not simply about the body and the mind, but most basically, about the spirit (Koh, 2015). That is why; development of health services and obtaining patient satisfaction are main concerns, for healthcare staff. In addition, many patients come from the expatriate community and are paying for healthcare and they continually expect more from healthcare service providers (Rowland-Jones, 2012). The healthcare sector increasingly considers an important economic sector with rapidly growing expenditures. Implementation of change becomes the norm in healthcare organizations and the capability to cope is an essential for success of organization (Caldwell et al., 2008). Thus, the UAE government’s health policies aim at providing a range of facilities and implementing programs aimed at advancing the level of service and health education throughout the UAE (Shihab, 2001).  

1.1 Statement of Problem

The problem addressed in this study was the need to improve the understanding of how different factors effect adoption of management innovations in the healthcare organization. As the healthcare organizations struggle to gain competitive advantage through performance and image improvements, they invest profoundly in management innovations, and they often introduce these innovations with great elaboration and high outlooks of making bold cultural and organizational process changes. Primarily, the innovation achieves positive results that are widely publicized and touted as a successful implementation. But the implementation and employment of the innovations often run into trouble when benefits do not meet expectations, are not withstood, or are not able to be replicated across the organization, and employees are dismissed (Abrahamson, 1991; Huczynski, 1993; Parker & Ritson, 2005; Wang, Yuen, Wong & Teo, 2018). As an increasing number of initiatives are examined and used and then abandoned, the possibility of comprehending the innovation’s full potential is constantly diminished as the workforce begins to see each initiative as a passing trend or flavor of the month (Byrne, 1986). The continual switching to new improvement programs exacts a price on the organization as changing frequently causes employee skepticism and results in employees being less enthusiastic to implement forthcoming improvement initiatives (Connor, 1993). Thus, the management of innovation is a critical success factors in the organizations and more so in the healthcare organizations which is in continuous renewal processes to meet the health needs of the society and the nation. Several studies suggest for how leadership and culture operates in the organizations to keep members committed (e.g., Kim, 2014; Nikpour, 2017; Haque, Fernando, & Caputi, 2019; Kim & Beehr, 2019) so as to successfully meet both ends – satisfying the needs of the society and the official goals of the organization. There has been scant scholarly attentions towards investigating how to lead people, process, and innovation in the healthcare organizations (e.g., Agyare, Yuhui, Abrokwah, & Agyei, 2019; Gözükara, Çolakoğlu, & Şimşek, 2019; Mousa, Puhakka, 2019). However, scholarly attention on how leadership and organizational culture unfolds to manage innovation through keeping organizational members committed have been negligent and more so in the context of the countries in the Gulf Coordination Countries (GCC) and that’s what this research aims to fill in the gap in the existing literature.   
1.2 Research Questions 

The research questions are considered as guidance and roadmap that keep the research on its path, ultimately leading to a fruitful conclusion (Mertler & Charles, 2005). Based on the gap in extant literature as in the aforementioned section, the research questions are proposed to be examined in this study were conducted in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) public hospitals which are financed and managed by the UAE government (Ministry of Health & Prevention MOHP).  They are as follows:

1. Does organizational leadership, organizational culture and organizational commitment make a change on managing innovation? 

2. How do organizational leadership and organizational culture contribute to employee’s organizational commitment? 

1.3 Objectives of this Study

Based on the research questions, the key objective(s) of this study are:
1. Investigating the impact of leadership and organizational culture on organizational commitment. 

2. To study the influence of leadership and organizational culture on managing innovation. 

3. To find out the mediating role of organizational commitment on the relationships of leadership and organizational culture with management of innovation. 
4. To make contribution to close the significant gaps in two streams of literature: the management innovation in general, and the management innovation in healthcare in particular. 

5. In addition, it strives to provide recommendations for organizational practitioners in improving their practice of implementing management innovation in organizations.

1.4 Significance of the Study 

While little research has been conducted on management innovations or their implementation in the public sector, both significant benefits and significant harm have been assigned to these management techniques (Hellström, Lifvergren, Gustavsson & Gremyr, 2015; Lin, Chen & Su, 2017; Nowacki & Bachnik, 2016; Thune & Mina, 2016). By identifying the factors that most influence adoption of these management innovations and techniques, further information will be available to elucidate innovation adoption. Most of the research to date has conducted to suggest how organizations should implement these management innovations, but the research does not sufficiently evaluate why and how organizations choose to accept innovations in the first place. In 2001, Borins reported that, while significant research has been conducted on the characteristics of innovative organizations in the private sector, little has been completed in the public sector. He studied the success and challenge of innovating in public sector organizations. His investigation also inscribed the structure and culture recommended to achieve innovation performance. However, because his investigation paid special attention on the successful efforts of award winners from organizational sectors, rather than a study of the entire organization, the conclusions might not be relative to large public organizations.

Public government organizations have attempted quality programs and other management innovation programs in the past with most of the military agencies deploying TQM in the 90s. Although there were some well documented successes, employees often reflect back on the TQM program as a management fad or experiment, that was not as effective as expected and promised. It is believed that the rate of creation and replacement of management innovations will continue its increase (Huczynski, 1993). Recent studies on the life cycles of management innovations demonstrate an increasing number of management innovations with shorter life cycles (Carson, Lanier, Carson, & Guidry, 2000).

One concern about the management innovation adoption literature has been that it is usually post hoc. The adoption is, generally-speaking, studied after adoption of the innovation; hence, subjective attitudes and perceptions about the innovation might have changed compared to the time of the adoption decision. Consequently, it is difficult to obtain information at exactly the time of a decision to adopt a management innovation. As organizations continually adopt new management innovations, more opportunities will arise to investigate adoption of a management innovation closer to the real time.

Another reason for concern can be the fact that the focus of the research on implementation rather than the adoption decision. While earlier research provided enough useful evidence and lessons to practitioners; it did not often consider adoption of the innovation from the very beginning, henceforth may have missed key linkages between the adoption decision and implementation results.

There is a lack of research that considers multiple categories of innovation factors such as environmental, organizational, and individual in one study. Furthermore, Read (2000) believes that administrative and management innovations have been researched much less than those of technological and product innovations in the manufacturing arena. This research examined these issues by investigating the elements that drive the adoption decisions of management innovations, and provided intuitions that are both explanatory and prognostic, as patterns in adoption are revealed.

Research should address and examine those things that are interesting (Davis, 1971) and add to existing information in the field. To do so, this study provided a conceptual model to evaluate management innovation adoption by inclusion of the elements from multiple theoretical perspectives such as rational choice, institutional theory, and organizational culture.  These cover a broad array of assumptions for innovation adoption. Secondly, it provided a determination of the most important innovation factors that impact embracing management innovations in the government. 

The present study is hoped to contribute to make progress towards advancing both theoretical and practical understanding on how to help enhancing organizations in managing innovation in United Arab Emirates (UAE). It will advance theoretical understanding on the role of leadership, culture and commitment in managing innovation. The results suggest that that organizational culture does mediate on the relative influence of leadership and culture on managing innovation. Finally, the results are hoped to advance practical understanding of managing innovation for healthcare policy makers and healthcare leadership teams in the UAE. 

1.5 Organization of the Study 

In conclusion, the emergent dynamics of the healthcare industry within the UAE require executive healthcare management to raise educational development to face the complexity of business and different forces (Garman, 2006). Based on the aforementioned arguments, the following is proposed:

This study is organized as follows: Chapter 1 Introduction, Chapter 2 Literature Review, Chapter 3 describes the proposed model of innovation management, Chapter 4 presents the study results and analysis, in addition to academic and managerial implications of the finding and its limitations and Chapter 5 covers future research required.  Finally, Chapter 6 discusses the conclusion drawn from the results of the study, implications, limitations, and issues for further research. 
CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
In the ever-increasing rivalry between organizations they are forced to look for new ways to improve their performance. Successful organization’s performance entails that manifold characteristics be already embedded in a firm. Plethora of constructs have been proposed as foundations of innovation. Generally, they may be categorized as the individual, the organizational and the environmental factors. My investigation goes in depth into organizational factors since the extant literature has recognized these as having the maximum influence on innovation (Damanpour, 1991). Therefore, it is significant to have a clearer understanding of factors influencing innovation management. Several past studies highlight the vital role of leadership and the culture in managing innovation (e.g. Al-Hussami, Hammad & Alsoleihat, 2018; Lin et al., 2017; Wu & Chen, 2018). Thus, this study is an attempt to advance theory and practice on innovation management in the healthcare organization. 
1. Innovation Management  

Innovation management contains the management of the whole process of innovation from the idea generation stage through process development to launch in the market. Innovation management includes strategic and operational issues (Rothwell, 1992) and presents how and what managers do in setting direction, taking decisions, and supporting people (Hamel, 2006). It involves changes in the mode, the management performs work from changing traditional procedures (Birkinshaw et al., 2008; 

 ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"9udtlpugp","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Hamel, 2006)","plainCitation":"(Hamel, 2006)"},"citationItems":[{"id":"tYdvhUzL/51KQg4aH","uris":["http://zotero.org/users/local/pW3aOybG/items/TCV4W2KU"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/local/pW3aOybG/items/TCV4W2KU"],"itemData":{"id":"tYdvhUzL/51KQg4aH","type":"webpage","title":"The why, what and how of management innovation","URL":"http://www.fce.austral.edu.ar/aplic/webSIA/webSIA2004.nsf/6905fd7e3ce10eca03256e0b0056c5b9/6c0e76b7ffcf7ff3032578dc0045e57a/$FILE/Hamel%20the%20how%20of%20innovation%20management.pdf","author":[{"family":"Hamel","given":"Gary"}],"issued":{"year":2006},"accessed":{"year":2015,"month":1,"day":28,"season":"21:25:00"}}}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} Hamel, 2006). Moreover, innovation management increases the efficiency and the effectiveness of internal processes in the enterprises (Adams et al., 2006; Birkinshaw et al., 2008; Walker et al., 2010) increases the productivity and competiveness of the enterprises (Hamel, 2006), and facilitates financial advance (Teece, 1980). For companies seeking higher competitiveness, innovation initiatives have become extremely important. The first thing the company should do to start innovation is to diagnose the current situation and to benchmark it with the best practice companies in the market, in order to develop plans to maximize the outcomes (Maldonado et al., 2009). 

The adoption of innovation is the procedure of organizational change which impacts immediately the technical and social systems of an organization (Damanpour & Evan, 1984). Innovation adoption in the organization depends on the internal resources, and strategic orientations ( Mahemba & Bruijn, 2003; Pérez-Luño et al., 2011). There are two models of how innovation occurs. The linear or economic model describes innovation as an incremental process which requires gathering ideas and concepts from research and using it for developing new products and production process. This model confirms the logical connections between cause and effect and between ends and means. While, the interactive or social model of innovation confirms the learning process between manufacturers, customers, and public authorities (Asheim & Isaksen, 2002; Lopez-Valeiras, Gonzalez-Sanchez & Gomez-Conde, 2016; Salim & Ellingstad, 2016). Producing an innovative product in a successful way in any rapid environment is crucial for any organization. Thus, many organizations use external growth strategies for many reasons like saving time and avoiding uncertainty. It is also important for any firm to keep on continuous exploration and continuous exploitation to progress along a technological way ( Koryak, Lockett, Hayton, Nicolaou & Mole, 2018; Puranam et al., 2006; Saji & Ellingstad, 2016) to motivate the individuals by granting a clear value on innovation, orienting risk, appreciating employees’ efforts, encouraging innovative attitude, preparing resources, and handling the work climate (Lin et al., 2017; Thune & Mina, 2016).  
Unluckily, innovations are often eliminated from an organization's strategy, and are not part of senior management's agenda (Burgelman, 1983). In addition, organization’s structure design and process might not be suited for organization-wide collaboration and problem solving (Hlavacek & Thompson, 1973). In addition, the risk associated with the innovation gives little chance in speeding the innovative product, and the failure catches the innovative products during the time that managers overvalue their benefits relative to existing products, whereas consumers systematically undervalue them or leave them in favor of more familiar products (Gatignon & Robertson, 1985). One of the essential problems that face innovation management is the management of the attention (Van de Ven, 1986). It is difficult to manage individuals’ attention as they are attached to their environment and nothing can attract them unless a crisis happens.  There are two levels of problems related with innovation; those affecting a particular project and those affecting the organizational context. At the level of the specific product, problems include establishing the product strategically in the market, production improvement, securing experience, and managing external relations (Kazanjian, 1988), realization of new markets (Cooper, 1983(, forming multifunctional teams, sharing knowledge (Dougherty, 1992), and estimating progress (Griffin & Page, 1993). 

2.1 Types of Innovation 

Recently, research is focused on the study of organizational innovation and its varied influence on strategy, structure, and overall goals of organization (Azar & Ciabuschi, 2017; Forés & Camisón, 2016; Prajogo, 2016).

Researches on innovation make a distinction between types of innovation as they have diverse features and their adoptions are not influenced consonantly by organizational and environmental variables (Jansen et al., 2006). Innovation could also be categorized according to its ability to satisfy the requirements of current technological track or current customer/market segment Christensen, 2013)(.
 In addition, innovation  categorizes according to its influence on the current subsystems and/or linking technologies (Garud et al., 2009; Henderson & Clark, 1990) Innovation can be categorized as a radical or incremental depends on the change related to it (Ettlie et al., 1984; Normann, 1971). 

Organizations need to accept different types of innovation activities related to all conditions of the organization rather than a single innovation activity to become innovative. Innovations are categorized according to varied standards. Following Damanpour (1991), the most protracted ones relate to radicalness of innovation and the dual-core model. In terms of the radicalness, innovations are primarily categorized as radical when they yield essential changes in the events of the firm and represent a clear departure from current practices, or as incremental, when they result in a lesser degree of leaving (Damanpour, 1991; Ettlie et al., 1984). Damanpour (1991) suggests that the dual-core model, differentiates between technical and administrative innovations. While technical innovations contain unique technologies, product and services, administrative ones indicate to novel policies, processes and organizational forms (Azar & Ciabuschi, 2017; Forés & Camisón, 2016; Prajogo, 2016). This study distinguishes administrative innovation, human resources innovation and product & services innovation. 

2.1.1 Administrative Innovation 

A typical definition of administrative innovations can be presented as the one which happens in the administrative module and impacts the social system of the enterprise. An organization’s social system is composed of their human resources the relationship amongst them (Trist & Bamforth, 1951). This covers the rules, the roles, the processes, and the structures that are linked to the communication & give-and-take among organizational members and between the environment and organization’s human resources (Cummings & Srivastva, 1977). The components of administrative innovations include the introduction of a novel organizational system, organizational process, or staff development programme. Administrative innovation indirectly affects introduction of the products or the services or the process of creating them, rather providing a new product and service (Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981).

Technological innovations directly relates to primary work activity of the enterprise and mostly create modifications in its operating systems. The administrative innovations indirectly relates to the enterprise’s basic work activity and majorly impact its management systems (Damanpour and Evan, 1984; Birkinshaw et al., 2008). Administrative process innovations includes the running of novel organizational methods in the business, workplace organization, and/or external relations with a capability to enhance organizational performance by lowering transaction and administrative costs, increasing employees’ satisfaction (and, that in a way to spur productivity), winning entree to non-tradable resources or decreasing costs of resources (Birkinshaw et al., 2008).

2.1.2 Human Resources Innovation 

Achieving the strategic potential and involvement of human resource management (HRM) to an organization’s competitiveness has been an ongoing discussion in the HR community (Snell 1992). 

HR practices - innovativeness has been investigated in both marketing and innovation research (Stock & Zacharias, 2011), also, in other areas namely management (Beugelsdijk, 2008; Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Chen & Huang, 2009), and economics (Laursen & Foss, 2003; Michie & Sheehan, 2003). These research enquiries generally point positive innovation outcomes of the HR processes and systems. In addition to the direct effects, many studies determined mediators of the positive relationship namely knowledge characteristics (Lopez-Cabrales, Pérez-Luño, & Valle Cabrera, 2009) and knowledge management capacity (Chen & Huang, 2009). The general effect of HR practices on employees’ opinions about their organizations, and in turn on innovativeness, also has received support from an economic view (e.g., Laursen & Foss, 2003; Michie & Sheehan, 2003).

Factors determining profitability of firms should be well understood by both academics and managers. The resource-based view of organizations, provides an economic foundation for examining the important influence of the role of human resource in any organization’s competitive advantage. This view lays stress of the organization’s resources that can be sources of competitive advantage within the industry (Barney, 1995). Generally speaking, there are three basic types of resources competitive advantage (Barney, 1991) which includes physical capital resources such as the firm's plant, equipment, and finances. Organizational capital resources cover the following elements: the firm's structure, planning, controlling, coordinating and HR systems. However, not least, human capital resources include such things as the skills, judgment, and intelligence of the firm's employees.

The inside change agents are key resources pushing management innovation that underscores the significant role of human agency in the thoughtful hunt of management innovation have been brought to light by Birkinshaw et al., 2008. These key individuals within organizations are vitally important in recognizing new movements in the environment and desires within the organization.  In their own right, these key individuals may be of importance for management innovation. In addition, they will be mostly be essential in assisting initiatives related to changing processes, practices, or systems.
2.1.3 Product & Service Innovation 

Erdil et al., (2004) concluded that collection and use of market information, development of market-oriented strategy, implementation of market- oriented strategy, and firm innovativeness all are correlated with the business performance. Also, Chen and Taylor in 2009 found that by focusing on short-term market there was a chance to offer valuable features which may lead to more established technologies and chances to dominate the market. The product–service system (PSS) can be defined as an emergent manufacturing model to provide integrated product and service that provides value in use (Mont 2002). According to this definition the concept of manufacturers have shifted from the concept of ‘product foremost and service the second’ to ‘service-based products’. In other words, it suggests for a paradigm shift and Kuo and Wang (2012) rightly concluded that product is the instrument created for service. Vargo and Luch (2008) previously believed in-exchange or embedded-value; while PSS has paid important attention to varied values of the customers and can create maintainable revenues through competitive solutions (Durugbo and Riedel 2013). 

PSS is simply not an amalgamation of products & services; rather it includes several facets including stakeholders, product elements, service elements, functions, activities, and supporting infrastructure. Later it was discovered that improper handling of those factors can dramatically influence the performance of PSS innovation according to Belvedere  et al., 2013. PSS is a type of system innovation both in strategic business model and tactic-level design, and it can be implemented through cooperation and interaction of the different stakeholders. Hence, PSS development is a complex innovation that requires appropriate management to guarantee and lasting final success. However, there are scarce published work on methodical framework to manage PSS innovation that lay emphasis on tactic, strategy, and management supporting levels. Past studies mainly concerned with the initial phase of PSS conceptual design; but those design methods cannot reassure manufacturers to efficaciously implement and attain maintainable PSS solutions in the later phase of delivery. Literatures are surprisingly diverse when describing the framework of the innovation management and relevant execution procedures for PSS innovation.  In other words, they are not necessarily similar to one another.

Service innovation refers to offerings of new services and/or new products to the current or new clients and deal of current services to new clients. Such kinds of innovations are likely to have external focus, are predominantly bazaar driven, and their institution might result in variation of the organization’s output to its clients or customers (Damanpour et al., 2009). As compared to the product innovations, the catalyst of service innovations are mainly clients’ demand for new services, and executives’ desire to create new services for existing markets or find new market niches for exiting services (Matthews and Shulman, 2005). Table 2 illustrates types of innovation. 

3. Organizational Leadership 

Scholars disagree on the leadership styles appropriate for supporting innovation. This is to mention that participative, supportive, vision-setting, democratic and collaborative leadership styles to support and encourage innovation (Van de Ven, 1986), and similarly, the transformational leadership has also found to support and encourage innovation in the organization (Howell and Higgins, 1990). The transformational leadership is explained as the extent to which a leader is capable of changing the beliefs and attitudes of individual employees in order for them to accomplish more than they are expected to do (Podsakoff et al., 1990) and appears to have a strong motivational effect on each individual employee (Bono and Judge, 2003). An empowering or transformational leadership style supports the creation of innovation among organizational members by fostering idea creation (De Poel et al., 2014). Transformational leaders are able to develop organizational commitment by linking values with performance, linking employees’ efforts with achieving goals, and promoting the personal commitment of the leader and followers to a common vision, mission and organizational goals (Shamir et al., 1998). When a transformational leader stimulates followers’ efforts to be innovative & creative by inquiring their assumptions, restating their problems and handling old problems in new ways, he/she helps to establish an organizational culture among employees that values creative thought processes, risk-taking approaches and innovative work approaches (Scott and Bruce, 1994). Transformational leaders possess characteristic feature to provide vision, employee motivation, and help to infuse an organizational culture that reassures creativity, promotes risk taking and fosters innovation (Scott & Bruce, 1994).

The relationship between leadership and innovation has been discussed by several researchers, but with mixed outcomes (Hoch, 2013). The power of the organization is proved by the quality of leaders who can spread knowledge across the organization to start and implement quick innovations (Mohanty, 1999) and encourage working together, to achieve useful results (Vroom and Jago, 2007). Also, good leadership enhances the sharing of thoughts and practices (Oldham and Cummings, 1996) and the way leaders perform sends strong signs to employees (Capozzi, 2010). Thus, no organization can begin or sustain an innovation strategy without purposeful leadership. Leaders also must have a systematic innovation philosophy in place (Malaviya and Wadhwa, 2005).
3.1 Instrumental leadership and Innovation Management 

Instrumental leadership refers to a kind of social influence to enact and change social structures wherein several organizational players interact with themselves (Mumford & Van Doorn, 2001). It can be mentioned that apart from managing employees and colleagues, the firms need leadership to handle challenges and complications arising from a dynamic environs and loosely couple systems.  In addition, dynamic environment and loosely couple systems have to be dealt with by the leaders (Keskes, Sallan, Simo, & Fernandez, 2018; Steffens et al., 2018). Instrumental leadership fills this gap since it assists aligning resources and including human effort towards strategic and operational goals.

Instrumental leadership, is generally useful when the job comprises amorphous and compound tasks (Harris & Ogbonna, 2001).  However, innovative leader occasionally has to act as an instrumental leader to ensure that personnel indeed perform in a manner according to the new goal set (Al-Hussami et al., 2018; Nadler & Tushman, 1990; Wu & Chen, 2018). The role of an instrumental leader is to set goals, criterions and to clearly define roles & responsibilities. Such a leader creates measurement procedures and systems to be able to monitor and measure behavior and results, as well as administering corrective actions. Additionally, it was found that innovative leader sets exciting goals, and rewards job behaviors that are directed toward their fulfillment (Nadler & Tushman, 1990) and leadership behaviors to influence organizational readiness for change and innovation (Al-Hussami et al., 2018). Furthermore, the past studies found linkages amongst shared leadership and creativity (Wu & Chen, 2018), leadership and performance (Steffens et al., 2018) and initiating structure and team innovativeness (Stoker et al., 2001). Therefore, I propose that:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a): Instrumental leadership influences innovation management.
3.2 Participative leadership and Innovation Management
Participative leadership refers to shared decision making involving both subordinate and supervisor and such a kind of arrangements have been studied at both individual and team level. Krause, Gebert, and Kearney (2007) found participative leadership to positively influence successful employee performance. Stoker et al. (2001) observed participative leadership to have positive influence over R&D performance in a manufacturing than service industry. This type of leadership is characterized by the involvement of the whole team in decision making. It implies encouraging people to share ideas and synthethize information in order to take the best decision. Members are encouraged to express their own opinion within the decisional process, but the responsibility for the final decision is assumed by the leader. This is why the employees of such a leader are truly motivated and professionally satisfied by the feeling of control over their work. The drawback of this leadership style is that it slows the decisional process, as each member of the team is encouraged to express their opinion. 

The participatory style is less recommended in critical contexts when the rapidity and efficiency of the actions are important, for example in crisis situations when precious time may be lost for analyzing each member’s opinion. The approach is suitable in cases where the quality of the work is more important than the rapidity or productivity and when the teamwork is more value-adding. It is recommended for the teams to be formed of experimented and professional individuals as it is the style that may best valorize the expertise of such teamwork. Participatory leadership raises the team moral because they have the feeling that their judgment makes the difference. (Keskes et al., 2018).
The aforementioned studies suggest that participative leaders broadly use groups, which helps enhance interpersonal interactions among the group and the organizational members. The participative leaders also have the characteristic feature of using formal or informal meetings to smooth subordinate participation in decision making, which increases communication, stimulates collaboration and simplifies conflict resolution. The role of leadership in these different meetings is mainly to monitor the discussion and keep it constructive, supportive, and orient them towards problem solving and attaining organizational goals. Participative leaders encourage dissimilar ideas and views from the subordinates and purposely promote task conflict among the subordinates. It is also to note that participation in decision making moderates positively to the relationship between minority differences and innovation (De Dreu & West, 2001). However, I posit that the moderating effect of participative leadership on the linkage between task conflict and innovation has not been thoroughly studied so far. Several other studies suggest that teams will benefit highly from task related conflict especially when they have structured the work environment in a manner that is open and tolerant to diverse viewpoints but have cooperative norms that prevent disagreements from being misinterpreted (Amason, 1996; De Dreu & West, 2001; Jehn, 1995; Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weingart, 2001; Simons & Peterson, 2000). 

An open work atmosphere is illustrated by collaboration than contention and is able to decrease or even reverse the negative effects of task conflict on job performance (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003). Thus, it is realistic to believe that participative leadership style helps create a necessary cooperative environment at the workplace, build trustful relationships between subordinates and help subordinates to positively observe goal interdependence in their jobs (Alper et al., 2000). These discussions lead to the following hypothesis of this study:

Hypothesis 1b (H1b): Participative leadership influences innovation management.
3.3 Situational leadership and Innovation Management

Situational leadership theory states that successful leaders should change their leadership style rather using one kind based on the maturity of the workers and also details of the task (Blanchard, et al, 1993). Burke (1965) sought to study what a leader brings to the job, and also, how a leader meets the needs of the many situations that are faced in organizational management.  Clearly, leadership style has an important influence on the type of workers in an organization (e.g. persons with disabilities etc.), in addition, situational leadership also provides depth and flexibility to capture the needs of those who work for the organization. Flexibility as an important part of a leader’s job becomes apparent in a forming a suitable attitude towards people with disabilities (Kennedy 1993; Unger 2002).
Using situational leadership theory (SLT), Blank et al (1990) analyzed leaders’ tasks and relationship behavior in terms of consideration (employee-centered) and initiation of structure (task-oriented). However, their analysis was not supportive of the SLT’s assumptions. On the other hand, although Vecchio (1987) found strong support for the theory among low-readiness subordinates, he could not determine the best leadership style for those subordinates who represented moderate levels of readiness according to the situational leadership theory. A study comparing Taiwanese business leaders with those in the United States discovered that the leader’s role within the corporate culture was a significant factor in the allocation of rewards, which in turn influenced behaviours of employees (Rusbult, Insko, & Lin, 1995). Based on the above discussion, I propose that: 

Hypothesis 1c (H1c): Situational leadership influences innovation management.
4. Organizational Culture 

Early work of Pettigrew in 1979 on conceptualizations of culture as an organizational phenomenon. The work showed that initial interest in the phenomenon generated slowly and two decades following the work proved that the concept of organizational culture became a primary area of organizational research (Hofstede et al 1990). Schein’s work of 1983 proposed a more specific definition for organizational culture. According to Schein (1983), organizational culture consists of the pattern of basic assumptions that a given group has invented, discovered, or developed, in learning to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration. This has important implications for how it is assessed and examined in an organizational setting. Regardless of differences in the definition of organizational culture, there are two broad components that reappear in many definitions of the concept in organizational research. Ryan and Hurely in 2007 showed that these include the examination of organizational culture as (1) a set of cognitions such as values and beliefs, and also (2) the outcome of those perceptions in the form of observable behavioral components or organizational artifacts.

Organizational culture consists in the shared experiences, values, assumptions and beliefs that affect people’s behaviour (Kaasa and Vadi, 2010). The innovation culture is the part of the organizational culture related to the perceived pattern of behaviours and attitudes affecting the working environment (Pundt et al., 2010). Generally, it has been recommended that organizational culture is an important influence in the process of organizational innovation, because while individuals develop innovation, the context within which innovation takes place is provided by organizations and can support that innovation. Previous research found that organizational culture has an impact on the innovation process in an organization (Chander et al., 2000), as the organizational context can be an encouraging factor for innovation (Lin and McDonough, 2011).
Organizational innovation can be affected by the dimensions of organizational culture, such as education and growth, participative decision making, assistance and participation, power sharing, status differentials, communication and acceptance of conflict and risk (Hurley and Hult 1998). If the aim of organizational learning culture is to lead to innovation and improve performance in the long term, production and sharing of knowledge are required to help the organization function more effectively. This essential requirement highlights linking learning organization cultures and innovation in organizations (Bates & Khasawneh, 2005). The literature underlines the importance mission-based culture and concentration on the key results, than procedural approach to work (Boyne, 2003) and how organizational culture relates to organizational commitment (Lau, McLean, Hsu, & Lien, 2017; Lee, Chiang, van Esch, & Cai, 2018; Volkova & Chiker, 2019). 

4.1 The Clan culture and Innovation Management

A clan culture type has a flexible organizational structure with an inward focus. It is characterized by mentor style leadership wherein cohesion and morale, consensus, employee commitment, participation, teamwork, a personal atmosphere, and a sense of family (Ouchi, 1979) are the key characteristics. A clan culture would address a product development problem as a group, with success or failure judged by how the group adhered to shared norms and beliefs. Clans typically produce a strong positive work environment (Ouchi, 1980), and positive work environments correlate with both commercial and technical success of new product introductions (Belassi, Kondra, and Tukel, 2007). In a clan-type organizational culture, the good of the group manifests itself as an internal focus on building broad involvement, cohesion, morale, and teamwork (Desphandé and Farley, 2004). This is optimal for developing and producing new and innovative products due to the importance of teams (Büschgens et al., 2013). Therefore, I propose that:

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Clan culture influences innovation management.

4.2 Hierarchical Culture and Innovation Management

A hierarchy culture type has a stable structure with an internal focus. It is characterized by a coordinator-style leadership, formalization, presence of rules and policies, stability, uniformity, control, conformity, and predictability (Desphandé and Farley, 2004). A new product development task in this culture would be directed from above, and clear output and behavior goals would be established and checked. Such hierarchical leadership styles have led to new product success and high levels of customer satisfaction (Belassi et al., 2007). Therefore, I propose that: 

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Hierarchical culture influences innovation management.

4.3 Market Culture and Innovation Management

A market culture type has an external focus that is reinforced by an organizational structure that is steeped in control. It is characterized by goal-oriented leadership, task accomplishment and goal achievement, results orientation, competitiveness, production, and market orientation (Desphandé and Farley, 2004). New product development processes would be clear and success would be determined by whether market outcomes were satisfactorily met. Although the superiority of a market culture has been largely supported across different performance criteria, the ordering of other culture types varies across performance measures (Hartnell et al., 2011). Hence, I propose that:

Hypothesis 2c (H2c): Market culture influences innovation management.

4.4 Adhocracy Culture and Innovation Management

An adhocracy culture type has an external focus that is supported by a flexible organizational structure. In general, decentralized organizational structures have been positively related to innovative products (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). The adhocracy type is characterized by entrepreneurial dynamism and risk-taking leadership, innovation, creativity, adaptability, and problem solving; it is process-oriented and emphasizes growth (Slater, Olson, and Finnegan, 2011). These organizations would be innovative in their ideas, willing to take risks, and would be quickly responsive to market changes. An external focus has been laid on adhocracy culture type, which is supported by a flexible organizational structure. Innovative products positively have decentralized organizational structures (Evanschitzky et al., 2012). 

Adhocracy cultures, stimulates strategic push to create new services, products, processes, and niches by emphasizing key values namely variety, growth, autonomy, and stimulation (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). As such, they motivate employees to take risks and use creativity to decipher and attend to unique needs of the customer (Cameron et al., 2006). A flexible organizational structure lays stress on flexibility and highlight workers’ creativity, thereby supporting innovative job behaviors (Aiken & Hage, 1971). Furthermore, an external focus equips workers to easily discover new markets and unfulfilled needs of the customers through environmental scanning (Miller & Friesen, 1982). Thus, I advance the hypothesis, as:

Hypothesis 2d (H2d): Adhocracy culture influences innovation management.

6. Organizational Commitment

Mowday et al. (1979) defined organizational commitment ‘as the extent to which employees identify with their organization’s values or norms’. Further, Allen and Meyer (1990) and Meyer and Allen (1991) categorized organizational commitment into three categories covering affective, continuance, and normative. According to Allen and Meyer (1990), affective commitment refers to ‘an employee’s emotional attachment to the organization’; while ‘continuance commitment’ refers to the perceived cost related to an employee leaving the organization or to anything of value the employee has invested. Normative commitment is defined as “an employee’s perceived duty to remain in the organization”.

Although the concept of organizational commitment may reflect multidimensional constructs, previously conducted research highlighted the importance of the attitudinal or affective dimension in examining it, according to work published by Gong et al. in 2009; and Jaussi (2007). Scholarly work of recent years on managers’ employees discretionary behaviors, particularly those that can enhance workplace effectiveness in times of dramatic change, has a particular interest on the issue and many attentions have been drawn on the subject (Lavelle et al. 2009; Vigoda and Golembiewski 2001). If employees do not support the leader’s stance, divergent subcultures may arise in the organization (Waldman and Yammarino, 1999).

An examination of the leader’s role in the creation of an organizational culture supportive of innovation, must consider what values that person seeks to reinforce. A number of authors suggest that the leader’s values for change and innovation influence the organization’s level of innovativeness. By upholding values that support risk taking and innovation, leaders encourage their acceptance by other members of an organization, which will shape the organization’s level of innovativeness (Chatman & Cha, 2003). Human resource is an important and effective element of growth and productivity that is recognized by organizations these days (Kabene et al., 2006). Undoubtedly, management of human resources is not merely retaining individuals in organizations; rather, an important element of development is linking individuals with organizations. In addition, creating mutual solidarity between individuals and organizations are of pivotal importance (Cometto & Campbell, 2016). It is worth-mentioning that that well-mannered and committed individuals in organizations can play a positive and constructive role in this respect and take steps in the fulfillment of organizational goals of innovation management (Zhenghong et al., 2015). According to Agwu (2013) organizational commitment is a broad concept for analyzing organizational effectiveness as well as a working attitude, which is directly related to participation and decisions of employees to stay in an organization. Hence, affective commitment in this respect is associated with a sense of belonging to an organization as well as personal features and organizational structure. These include the amount of pay and manner of supervision. Employees who have higher affective commitment feel a strong bond to their values and assume themselves more obliged to complete their organizational goals. Continuance commitment is therefore the perception of the cost of leaving the organization in both financial and nonfinancial terms. In addition, the perception of people forced to stay in the organization should not be ignored. Normative commitment also reflects commitment to continuous employment. In other words, a person does not leave his/her organization because of the pressures imposed by norms, morals, and judgments by other organizations. Each can have potential impacts associated with work absenteeism and decisions to leave an organization as concluded by a different group of researchers in the field. (Vermeeren et al., 2014; Dwivedi, Kaushik, & Luxmi, 2014). Therefore, I propose that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Organizational commitment influences innovation management.

6. Organizational Culture and Organizational Commitment
The behaviour of individuals is highly influenced by the culture of the organisation as outlined by Barney (1986). It also controls the attitudes and behaviours of people in the workplace, including their commitment to the organization (Wagner, 1995). Organizational culture also influences organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991). According to what was discussed, hence, several factors constitute organizational commitment including a sense of psychological well-being and emotional intelligence. Despite this, organizational commitment is highly affected by organizational culture (Dieleman, Shaw, & Zwanikken, 2011).  It has been argued that organizational culture also influences human behaviors such as job satisfaction and job involvement (Moon 2000). Meyer and Allen (1991) concluded that organizational commitment consists of distinct components such as: (1) continuance commitment (perceived costs associated with leaving the organization), (2) affective commitment (emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization), and (3) normative commitment, which is related with a feeling of (moral) obligation to remain in the organization. Naff and Crum (1999) argued that organizational commitment positively influences work motivation and job performance. Thus, the culture of an organization has a deep influence on how employees behave within an organization (Barney, 1986). 

Glisson and James (2002) explored how climate and culture of an organization affect the commitment and satisfaction of employees. They also found that aspects of organizational culture (like behavioral norms and expectations) resulted in greater satisfaction and commitment of the employees.  In addition, Meyer and Allen (1991) identified organizational culture, as an antecedent of organizational commitment. Bhalla and Nazneen (2013) studied the retail sector and found that the most dominant components of culture are confrontation, openness, experimentation, and proaction.  O’Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell (1991) suggest that individuals who fit the organizational culture have a higher level of normative-based commitment. 

Based on these studies, the present study adopts the four types of organizational culture as the variables for culture, for the analysis of the relationship with organizational commitment. Four major types of organizational culture through the competing values framework: Cameron and Quinn presented hierarchy culture, market, clan culture, and adhocracy culture in 2010. One characteristic of hierarchy culture is clear lines of decision-making authority in addition to standardized rules, procedures, control and accountability mechanisms. While market culture is oriented toward the external environment, it is also focused on transactions with external constituencies, including suppliers, customers, and regulators, among others. Competitiveness and productivity are achieved by placing great emphasis on external positioning and control. Clan culture is characterized by teamwork, employee development or empowerment, participation, commitment, and loyalty. Fostering adaptability, flexibility, and creativity and is characterized by uncertainties, ambiguities, and/or information overloaded. These characteristics are focused on in adhocracy culture. Overall, the extant literature suggest for the influence of organizational culture on organizational commitment (Lau et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2018; Volkova & Chiker, 2019). 

6.1 Clan Culture and Organizational Commitment

Ouchi (1979) found that a clan culture type has a flexible organizational structure with an inward focus. The finding showed that clan culture is characterized by mentor style leadership, cohesion morale, consensus, employee commitment, participation, teamwork, a personal atmosphere, and a sense of family. A clan culture would address a product development problem as a group, with success or failure judged by how the group adhered to shared norms and beliefs. This clan typically produces a strong positive work environment (Ouchi, 1980). Additionally, Belassi et al., (2007) found that positive work environments correlate with both commercial and technical success of new product introductions. The clan culture type is internally oriented and is reinforced by a flexible organizational structure. The underlying assumption of clan culture is that human affiliation results in positive affective worker attitude(s) aimed at the firm. In other words, “organizations succeed because they hire, develop, and retain their human resource base” (Cameron et al., 2006, p. 38). A fundamental conviction in the clan culture is that the firm’s trust in & commitment to workers enables open communication & worker involvement. Therefore, clannish organization values attachment, support, membership and affiliation (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). The job behaviors related with such values include namely employee involvement, teamwork, open communication and participation. These routes are designed to propagate the consequences of employee commitment, satisfaction, and morale (Cameron & Ettington, 1988).

The strategic aim of clan culture emphasizes upon collaboration and that is influenced by values of support, trust, attachment, and affiliation (Cameron et al., 2006). These values impact unit level actions by instilling social norms that supports employees’ efforts through pronouncing which job behavior(s) is/are expected and remunerated (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996). Clan beliefs therefore affect co-workers to engage themselves in open communication, team work and participation in decision-making processes. Such job behaviors in turn results in desired collective coworker attitudes as they develop a sagacity of possession and accountability (Denison & Mishra, 1995). Likewise, group engagement framework of procedural justice assume that coworkers who have a chance to be engaged in the decision-making process provoke positive emotions for their respective divisions (Tyler & Blader, 2003). Clan culture encourages participation & envelopment, and should be connected with positive division level coworkers job attitudes and as a result, I propose that:
Hypothesis 4a (H4a): Clan culture influences organizational commitment.
6.2 Hierarchical Culture and Organizational Commitment

The hierarchy culture type is internally oriented and is supported by an organizational structure, driven by control mechanisms. A core postulation in hierarchical culture is that stability, control, and predictability foster efficiency. A principal conviction in hierarchy culture is that employees meet expectations when the employees’ roles are adequately defined. As a result, hierarchical cultures are hypothesized to value precise communication, routinization, formalization, and consistency (Quinn & Kimberly, 1984). Job behavior that result from these beliefs comprise conformism and predictableness. As a result, they are expected to encourage proficiency, appropriateness, and smooth functioning (Denison & Spreitzer, 1991). Therefore, I advance the hypothesis, as:

Hypothesis H4b (H4b): Hierarchical culture influences organizational commitment.
6.3 Market Culture and Organizational Commitment

The market culture has external orientation and is supported by an organizational structure immersed in control contrivances. A postulation underlying the market culture is that an achievement emphasis yields competitiveness and assertiveness, resulting in throughput and shareholder value instantly and in the short term (Cameron & Quinn, 1999). The key conviction in market culture is that clear goals and conditional rewards influence employees to belligerently achieve, and meet stakeholders’ expectations. Thus, the market-oriented firms have key values that symbolizes communication, achievement, and competence. The key job behavior(s) related with these values comprise planning, task focus, centralized decision-making, and pronunciation of vibrant goals. These means are hypothesized to result in firms thrashing its competitors, attaining its goals, refining product feature, and augmenting its market share and success (Cameron et al., 2006). Market culture fosters positive shared employee outlooks when units attain goals. Group fellows derive contentment from achieving goals as the culture provides valued extrinsic and/or intrinsic prizes (Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005; Maier & Brunstein, 2001). Conversely, market culture - flooded by competition and assertiveness - can have harmful effects on combined employee outlooks by nurturing mistrust amongst the group members. Hence, organizational members relinquish collaboration in lieu of chasing self-interests, which negatively influences employees’ combined outlooks toward the firms (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001). Thus, I propose that:

Hypothesis 4c (H4c): Market culture influences organizational commitment.

6.4 Adhocracy Culture and Organizational Commitment

Autonomy, a dominant value in adhocracy culture, is an inspiring work distinctiveness that indirectly augments unit colleagues’ outlooks toward the firm (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007). Autonomy’s influence on the employees’ collective outlooks is indirect (Hackman & Oldham, 1976), as the association is mediated by three key psychological states - experienced meaningfulness, experienced responsibility, and knowledge of results - and that is moderated by the skills and the knowledge, the strength of growth need and the satisfactions with the context. Humphrey et al. (2007) meta-analytic work partially established these forecasts. Furthermore, researches on participative management suggests for an indirect association between autonomy and employee job attitudes in that participative management is believed to play a critical role when there is a high degree of trust between managers and employees. In addition, employees are not working on interdependent tasks; and when employees are capable, ready, and interested in contribution (Sashkin, 1984; Wagner, Leana, Locke, & Schweiger, 1997). Therefore, I predict that:

Hypothesis 4d (H4d): Adhocracy culture influences organizational commitment.
7. Leadership and Organizational Commitment

Leadership behavior of managers plays a critical role in employees’ job satisfaction and commitment (Mossadegh Rad & Yarmohammadi 2006; Wu et al., 2006). Leadership as a management function is mostly related to human resources and social interaction and creates conditions necessary to develop organizational commitment amongst the employees (Al-Hussami, 2018; Keskes, Sallan, Simo & Fernandez, 2018; Lee, Cho, Baek, Pillai, & Oh, 2019; Wu & Chen, 2018). It is the process of influencing a group of people towards achieving organizational goals (Skansi, 2000). Leadership is the ability of a manager to influence, motivate, and enable employees to contribute toward organizational success (House & Javidan, 2004). Managers can utilize various leadership styles to lead and direct their employees including autocratic, bureaucratic, laissez-faire, charismatic, democratic, participative, transactional, and transformational leadership styles. There is no universal leadership style. Different leadership styles are needed for different situations. An effective leader must know when to exhibit a particular approach. Good human resource management drives employee satisfaction and loyalty (Mosadeghrad, Ferlie & Rosenberg, 2008; Ingersoll et al., 2002; Redfern, Hannan, Norman & Martin, 2002). Effective human resource management can also have a significant effect on customer satisfaction. Satisfied and committed employees deliver better care, which results in better outcomes and higher patient satisfaction (Haas, Cook, Puopolo, Burstin, Cleary, & Brennan, 2000; Sit, Ooi, Lin, & Yee-Loong Chong, 2009; Yang, 2006).

Brown and Mitchell (2010) found that leaders could inspire their employees, but those who were not ethical, honest and reliable face difficulties in retaining their employees. However, committed human resources are favored by organizations since such organizations are always looking to reach their strategic aims. Additionally, Truckenbrodt (2000) found that supervisors are responsible that their subordinates’ contribution to the success of the organization. Further, supervisors are responsible for building a positive relationship with their respective subordinates to promote the subordinates’ commitment to the organization. Proper leadership is an essential part for an organization since employees have the potential for innovation. In addition, without a creative organizational culture employees’ creativity potential may never be recognised based on the work of Zibarras et al., 2008. An organization can benefit from individuals’ motivation to be attracted to innovation processes if individual and organizational values related to innovation are suitable, giving rise to an increase in psychological flexibility of individuals. This, in turn, benefits the individuals’ motivation to be attracted to innovation processes (Luoma-aho et al., 2012). 

7.1 Instrumental leadership and Organizational Commitment

Instrumental leaders manage their work by defining roles and responsibilities, setting clear task guidelines and providing direction for completing a task. Incentives and rewards are given based on employee adherence to guidelines while achieving designated goals and completing their tasks are other criteria for awards.  This is because instrumental leadership style is task oriented and is characterized by close supervision where the organization’s managers set the targets, provide direction and monitors the details of the operations with a focus on completing tasks. Euwema et al., (2007) argued that managers with an instrumental leadership style create a paternalistic environment promoting dependency on the manager.  In addition, they adhere to the activities prescribed by the manager and unquestioning obedience to norms. Other teams of researchers Judge and Piccolo 2004; MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Rich 2001; Pousa and Mathieu 2010, showed managers setting clear guidelines for tasks, and by making rewards contingent on following the directives and achieving the goal.  Further, instrumental leadership style can motivate employees to extend effort and achieve sales targets. Research indicates that a manager’s directive style is associated with clear goals and is positively correlated with a salesperson’s job performance (Keskes et al., 2018; Steffens, Fonseca, Ryan, Rink, Stoker, & Pieterse, 2018; Judge and Piccolo 2004; MacKenzie et al., 2001; Pousa and Mathieu, 2010). Thus, I propose that: 

Hypothesis 5a (H5a): Instrumental leadership positively influences organizational commitment.
7.2 Participative leadership and Organizational Commitment

The motivational model posits that increasing the degree in which subordinates participate in decision making may increase performance through enhanced motivation (Sashkin, 1976). Prior research suggests that the participative behavior of superiors plays a vital role in providing subordinates with experience of intrinsic motivation, feelings of self-worth, and a sense of self-determination (Deci, Connell, & Ryan, 1989). This type of leadership behavior tends to foster the feeling of ‘‘psychological ownership’’ of subordinates (Sashkin, 1976), increase subordinates’ feelings of self-efficacy and control, and reduce their sense of powerlessness (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000). Similarly, some authors have suggested that participative leadership behavior is likely to induce the feeling of empowerment among subordinates (Ahearne, Mathieu, & Rapp, 2005; Leach, Wall, & Jackson, 2003; Steffens et al., 2018). The feeling of empowerment or psychological empowerment has been conceptualized as a form of intrinsic motivation to perform tasks, manifested in four cognitive dimensions: meaning, impact, competence, and self-determination (Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Spreitzer, 1995; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Accumulating empirical evidence shows that participative leadership behavior is associated with increased work outcomes through induced intrinsic motivation and psychological empowerment. For instance, the results of a meta-analysis conducted by Eby, Freeman, Rush, and Lance (1999) revealed that intrinsic motivation mediates the link between the participative management behavior of supervisors, and the organizational commitment of employees. 

Moreover, Koberg, Boss, Senjem, and Goodman (1999) found that, among other factors, leader approachability (the participative style of management) was positively related to psychological empowerment, which led to increased self-rated productivity. Some studies also demonstrated that psychological empowerment could mediate the link between participative climates and work attitudes and performance (Careless, 2004; Seibert, Silver, & Randolph, 2004; Sparrowe, 1994). Recently, Ahearne et al. (2005) has shown that participative leadership behavior helped to increase salespersons’ self-efficacy, which in turn, was associated with their sales performance and their customers’ service satisfaction. Based on these past studies, I predict that:

Hypothesis 5b (H5b): Participative leadership positively influences organizational commitment.
7.3 Situational leadership and Organizational Commitment
Hersey and Blanchard (1982) state that the core competencies of a situational leader are the ability to diagnose the performance, competence and commitment of others, to be flexible and to collaborate for performance. The situational leadership model outlines four sets of leadership behaviours that result from combining high and low supporting behaviours (such as listening, providing feedback and encouraging) with high and low directing behaviours (‘task-related behaviours’ such as demonstrating, instructing and monitoring). The S1 leadership relates to high directing/low supporting leader behavior which is referred to as ‘directing’ because this style is characterized by one-way communication in which the leader defines the roles of followers, gives detailed rules and instructions, while monitoring closely that they are followed, and tells them what, how, when and where to do various tasks (Irgens 1995). The S2 leadership refers to high directing/high supporting leader behavior which is referred to as ‘coaching’ because with this style the leader still provides a great deal of direction, but she/he also attempts to hear followers feelings about decisions, as well as their ideas and suggestions. While two-way communication and support are increased, control over decision-making remains with the leader. On the other hand, the S3 leadership relates to low on directing/high supporting leader behavior which is referred to as ‘supporting’ because with this style the locus of control for day-to-day decision-making and problem-solving shifts from leader to follower. The leader’s role is to provide recognition and actively listen and facilitate problem-solving/decision-making on the part of the follower. Finally, the S4 leadership is low on directing/low on supporting leader behavior which is referred to as ‘delegating’ because the style involves letting the followers run their own show. The leader delegates as the followers are high in readiness and maturity, have the ability, and are both willing and able to take responsibility for decisions and implementation.

Blanchard et al.(1993) stated that the development level of the follower refers to the ‘extent to which a person has mastered the skills necessary for the task at hand and has developed a positive attitude toward the task, (Blanchard et al.1993, p28) and is based on multiple dimensions of a person‘s competence and commitment. The authors assert that the leader must assess the developmental level of the follower and adjust leading to the level demonstrated (Hersey & Blanchard 1969). The appropriate leadership styles of S1 (directing) to S4 (delegating) correspond to particular follower developmental levels, termed D1 to D4, respectively.  Furthermore, the four developmental levels are enthusiastic beginner, low on competence and high on commitment; disillusioned learner with increasing competence and low commitment; capable but cautious contributor, with moderate to high competence and variable commitment; and self-reliant achiever who is high on both competence and commitment. Although popular management textbooks routinely include Hersey and Blanchard (1982, 1997) situational leadership theory in their leadership chapter, the theory has somewhat been overlooked within contemporary healthcare and research into the concept of situational leadership in nursing is limited (Johnson & d’ Argenio 1991, Sims et al., 2009, Solman 2010). However, the competencies and skills of the situational leader as outlined by Hersey and Blanchard (1997) can be considered for their appropriateness to support person-centered practice. The person-centered nursing framework provides us with the opportunity to integrate person-centered theory with situational leadership theory, in order to identify the level of support that is required throughout the process of enlightenment, empowerment to that of the transformative action.

Hypothesis 5c (H5c): Situational leadership positively influences organizational commitment.

8. The Mediating Role of Organizational commitment

Employees’ commitment is their belief that the organization’s human resource management practices are based on treating employees with fairness and attracting skilled employees (Daniel, 1988). Organizational commitment is a psychological state that reflects the intention of the employee to stay with or leave the company (Meyer and Allen, 1991). Employees must believe that their opinions are valued and considered. If employees are encouraged to participate and their inputs are consistently and genuinely enlisted, it is expected to increase commitment and performance and sometimes even enhance the acceptance of relatively negative decisions (Soumyaja et al., 2011). At the same time, it is mentioned that employees’ organizational commitment plays a positive and constructive role in this respect and take steps in the fulfillment of organizational goals of innovation management (Zhenghong et al., 2015).
The leader’s role is to make sure that the direction is as clear as possible, that there is commitment to the direction and that employees are authorized to accomplish what needs to be done and are held accountable (Warrick, 2011). Equally important, managers have to understand that employee engagement is a long-term and ongoing process that requires continued interaction over time and stress the point that engagement involves all levels of the organization (Saks, 2006). 

Past studies suggest that there is no universal leadership style but different leadership styles are effective across varied organizational situations. Effective leader must know when to exhibit a particular approach. Good human resource management drives employee satisfaction and loyalty (Mosadeghrad & Rosenberg, 2008; Ingersoll et al., 2002; Redfern, Hannan, Norman & Martin, 2002). Further, supervisors are responsible for building a positive relationship with their respective subordinates to promote the subordinates’ commitment to the organization (Truckenbrodt, 2000). Therefore, based on the above mentioned past studies, I propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 6a (H6a): Organizational commitment mediates the influence of instrumental leadership on innovation management.

Hypothesis 6b (H6b): Organizational commitment mediates the influence of participative leadership on innovation management.

Hypothesis 6c (H6c): Organizational commitment mediates the influence of situational leadership on innovation management.

Furthermore, several past studies suggest that organizational culture also influences organizational commitment (Dieleman, Shaw, & Zwanikken, 2011; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Moon, 2000). Organizational commitment is highly affected by organizational culture (Dieleman et al., 2011) as the latter has significant influence on employee’s job satisfaction and job involvement (Moon, 2000). On the other hand, Naff and Crum (1999) argued that organizational commitment positively influences work motivation and job performance. Furthermore, Glisson and James (2002) explored how organizational culture affects employee’s commitment and satisfaction; and they found that aspects of organizational culture (like behavioral norms and expectations) resulted in greater satisfaction and commitment of the employees.  In addition, Meyer and Allen (1991) identified organizational culture, as an antecedent of organizational commitment. Therefore, I predict that: 

Hypothesis 7a (H7a): Organizational commitment mediates the influence of clan culture on innovation management.

Hypothesis 7b (H7b): Organizational commitment mediates the influence of hierarchical on innovation management.

Hypothesis 7c (H7c): Organizational commitment mediates the influence of market culture on innovation management.

Hypothesis 7d (H7d): Organizational commitment mediates the influence of adhocracy culture on innovation management.
8. Conceptual Research Framework
Figure 1 presents the conceptual research model based on the hypotheses framed and proposed in the aforementioned section. Organizational leadership and organizational culture are the independent variables, organizational commitment is the mediator and the dependent variable is innovation management. The conceptual model for this paper shows antecedents of factors that have been found to affect organizational innovation. Arrows depict these relationships. Relationships exist between commitment, leadership, and culture and innovation management, suggesting that organizational leadership directly affects culture, that then affects organizational leadership, which in turn along with culture, impact innovation management by means of organizational commitment. Additionally, the belief is that all these concepts affect innovation management.




CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The methodology used in the study is explained. At first, the philosophical stance of the thesis is determined, and related justification is provided. Next, the research design employed in the study in line with the research objectives is discussed. In this approach it takes the concept of the finding and underlines the fundamental truth. Then the survey based research method used in the study is discussed. This includes discussion on methods used to develop the survey instrument development, the conduct of the pilot study, and the final survey administration. However, the researcher also acknowledges the fact that the subjects of research are practitioners in the Healthcare field. The nature of the research requires gathering knowledge and experience held by practitioners within the context of managing innovation. The involvement of human beings and reference to context, limits the use of objective methods to gather information, as in the case of positivistic research.

3.1 Philosophical stance of the thesis

Numerous researchers have pointed out the importance of paying heed to the research philosophies. Easterby-Smith et al. (2002) stated that “failure to understand and think through philosophical issues can have a detrimental effect on the quality of the research outcome”. Thinking through philosophies can help to determine the most suitable method to conduct the research at the very early stages. Research philosophy can help to identify the type of evidence required, how to gather it, and how to interpret it, in order to find an answer to the basic problem under investigation (Saunders, Lewis, Thornhill & Bristow, 2015). Reference to research philosophies will enable the researcher to resolve the research questions by identifying, adapting or even creating research designs that projects beyond one’s own experience and knowledge Saunders et al., 2015).

According to Baker (2001) there are basically two contrasting extremes in research philosophies known as positivism and interpretivism. Positivism and interpretivism are the two main theoretical paradigms used in management research (Bell, Bryman & Harley, 2018). Positivism and interpretivism are the broad frameworks or paradigms in which research is managed. Paradigms are affected by radical or objectivist and constructionist ontology (Fraser, 2014; Sarantakos, 2013). The realist ontology is informed by the positivist paradigm while the constructivist one, or what Neuman (2011) called nominalist, is influenced by interpretivism. Positivism takes the ontological assumption that the reality is external and objective. Based on the aforesaid ontological assumption; positivism takes the epistemological stance that the subject under research should be studied through objective methods rather than by subjective methods such as sensation, reflection or intuition. (Easterby-Smith et al, 2002). Positivists sought to explain the behaviour of the subject under research by identifying fundamental laws through observable reality, (Saunders et al, 2015; Easterby-Smith et al, 2002). Saunders et al (2015, p84) also agree by stating that in positivism “the researcher is independent of and neither affects nor is affected by the subject of research”.

In contrast to positivism, interpretivism takes the idealism and relativist stances in respect of ontological and epistemological assumptions. Interpretivists view reality as socially constructed (Saunders et al, 2015) thus it is also named social constructivism. According to interpretivism “reality is determined by people rather than by objective and external factors” (Easterby-Smith et al, 2002, p30). Actions of people will be affected by the interpretations that they themselves place on different situations. In social constructivism emphasis is placed on the different constructions and meanings placed by people upon their experience because people interact with the environment and try to make sense of situations through their interpretations (Easterby-Smith et al, 2002; Saunders et al, 2015). Though the study acknowledges the rich contribution of these interpretative studies, in order to enhance the generalizability and transferability of the findings for a larger population (at a national level), an epistemological stance based more firmly on positivism is required. Positivism encourages the use of methods from the natural science in management research, and usually adheres to the idea of an objective reality which can be confirmed by the senses, measured quantitatively, and accurately generalized. This particular research approach relies upon objective methods such as surveys and questionnaires (King  & Horrocks, 2010). 

Quantitative research methods, therefore, are considered to be essential to the positivist approach, which is characterized by a numerical orientation and a strong emphasis on the measurement and analysis of causal relationships (Saunders et al., 2015). Given that the study aims at understanding innovation management within the public sector at the national level, it was required therefore to scientifically test hypotheses, and hence a positivist survey-based research approach is best suited for this study. Quantitative research with data collected through numerical measurement of particular phenomena and examined using mathematically based methods (particularly statistics), is popular to both natural and social scientists Scholars are trained in various ways to minimize bias containing utilization of questions, sampling strategies, research design, control groups, and powerful statistical techniques, each with their own needs of data collection (Lach, 2014).
In today’s socio-economic environment, quantitative research is still applied as a favored methodology by many researchers due to issues relating to time and financial considerations as getting quantifiable information and data is quite simple compared to qualitative research (Rittichainuwat & Rattanaphinanchai, 2015). This qualitative research methodology demands time and considerable effort in the field, allocating resources to a quite small sample of participants (Rittichainuwat & Rattanaphinanchai, 2015). Thus, when looking at a wide and various field such as general human services, probably statistics can grant more valid data in order to determine present and future trends. Furthermore, the system of quantifying can be repeated utilizing the same formula or methods. Replication of larger and multiple samples under similar conditions allows comparisons to be formulated. Comparing statistics is possibly easier to understand compared with a more subjective and narrow approach. Understanding numerical implications can direct to the supposition that the findings are valid, thereby, recognized as “the truth”. Moreover, statistics rather than “real life” scenarios aim to remove the researcher from the emotional and subjective bias that can be more common in qualitative research. Therefore, information and data can be explained, adopting basic figures without the impact of participants compromising neutrality (McCusker & Gunaydin, 2015).

The literature on research methodology determines experiments, survey, case study, grounded theory, and ethnography and action research as essential research strategies within the scope from deductive to inductive research approaches (See Yin, 2017; Saunders et al, 2015; Easterby-Smith et al, 2002; Gill & Johnson, 2002). In contrast, surveys are conducted on a wider population using economical data collection methods such as questionnaires (Saunders et al, 2015). Surveys can be an effective tool for gathering opinions, attitudes, and descriptions, and for investigating cause and effect relationships (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2005). According to Creswell (2014): …[S]urveys are commonly used tool[s] in sociological research, whether in the form of a questionnaire, interview, or telephone poll. Surveys make it possible to ask specific questions about a large number of topics and then perform sophisticated analyses to find patterns and relationships among variables.

According to Busha & Harter (1980), surveys are best suited to determining the relationships between various factors, such as in the case of testing a conceptual framework. The survey technique selected for this study was that of a questionnaire. The use of questionnaires was specifically chosen in this study because questionnaires could easily be distributed to large groups of respondents, including geographically distant ones. Moreover, they are a reasonable option when conducting a large-scale study of a population, and they also do not require significant effort with respect to the collection of responses, as can be the case with qualitative studies such as interviews and focus groups. In addition, the responses collected have been standardized, and could therefore be easily compiled and analyzed further (Creswell, 2014).

Using a self-reporting strategy, Vanagunas and Webb (1994) utilized a survey questionnaire within a study sample of state government-agency workers to determine innovative projects and then conclude the scope and success of their implementation, as well as their planned against actual costs. Newell and Swan (1995) also depended upon self-report as they defined innovation outcomes in terms of numbers of technologies implemented, duration until implementation, and the number of phases required for the technological development. Similarly, Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) incorporated self-report measures with questionnaires related to major product innovations, validating responses by interviews with managers from headquarter offices.

3.2 Research Design  

Research has been described as a systematic investigation (Burns, 1997) or inquiry whereby data are collected, analysed and interpreted in some way in an effort to "understand, describe, predict or control an educational or psychological phenomenon or to empower individuals in such contexts" (Mertens, 2005, p.2). It has been suggested, however, that the "exact nature of the definition of research is influenced by the researcher's theoretical framework" (Mertens, 2005, p.2) with theory being used to create relationships between or among constructs that define or explain a phenomenon by going beyond the local event and trying to connect it with similar events (Mertens, 2005, p.2). A research design is a framework designed to conduct research that links the data to be collected and analyzed together for answering broader research questions (Gale, Heath, Cameron, Rashid & Redwood, 2013). The research design can be divided into two broad groups known as deductive approach and inductive approach. Easterby-Smith et al (2002) argue that positivist research is more biased towards deductive approach while the social constructivist research is more biased towards inductive approach, due to the philosophical stances taken by positivists and social constructivists. The deductive approach is used to search for causal relationships between variables through deducing a hypothesis (Saunders et al, 2015). As the models of innovation differ, so do the descriptions of what shapes an innovation. Knowing the importance of innovation as a phenomenon to be studied, where can practical examples be found and observed? How should current incidents of innovation be measured, counted, classified, and related to the organizational climates that helped create them? 

Figure 2 shows the research design employed along with the research questions and research objectives. In the first stage (already explained in Chapter 2), a systematic literature review of scattered studies on Innovation Management practices, its enablers as well as its performance outcomes concerning the public sector were conducted, and the results were collated to develop a broader construct, thereby providing an initial structure and orientation for the investigation. 

Figure 2: Research design of the study

In the second phase, the objective was to develop and/or search for an initial survey instrument capable of accounting for the identified constructs and factors involving the public sector. In line with the literature findings in Chapter 2, survey instruments on the construct of the study were selected from the previous studies. In the third phase, the initial survey instrument was pre-tested with academic and industry professionals, followed by the handling of a pilot study to maintain that the survey instrument was capable of representing the suggested constructs and factors effectively. In the fourth phase, a large-scale quantitative study was undertaken to establish the statistical validity of the measuring instruments, vis-à-vis conceptual research framework of this study, to numerically assess the relative importance of each theme and its relevant factors, and to numerically assess the relationship between the themes (e.g., testing the hypotheses) in line with our research objectives. A survey-based research approach was used, as it significantly enhances the empirical generalizability of the findings to a broader population by studying a sample of that population (Creswell, 2014). For the objective of this study, a self-administered standardized questionnaire was used based on the belief that the questions mean the same things to different respondents and that there was no room for subjectivity. In the fifth phase, the data collected from the survey was analyzed using various statistical techniques to directly answer our research questions.

3.3 Pilot study

A pilot study is important for identifying and addressing issues that might affect the completion of the final questionnaire during the main study (Dillman, 1978). It involves selecting a small number of respondents from the original sample set to examine how the questionnaire might be received by the entire sample and to identify any potential problems that may arise. Although pilot study samples are small, it is important to select a sample that is representative of all groups targeted in the main survey. A total of 15 responses were received from the pilot study. Some of the important information that was obtained from the pilot study which helped us for the final survey process were as follows:

· Time taken to complete the survey;

· Survey response rate (No. of completed surveys returned/Total sample);

· Completion rate (No. of completed responses/No. of respondents who attempted the survey);

· Drop out section/drop out time period;

· Questions skipped/answers not applicable;

· Comments/feedback for improvement;
The nationwide main survey was conducted over a period of three months during Autumn 2016, with the pre-tested and piloted survey instrument (Appendix A), administered via hardcopy to the healthcare public sector in the UAE. Since the frameworks proposed in the study are meant to improve innovation management practices at the strategic, tactical and operational level, perspectives from employees working at all levels of the organization, regardless of their work experience, were considered as potential respondents in the survey and therefore was targeted. No respondent was excluded based on their managerial level or years of work experience. 

Prior approval from different public sector entities was obtained before conducting the survey. However, only four public sector hospitals across the seven emirates in the UAE participated in the survey. Each questionnaire was accompanied by a cover letter indicating the purpose of the study and its potential contributions. The letter also assured the complete confidentiality of the survey to the respondents. Visits were made, to encourage completion. Four hospitals across the seven emirates in the UAE participated in the survey, resulting in 485 responses. However, only 389 were found valid for the purpose of this study, as 96 respondents had left few items unanswered. The demographic details of the respondents are provided in Table 3.1.
3.4 Instruments used

Otherwise stated, all the items across survey scale for innovation management, organizational culture, leadership, and organizational commitment were rated by the respondents in this study on the five-point Likert scale. 

3.4.1 Innovation management scale. 
The innovation management scale in the hospital settings was adopted from by Badger (1992) and it has three dimensions namely, administrative, human resources, product & service innovation. The sample items included were as “Employees are encouraged to take risks in the pursuit of innovation”, “Medical staff members are encouraged to suggest ways to improve the hospital's operations or services”. The Cronbach alpha coefficients for the administrative, human resources, and product & service innovation management sub-scale were found to be respectively 0.964, 0.935, and 0.918 (please see table 4.4).
3.4.2 Organizational culture scale.
 I adopted organizational culture assessment instrument (OCAI) of Cameron and Quinn (2011) which has six items, each of the four dimensions (i.e., clan, adhocracy, hierarchical, and market culture). The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were found to be 0.943, 0.956, 0.955, and 0.936 for the clan, the adhocracy, the market and the hierarchical culture type of the OCAI in this study. An example of sample items to be rated includes, “the organization is a very personal place…” and “the organization is a very dynamic entrepreneurial place…” (please see table 4.1).
3.4.3 Leadership behavior scale.
The Perceived Leadership Behavior Scale (PLBS) of House and Dessler (1974) was adopted in this study. It has three dimensions of leadership behavior namely instrumental, supportive, and participative leadership; and altogether this scale has 22 items but only 20 items were useful for the purpose of this study (please see table 4.2). The individual item in this scale was rated by respondents on the five point Likert scale and the sample items included as “My leader ensure what is expected of each employee”, and “My leader decides what to do and how to do”. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for instrumental leadership, supportive leadership, and participative leadership were found to be 0.963, 0.977, and 0.971, respectively.  
3.4.4 Organizational Commitment Scale.
 I adopted organizational commitment scale developed by Allen and Meyer (1990) which has three dimensions of organizational commitment namely, affective, continuance, and normative commitment. The sample items included were “I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own”, “I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to this one”. The Cronbach alpha coefficients for the affective, continuance, and normative organizational commitment were found to be 0.920, 0.906, and 0.921(please see table 4.3).
3.5 Sample details

Three Hundred and eighty nine (n=389) questionnaires were distributed among males (n=110; 28.28%) and females (n=279; 71.72%) who were qualified to be included in the study.  The population studied consisted of 26 pharmacists (6.68%), 127 administrators (41.8%), 91 nurses (23.46%), 85 technicians (21.9%), and 60 physicians (15.42%). 
The age distribution of the studied population consisted of 91 (23.39%) persons of up to 30 years of age, 86 persons (22.11%) of 31-35 years old, 96 persons (24.68%) 36-40 years of age,  45 persons (11.57%) of 41-45 years of age and 71 persons (18.25%) of 46 years and older. 

In terms of supervisory status, 365 (93.83%) were holding supervisory positions and the rest who were 24 persons (6.17 %) did not hold supervisory positions. 

Among the population studied 88 persons (22.62%) had at least or equal to 5 years work experience, 106 (27.25%) persons were of 6-10 years of work experience, 86 (22.11%) had 11-15 years work experience and the rest of the population who were 109 (28.02%) persons, had at least 16 years work experience. Table 3.1 displays the sample details.  

Table 3.1: Sample Details
	Variables
	Sample 

(n = 389)
	Percentage

(%)
	Variables
	Sample 

(n = 389)
	Percentage

(%)

	Gender 

Male

Female
	110

279


	28.28%

71.72%
	Work Category

Pharmacist

Physician

Technician 

Nurse

Administrator 


	26

60

85

91

127


	6.68%

15.42%

21.85%

23.40%

32.65%

	Age

≤30 Years

31-35 Years

36-40 Years

41-45 Years

46 Years and Above


	91

86

96

45

71
	23.39%

22.11%

24.68%

11.57%

18.25%
	Supervisory Status

Supervisory

Non-supervisory
	365

24
	93.83%

  6.17%

	
	
	
	Total Work Experience

≤5 Years

6 to 10 years

11 to 15 years

 ≥ 16 Years  
	88

106

86

109
	22.62%

27.25%

22.11%

28.02%


3.5 Ethical Considerations 
Ethics is typically combined with morality.  Both these words are concerned with the matters of right and wrong with a particular emphasis on privacy. Researchers may be able to collect data from a given participant’s response but must not reveal the information to the public (Broom, 2006). Gillies and Alldred (2002) suggested that for scholars working towards the enhancement of social changes, ethics must be transferred from the classical dimension on how participants are addressed to more common questions of ethics. So, that research should be prepared, conducted, and revised in order to protect the privacy of research subjects. This, of course, ascertains the integrity standard throughout the research process and procedures. Research Ethics is an integral part of any graduate-level research paper. Ethical issues were debated comprehensively within the educational academic disciplines on public levels (Brooks, Riele & Maguire, 2014). Furthermore, Kamat (2006), in his research paper, requested leaders to motivate leaders of academic research groups to notify students at all levels that people who are involved in the research process about the accountabilities of authors and co-authors reminding them of the researchers’ ethical responsibilities.  Therefore, some criteria are required to submit the research paper from social researchers to the ethics board (Haney & Lykes 2000). These professional organizations that perform the research are idealized and recognized in several ways (Bryman 2016).  It is important for all researchers to recognize the possibility of differences between countries and cultures in many domains of ethical principles and that these principles are not global; rather they are basically notified by the western framework and regulations (Brooks, Riele, & Maguire, 2014). To sum it up, throughout this work research ethics principles have been strictly considered.  It includes, conceptualization of a novel research framework to selection and refinement of measuring instruments, sampling, confidentiality of respondents’ responses.  Also, it holds true for data collection, analysis, writing and submitting of this research project. 
3.6 Summary of Chapter
This chapter explored the quantitative methodology, using a survey questionnaire in order to examine the relationship between healthcare leaders and the staff achievements in the UAE. For this approach, the descriptive method was employed to respond to the research questions as the questionnaire was adopted from different centers and implemented to gather data using the 5-point Likert scale. The sample portion (participants) of this study included physicians, nurses, pharmacists, administrators and technicians of publically funded hospitals. This chapter also discussed the research design and strategies, data collection and sources of data, reliability, validity, and ethical considerations. In this chapter, selecting the descriptive approach was found to be a convenient method that enables the use of survey questionnaires and tests hypotheses. Moreover, a pilot test was employed to ascertain the consistency of the correlation between dependent and independent variables. The number of publically funded hospitals were four, and the number of questionnaires distributed was four hundred and eighty five.
CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Introduction 

The previous chapters had enumerated the research structure, and the strategy used to collect the inputs from the respondents, identified for this research study.  In this chapter, based on the data gathered, their corresponding results are interpreted and discussed.  The tables and calculations show the distribution of frequency of respondents, based on the category and results in the response of the respondents in the questionnaires given. For each of the questions of the survey and the respective responses from the respondents, the interpretation in the form of tables are used for easy understanding along with the analysis. 

4.2 Testing of Biases

In a research study, bias is defined as the tendency which prevents the unprejudiced consideration of a question.   Some degree of bias is present in nearly all research projects.   So, the question in any research is not whether or not there is bias, rather, the extent to which bias has influenced the results.   
Bias is described as the intentional or unintentional influence that the researcher may have on a study (Schaller, Patil & Malhotra, 2015). Therefore, a bias will prejudice the results of the research findings. In general, bias is a type of systematic error that is introduced into the sampling or testing and encourages one outcome over another. Some degree of bias is present in nearly all research projects (Fuller, Simmering, Atinc, Atinc & Babin, 2016). So, the question is not whether or not there is bias, but rather, the extent to which bias influenced the results. The following is a description of several types of common sources of bias that may occur in experimental research:

Sampling Bias – This type of bias occurs when a bias is present in choosing the target population to sample and the participants are not representative of the larger population. For example, if a researcher was studying feelings on gun control, and the target area chosen for the study was an area that is predominantly made up of one political party or another, it may skew the results. The results cannot then be generalized to the larger population.

Selection Bias – If the participants are not equally and randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups, selection bias will occur. It may also occur in the way that test subjects are chosen to participate. All members of the target population should have an equal chance of being selected and an equal chance being placed into any group.

Response Bias – This occurs when only certain types of individuals respond to an invitation to participate. The participant group is then not representative of the larger population.

Performance Bias – Performance bias occurs when something affects how the treatments or interventions are delivered. This typically occurs when the participants or the researchers behave differently because they are part of a study. For example, if a researcher feels that treatment A is more effective than treatment B, he or she may be more attentive to the participants receiving treatment A. Blinding is a common way to rectify this situation. In a single blind study, the participants do not know whether they are in the control or the experimental group, thereby eliminating any bias by participants. In a double-blind study, neither the participants nor the researcher know which group is receiving the treatment.

Measurement Bias – The people measuring or assessing the outcomes in a study should not know which individuals belonged to which groups to ensure that they do not focus only on data supporting the intervention.

4.2.1 Common method bias

A concern bias that often arises among researchers who run studies with single-source, self-report, cross-sectional designs is that of common method bias, which is also known as common method variance and this study used Harman single factor test to assess for such biases in this study (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 2012). The concern specifically is that when the same method is used to measure multiple constructs, this may result in spurious method-specific variance that can bias the observed relationships between the measured constructs as studied by (Schaller, Patil, & Malhotra, 2015). 

A “method” broadly refers to the aspect of a test or a task, which can be a source of systematic measurement error.  This in a questionnaire includes the wording of the items and instructions or the response format.  It could be Likert, Scale, Visual Analogue etc.  According to (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff, 2012), a study’s measurement context is also considered as a potential method factor.
Biased estimates of construct reliability and validity

This applies to latent constructs, which actually captures the systematic variance among its measures. According to (Podsakoff et al, 2012), “if the systematic method variance is not controlled, this variance will be lumped together with systematic trait variance in the construct”. As studied and observed by (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010), this can thus lead to inaccurate estimates of a scale’s reliability and validity.
Biased estimates of the covariation between two constructs

As studied by (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010), the common method bias factors can expand, decrease, or have no effect on the observed association between two constructs. Inflated or deflated approximations of the association between two constructs can affect hypothesis testing by increasing the chance of a Type I or Type II error, respectively.

Optimizing the research design to reduce common method bias
The crucial mechanism by which common method bias arises is decreased motivation (or sometimes a lack of ability) for participants to respond accurately and an increased tendency for participants to engage in satisficing. Podsakoff et al, in 2012 proposed and listed a few procedural remedies to reduce satisficing:
1. Adding a temporal, proximal, or psychological separation when measuring the research study’s independent (predictor) and dependent (criterion) variables
This can be done by adding a time delay, by increasing the physical separation of items, and/or by adding a cover story to deemphasize any association between the independent and dependent variables. One can reduce a participants’ tendency to use previous answers to inform subsequent answers. A temporal delay attains this by letting recalled info leave a participant’s short-term memory before answering new questions. Proximal separation basically removes common retrieval cues and a cover story (i.e. psychological separation) which decreases the perceived relevance of previously recalled information to newly recalled information.

2. Eliminating common scale properties such as response format
This could be done by switching up the response formats for different questionnaires. Kothandapani (1971) has provided an example study that demonstrates how influential response formats can be.  He had experimented with four different scale formats: Likert, Guttman, Guilford, and Thurstone. He found quite remarkably, that the average correlation between his independent and dependent variables dropped by 60% from r = .45 to r = .18 when he used different response formats as measured against the same response format.

3. Eliminating ambiguity in scale items

Ambiguous items increase participants’ reliance on their systematic response tendencies (e.g. extreme or midpoint response styles) as they are unable to rely on the content of the ambiguous item. Ambiguity can be reduced by keeping questions as simple and specific as possible. It is better not to shy away from defining terms which may be unfamiliar to the research study or the participants and the researcher has to be generous in providing examples when appropriate.

4.2.2 Non-response bias 

During research the research participants are known via observation, either actual viewing of behaviors or examining survey responses. But it is difficult to determine psychographics or behaviors among the non-participants (there is zero information by definition). One can hypothesize as to why the identified members as research participants might choose not to participate.  Either they are too busy, they don’t care, they didn’t know about the research opportunity, they don’t like giving opinions, they forgot to respond, they are concerned about privacy, and so on. But these are only guesses. These respondents may be different attitudinally and behaviorally from research participants. Again, truly speaking it is not possible to know how these differences might impact research findings.
Researchers are a conscientious people and they would seek to obtain a representative sample for their studies (qualitative and quantitative alike). In a way, it is easy and better to be pretending that non-response bias does not exist, than the attempt to acknowledge and address it. Tackling non-response bias is a non-starter for one very compelling reason — it ranges from difficult to impossible to counteract without a large investment of time and budget. In today’s “fail fast” environment, the prevailing attitude is to ignore this bias and move on. It is better to feel that we do not identify this, so that it does not matter much in the grand scheme of things. 
This attitude isn’t shared by all institutions. One salient example is that of the U.S. Census Bureau, which conducts, among many other assessments, a full count of the population every 10 years. Although required and mandated by law to respond to the survey forms mailed to each household in the nation, about 30% of households still do not participate. The Census Bureau takes its mandate seriously and sends workers to administer the survey to non-responders. These workers visit the same household up to six times in order to achieve a completed form.
The Census Bureau can rely on in-person survey administration to decrease the non-response bias because it operates with a hefty budget (the 2010 budget was over $5 billion USD). Accurate Census results lead to better representation in Congress and more equitable allocation of $100+ billion in federal funds. One could understand this and say that the Census Bureau’s attention to non-response bias yields a tremendous return on investment.
Realistically, though, market research budgets of $5+ billion and project timelines that extend several months are difficult to come by. There are, however, strategies that may mitigate the impact of non-response bias that do not require large budgets and longer time periods. 

Nonresponse bias occurs when the data gathered from the sampled elements are different on the measured variables in nonnegligible ways from those that are sampled, but from which data are not gathered. Essentially, all surveys are likely to have some degree of nonresponse bias, but in many cases, it occurs at a very small and thus a negligible (i.e. ignorable) level. The size of the bias is a function of 

(a) the magnitude of the difference between respondents and non-respondents 

(b) the proportion of all sampled elements that are non-respondents. 

Thus, even if only one of these factors is large, the nonresponse bias may well be nonnegligible.

Reasons for Non-Response
Non-response happens when there is a significant difference between those who responded to the survey and those who did not. This may happen for a variety of reasons, including:

· Some people refusing to participate. This could be because the questionnaire survey is asking for embarrassing information, or information about illegal activities.

· Poorly constructed surveys. For example, if one has a snail mail survey for young adults or a smartphone survey for older adults; both these scenarios are likely to lead to a lower response rate for a research study has targeted population.

· Some people simply forgot to return the survey.

· The survey did not reach all members in the research study sample. For example, email invites might have disappeared into the Spam folder, or the code used in the email may not have rendered properly on certain devices (like cell phones).

· Certain groups are more inclined to answer. For example, people who are more active runners might be more inclined to answer a survey about running than people who aren’t as active in the community.

· Historically, researchers have found that lower-income members of the population are more likely to not respond to surveys. One researcher pinpointed single males as one group more likely to not respond.
Non-response bias occurs when people who participate in a research study are inherently different from people who do not participate. This bias can negatively impact the representativeness of the research sample and lead to skewed outcomes. Basing important business decisions on research conducted using non-representative respondents is potentially disastrous.

Avoiding methods that may discourage participation from certain groups. Importance has to be given to understand whether the sample have qualities that make it difficult for the respondents to respond via particular methods? Online surveys are very popular research tools because they are relatively cheap and quick. But online surveys might not be the best choice, for example, for lower-income, elderly respondents. Using an online method may result in a sample comprised more of higher-income, younger consumers who have different values, beliefs, and opinions than their older, lower-income counterparts.

Reminding respondents about the initial research participation and let them know when to respond by. Consideration should be given for using both email and text reminders. This increases the likelihood that procrastinators and those who don’t like to check email (Millennials and Gen Z) will be included in the final sample. This also means leaving the survey open for several days to a week to allow respondents who do not check their email daily to respond.

Keeping surveys short and/or conducting pre-testing to ensure that the incentive for participation aligns with expectations. One method would be to use a short-form survey that consists of a few key questions and then provide an opportunity to give additional feedback on a longer-form survey. Before the key questions are combined, statistical testing would determine if those who answered the short-form survey gave different responses than those who answered the longer-form survey. I suspect that there would not be a difference in most cases. Such a methodology would theoretically provide confidence that some of the non-response bias was accounted for.

Using multiple approaches. Mixing methodologies is a strong tactic to prevent non-response bias. Individuals who are reluctant to participate in a group qualitative study may be more comfortable expressing themselves in an online bulletin board, for example. A well-known snack and beverage company uses several methods to promote participation. Not only do they employ the usual online and central location approaches, they send mobile research units to inner city locations in order to elicit feedback from consumers who would otherwise not be included.

Completely removing non-response bias from research is an impossible task. Regardless, researchers should strive to do so. Stakeholders may not fully appreciate the effort required to reduce bias. All researchers have more confidence that, business decisions based on cleaner, more representative research, are more likely to be successful.

Non response bias is introduced bias in statistics when respondents differ from non respondents. In other words, it will throw the research results off or invalidate them completely. It can also result in higher variances for the estimates, as the sample size that the researcher ends up with is smaller than the one the researcher originally had in mind.

4.3 Reliability and Validity 

According to (Altheide & Johnson, 1994), Reliability is referred to as the stability of findings, whereas validity represented the truthfulness of findings.  Reliability is the degree to which a measurement instrument gives the same results each time that it is used, assuming the underlying thing being measured does not change. It relates to the consistency of a measure. Reliability is a characteristic of the measure and denotes to the degree to which the measure reduces faults of measurement and produces steady numeric scores across assessment events. In simple terms, research reliability is the degree to which research method produces stable and consistent results. A specific measure is considered to be reliable if its application on the same object of measurement produces the same results.

According to (Traub, 1994), there are several approaches for developing numerical estimates for reliability. A participant finishing a scale, designed to assess her/his motivation needs to have nearly the same answers every time s/he takes the test. However, this is rarely likely to give a precise estimate of reliability. The three attributes of reliability coefficient and how each of the attributes examined are discussed in detail.  

Homogeneity (internal consistency) is calculated through item-to-total correlation, Cronbach's α, Kuder-Richardson coefficient and split-half reliability. In the split-half reliability, the obtained score of the sample is divided into two equal halves. The correlation coefficients are obtained comparing both the halves wherein, the strong correlation values suggest for high reliability. On the other hand, the weak correlation coefficients suggest about the low reliability of the scale used. The Kuder-Richardson method to calculate reliability is a complicated form of the split-half method. In this method, the average of all probable split half arrangements is formulated, and the obtained correlation coefficients lie between 0 to 1. This method is better and accurate as compared to the split-half method, but it should be used with the scale wherein the item has two responses – “yes” or “no”. On the other hand, the Cronbach's α is frequently resorted to find out the internal consistency reliability of the scale. Here, the average of all correlations in each of the combinations of the split-halves are found out. The Cronbach's α lies in between 0 to 1, wherein as satisfactory reliability coefficient value is one which should be ≥ 0.7. 
Stability of the scale is calculated with the help of the test–retest & the parallel form or the alternate-form methods. The test–retest reliability is calculated while a scale is administered to the identical sample more than once under same conditions. A statistical evaluation is done amongst sample’s test scores for each of the times s/he has taken the test. It provides a sign of the reliability of the scale. The parallel-form reliability (or alternate-form reliability) is alike to test–retest reliability excepting that a dissimilar form of the original scale is administered to sample in the succeeding tests. However, the concepts being measured remain the same in both forms of the scale; but the wordings of the item(s) are different. For a scale to exhibit stability, it is to note that there need be high correlations between the score(s) every time a sample takes the test. In this scenario, the correlation coefficient which is lower than 0.3 indicates weak correlation, 0.3 to 0.5 suggests moderate, and correlation coefficient greater than 0.5 indicates that there is a strong correlation. 
Equivalence is measured using the inter-rater reliability coefficient. This method comprises a procedure for qualitatively defining the degree of agreement between two or more observers. A good example of the process used in calculating inter-rater reliability is the scores of judges for a roller-skating competition. The degree of uniformity across all the raters in the scores given to roller-skating members is the degree of inter-rater reliability coefficient. A typical example in researches is when researcher(s) are requested to provide a rating for the relevancy of every item included in the scale. Uniformity in the ratings amongst the judges suggests to the degree of inter-rater consistency of instrument.

Validity

Defining how meticulously the subjects of reliability & validity are dealt with in any research is a vital constituent in the assessment of researches and swaying the judgment about whether or not to use the findings of inquiry into the practical or real-life situation. In quantitative inquiries, the researcher introduces rigor through an assessment of the reliability and the validity of instrument used in the study. The quality investigations offer proof of how effectively all the variables have been handled in the study. This assists to evaluate the reliability and the validity of the study and guide one to choose whether one should use the key results in one’s area of concern. 
By definition, Validity is the degree to which a concept, a construct, and/ or a measurement is well-founded so that it corresponds to the real world with accuracy.   Validus is originally Latin word from where the word Valid has been derived.  Validus means strong.     The degree to which an instrument measures the purpose for which it is designed to measure is called as a Validity of an assessment.  Validity by nature is relative.  According to Oliver (2010), validity is a compulsory requirement for all types of studies including the research studies.  

A questionnaire which is drafted well, should be ready to establish the validity.   To put it in clear perspective validity is the total amount of systematic or built-in error in the questionnaire.  The validity of a questionnaire can be very well established by using an expert panel who could explore the theoretical construct behind it.   This type of validity exploits as to how well the idea of a theoretical construct is actually represented in a questionnaire( it is the operational measure), which is also called as a translational or representational validity.  
Validity expresses the degree to which a measurement tool measures what it is intended to measure.  The validity tests are categorized into two – Internal and External Validity.  Internal Validity is a measure of how accurately the measures that have been obtained from the research study is actually quantifying, for which it has been designed to measure.  External validity is a measure of how accurately the measures that has been obtained from the research study sample describes the population that has been referenced from which the actual research study sample has been based upon. 

Validity is used to determine whether the research study measures what it is intended to measure, and it helps to approximate the truthfulness of the result that is obtained.  The need for validity is to ensure that the trustworthiness of the research work and the confidence that one has towards its results.   Validity makes the difference between “good” and “bad” research reports. 

In the research work, there exists many different ways to design the questions of the survey.  The issue is how to check for the validity of the survey?  The question that is often posed is how can one determine, if the survey is actually measuring what it is supposed to measure?  One of the important things to keep in mind is that there are no statistical tests for the validity. When a survey is being “validated”, it means that the researcher has come to a conclusion that the survey is actually measuring what it was constructed to measure, or it is a confirmation or a statement received from a fellow, or another researcher which indicates their belief in the instrument that it is measuring what it was designed to and intended to measure.   In a simple way to understand, validity basically is an opinion and nothing more than that.  
In general, validity is based purely on the researcher’s judgement.  When a questionnaire is developed, each and every question is scrutinized properly and is modified if needed, until the researcher is satisfied that the questionnaire drafted is an accurate measure of the desired one, and that there is an adequate coverage provided for the areas that the researcher had intended to investigate.  
Any research worth its weight is concerned with whether what is being measured is what is intended to be measured, and considers the ways in which observations are influenced by the circumstances in which they are made.

Validity suggests the degree to which a construct is consummately assessed in a quantitative investigation. On the other hand, the second measure of quality in any quantitative research investigation is reliability, or the accuracy of the measuring scale - the extent to which a measuring instrument constantly has the similar results if used in the same condition on repeated occasions. An example of reliability & validity is an alarm clock that rings at 8:00 each morning, but is set for 5:30. It is very reliable as it regularly rings at the same time every day, but it is not valid, as it does not ring at the preferred time. Therefore, it is essential to deliberate upon reliability and validity of the scale while either directing or analyzing findings of the study. There are three main kinds of validity.
The first category is content validity. It suggests whether the scale amply captures all the content that it should vis-à-vis the construct being studied. In other words, does the scale cover the whole realm connected to the concept it was planned to assess? In graduate public health subject with suggestions about community health, an investigation with content validity will capture the essence of the subject with bigger stress on the themes, which received larger reporting, or more in-depth. Whereas the face validity is a sub-set of the content validity, wherein judges are requested for their opinions about whether a scale on its face value measures what it is supposed to measure.  
Construct validity denotes to whether one can develop inferences about the scores of an instrument related to the construct that is being investigated. For instance, if an individual has a high score on a survey that assesses depression, does this individual truly have a higher amount of depression? In different instance, a scale of understanding of medicines that entails dosage metricizing may instead be measuring the awareness of economics. 
Therefore, three kinds of indication that should be used to establish a scale has construct validity: 

1. Homogeneity – it indicates that the scale measures one construct.

2. Convergence – it happens when the scale assesses ideas alike to that of other scales. However, if no similar scales available, this would not be conceivable to do.

3. Theory evidence – it is apparent when behavior is alike to theoretical schemes of the concept assessed in the scale. For instance, when a scale assesses depression, s/he will assume to appreciate that sample who score higher on the scale of depression also exhibit symptoms of depression in their daily lives. 
Last, but not the least, there is criterion validity. A criterion can be any other scale that assesses similar construct. The correlation coefficients can be calculated to decide the degree to which the different scales measure the same construct. Criterion validity is calculated in different ways, as:  

1. Convergent validity indicates that a scale is strongly associated with scales assessing similar construct. 
2. Divergent validity - indicates that a scale poorly correlates with another scale that measures different construct. For instance, there should be weaker relationships between scale measuring intelligence and attitude. 
3. Predictive validity – indicates that scale needs to possess strong relationships with its criterion to be made available in the future. For instance, a score of extraordinary empowerment connected to executing a task need to forecast the likelihood that the individual will complete the assigned jobs / tasks successfully. 
4.3.1 Convergent validity
Defining constructs can be a challenge. Convergent Validity is a sub-type of construct validity. Construct validity means that a test designed to measure a particular construct (i.e. intelligence) is actually measuring that construct. Convergent validity takes two measures that are supposed to be measuring the same construct and shows that they are related. Convergent validity is usually accomplished by demonstrating a correlation between the two measures, although it’s rare that any two measures will be perfectly convergent. In the case of discriminant validity, you could show that there is no correlation at all.
To establish convergent validity, the research study needs to show that measures that should be related are in reality related.  Convergent validity denotes how closely the new instrument is related to other construct and other scales of the same variable. Not only should the variable correlate with the other related variables but at the same time it should not correlate with scale to measure dissimilar construct. A determination along the latter lines refers to the discriminant validity of the scale (de Vet et al., 2011; Streiner et al., 2015). The discriminant validity is explained in the next section of this chapter. For example, a performance-based measure of running should positively relate with self-reported capacity to run a block. Similarly, performance-based measurement of daily actions, such as fastening a seat belt and boiling a pot of water, should positively relate with self-reported events of daily living. 

Convergent validity helps to establish construct validity when research makes use of two different measurement procedures and research methods (e.g., participant observation and a survey) in the dissertation to collect data about a construct (e.g., anger, depression, motivation, task performance). The extent to which convergent validity has been demonstrated is establish by the strength of the relationship between the scores that are obtained from the two different measurement procedures and research methods that the research study has used to collect data about the construct that the researcher is interested in. The idea is that if these scores converge, despite the fact that two different measurement procedures and research methods have been used, the research must measure the same construct.
 The phase ‘despite the fact’, is used because it can be difficult enough in research to create one reliable operational definition for a construct; that is, a single reliable way of measuring a particular construct. It's one thing to suggest measuring the construct height using centimeters, or a person's weight using kilograms, but these are operational definitions of constructs that are quite obvious, where it is easy to come up with a single operational definition. It is far more challenging to create reliable operational definitions for constructs like anger, depression, motivation, and task performance, let alone multiple operational. However, in order to establish convergent validity, the researcher must come up with two operational definitions of the construct that the research study is interested in. The researcher will have to come up with two operational definitions because the research study is using two different measurement procedures (e.g., with participant observation and a survey as the research methods). Each of these measurement procedures will require a different operational definition. 

Convergent validity is not the same as concurrent validity.  However, the distinction is quite straightforward. Both convergent and concurrent validity are ways of assessing construct validity by examining the strength of the relationship between the scores from two different measurement procedures. However, whilst concurrent validity compared a new measurement procedure with a well-established measurement procedure, both measurement procedures are new, when testing for convergent validity.
4.3.2 Discriminant validity

Discriminant validity also known as divergent validity wherein the measures of constructs that theoretically need not be highly associated to each other are, in fact, not obtained to be highly correlated with each other. Practically speaking, the discriminant validity coefficients should be markedly smaller in amount than the convergent validity coefficients. To establish discriminant validity, research study needs to show that measures that should not be related are in reality not related. Discriminant validity shows that two measures that are not supposed to be related are in fact, unrelated. Both types (Convergent and Discriminant) of validity are a requirement for excellent construct validity. It is established when, based on theory, two variables are predicted to be uncorrelated, and the scores obtained by measuring them are indeed empirically found to be so, that is, to differentiate one group from another. It is the lack of a relationship among measures which theoretically should not be related (Messick, 1995). 

4.4 Measurement Validation

Measurement is the allocating of numbers to observations in a manner to quantity phenomena, which are abstract concepts referred to as theoretical constructs. The measurement comprises the operationalization of these variables in defined constructs and the development and application of instruments or tests to quantify these variables.

Measurement requires precise definition of the variables. In any measure, a researcher is interested in representing the characteristics of the subject accurately and consistently. The desirable characteristics of a measure are reliability, and validity. As observed (Waltz et al., 2004), both are important for the conclusions about the credibility of good research. The measurement error is the difference between the true or actual value and the measured value. The true value is the average of the infinite number of measurements, and the measured value is the precise value. Measurement validation is a specific kind of validation “the process of defining an analytical requirement, and confirming that the method under consideration has performance capabilities consistent with what the application requires”. It includes procedures that both establish the performance characteristics and limitations of a measurement method (e.g., trueness, precision, recovery, linearity, robustness) and establish whether the performance characteristics of the measurement method being investigated are fit for the intended purpose. It is performed to a varying extent depending on its intended use.

Crocker & Algina (1986) have pointed to the importance of a theoretical foundation by noting that “constructs cannot be defined only in terms of operational definitions but must also have demonstrated relationships to other constructs or observable phenomena.” New research that gathers information on the constructs measured by a specific instrument, even one that has been widely used in research, contributes to the evidence regarding the construct validity of that test. In this sense, all of the different studies and validation strategies that provide evidence of a test’s validity for making specific inferences about groups of respondents are part of construct validation.
Table 4.1: Test for convergent validity of clan, adhocracy, hierarchal, and market culture scale

	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach Alpha
	SCR
	AVE

	 Clan Culture (CC)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.856
	0.943
	0.734

	
	CC1
	0.814
	0.663
	0.337
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC2
	0.817
	0.667
	0.333
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC3
	0.842
	0.709
	0.291
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC4
	0.892
	0.796
	0.204
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC5
	0.875
	0.766
	0.234
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC6
	0.897
	0.805
	0.195
	 
	 
	 

	Adhocracy Culture (AC)

 

 

 

 

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.882
	0.955
	0.781

	
	AC1
	0.795
	0.632
	0.368
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC2
	0.909
	0.826
	0.174
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC3
	0.885
	0.783
	0.217
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC4
	0.898
	0.806
	0.194
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC5
	0.881
	0.776
	0.224
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC6
	0.928
	0.861
	0.139
	
	
	

	Hierarchical Culture (HC)

 

 

 

 

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.829
	0.930
	0.691

	
	HC1
	0.880
	0.774
	0.226
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC2
	0.861
	0.741
	0.259
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC3
	0.891
	0.794
	0.206
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC4
	0.853
	0.728
	0.272
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC5
	0.745
	0.555
	0.445
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC6
	0.743
	0.552
	0.448
	
	
	

	Market Culture (MC)

 

 

 

 

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.880
	0.954
	0.776

	
	MC1
	0.822
	0.676
	0.324
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC2
	0.855
	0.731
	0.269
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC3
	0.894
	0.799
	0.201
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC4
	0.910
	0.828
	0.172
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC5
	0.912
	0.832
	0.168
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC6
	0.889
	0.790
	0.210
	
	
	


Based on the calculations performed in the above table 4.1, wherein the Cronbach Alpha for Clan Culture is 0.856.  According to Cronbach Alpha, it indicates relatively high internal consistency.  For the Adhocracy culture, the Cronbach Alpha is 0.882, which again indicates high internal consistency.  Similarly, the Cronbach Alpha for Hierarchical Culture and Market Culture is 0.829 and 0.880, which again indicates high internal consistency. 
Table 4.2: Test for convergent validity of instrumental, supportive, and participative leadership behavior scale

	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach Apha
	SCR
	AVE

	Instrumental Leadership (IL)

 

 

 

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.847
	0.939
	0.718

	
	IL1
	0.836
	0.699
	0.301
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL2
	0.851
	0.724
	0.276
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL3
	0.854
	0.729
	0.271
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL4
	0.884
	0.781
	0.219
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL5
	0.811
	0.658
	0.342
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL7
	0.847
	0.717
	0.283
	 
	 
	 

	Supportive  Leadership (SL)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
	 
	
	 
	 
	0.872
	0.966
	0.761

	
	SL1
	0.813
	0.661
	0.339
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL2
	0.853
	0.728
	0.272
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL3
	0.902
	0.814
	0.186
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL4
	0.865
	0.748
	0.252
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL5
	0.849
	0.721
	0.279
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL7
	0.874
	0.764
	0.236
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL8
	0.901
	0.812
	0.188
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL9
	0.888
	0.789
	0.211
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL10
	0.903
	0.815
	0.185
	 
	 
	 

	Participative  Leadership (PL)

 

 

 

 
	 
	
	
	
	0.907
	0.959
	0.823

	
	PL1
	0.890
	0.792
	0.208
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL2
	0.914
	0.835
	0.165
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL3
	0.931
	0.867
	0.133
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL4
	0.914
	0.835
	0.165
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL5
	0.887
	0.787
	0.213
	 
	 
	 


Based on the calculations performed in the above table 4.2, wherein the Cronbach Alpha for Instrumental Leadership is 0.847.  According to Cronbach Alpha, it indicates relatively high internal consistency.  For the Supportive Leadership, the Cronbach Alpha is 0.872, which again indicates high internal consistency.  Similarly, the Cronbach Alpha for Participative Leadership is 0.907, which again indicates high internal consistency. While performing the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the three factor model of leadership behavior, the IL6 was deleted as the factor loading of this item on the intended construct was very low which was making impact on to the goodness-of-fit indices of the construct of instrumental leadership. 
Table 4.3: Test for convergent validity of organizational commitment scale

	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach Alpha
	SCR
	AVE

	Affective Organizational Commitment (AOC)

 

 

 
	 
	
	
	
	0.829
	0.917
	0.688

	
	AOC1
	0.798
	0.637
	0.363
	 
	 
	 

	
	AOC2
	0.884
	0.781
	0.289
	 
	 
	 

	
	AOC3
	0.835
	0.697
	0.303
	 
	 
	 

	
	AOC4
	0.823
	0.677
	0.323
	 
	 
	 

	
	AOC7
	0.803
	0.645
	0.355
	
	
	

	Continuance Organizational Commitment (COC)

 

 

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.798
	0.899
	0.640

	
	COC3
	0.742
	0.551
	0.449
	 
	 
	 

	
	COC5
	0.720
	0.518
	0.482
	 
	 
	 

	
	COC6
	0.839
	0.704
	0.296
	 
	 
	 

	
	COC7
	0.862
	0.743
	0.257
	 
	 
	 

	
	COC8
	0.828
	0.686
	0.314
	
	
	

	Normative Organizational Commitment (NOC)

 

 

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.812
	0.911
	0.673

	
	NOC1
	0.832
	0.692
	0.308
	 
	 
	 

	
	NOC2
	0.911
	0.830
	0.170
	 
	 
	 

	
	NOC3
	0.872
	0.760
	0.240
	 
	 
	 

	
	NOC7
	0.761
	0.579
	0.421
	 
	 
	 

	
	NOC8
	0.708
	0.501
	0.499
	
	
	


Based on the calculations performed in the above table 4.3, wherein the Cronbach Alpha for Affective Organizational Commitment is 0.829.  According to Cronbach Alpha, it indicates relatively high internal consistency.  For the Continuance Organizational Commitment, the Cronbach Alpha is 0.798, which indicates high internal consistency.  Similarly, the Cronbach Alpha for Normative Organizational Commitment is 0.812, which again indicates high internal consistency. It is also to mention that while performing the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the three factor model of organizational commitment, the AOC5, AOC6, COC1, COC2, COC4, NOC4, NOC5, and NOC6 were deleted as the factor loading of these items on their intended construct was very low which was making impact on to the goodness-of-fit indices of the construct of organizational commitment. 

Table 4.4: Test for convergent validity of innovation management scale

	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach Alpha
	SCR
	AVE

	Administrative Innovation Management (AIM)

 

 

 
	 
	
	
	
	0.788
	0.936
	0.621

	
	AI3
	0.786
	0.618
	0.382
	 
	 
	 

	
	AI4
	0.787
	0.619
	0.380
	 
	 
	 

	
	AI5
	0.779
	0.607
	0.393
	 
	 
	 

	
	AI6
	0.786
	0.618
	0.382
	 
	 
	 

	
	AI7
	0.799
	0.638
	0.362
	
	
	

	
	AI8
	0.791
	0.626
	0.374
	
	
	

	
	AI10
	0.799
	0.638
	0.362
	
	
	

	
	AI11
	0.771
	0.594
	0.406
	
	
	

	
	AI12
	0.793
	0.629
	0.371
	
	
	

	Human Resource Innovation 

(HRI)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.796
	0.874
	0.634

	
	HRI4
	0.792
	0.627
	0.373
	 
	 
	 

	
	HRI5
	0.814
	0.663
	0.337
	 
	 
	 

	
	HRI6
	0.783
	0.613
	0.387
	 
	 
	 

	
	HRI7
	0.796
	0.634
	0.366
	 
	 
	 

	Product & Service Innovation (PSI)

 

 

 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.798
	0.875
	0.637

	
	PSI1
	0.775
	0.600
	0.399
	 
	 
	 

	
	PSI2
	0.799
	0.638
	0.362
	 
	 
	 

	
	PSI3
	0.797
	0.635
	0.365
	 
	 
	 

	
	PSI4
	0.822
	0.676
	0.324
	 
	 
	 


Based on the results in the above table 4.4, Cronbach Alpha coefficient for Administrative Innovation, Human Resource Innovation, and Product & Service Innovation are 0.788, 0.796, and 0.798 respectively which indicates good internal consistency. It is also to mention that while performing the CFA for the three factor model of innovation management, the AI9, HRI1, HRI2, and HRI3 were deleted as the factor loading of these items on their intended construct was very low which was making impact on to the goodness-of-fit indices of the constructs of administrative innovation management & human resources innovation. 

Table 4.5: Test for discriminant validity

	 
	Mean
	Std. Div.
	CC
	AC
	HC
	MC
	IL
	SL
	PL
	AOC
	COC
	NOC
	OCOM
	AINN
	HRINN
	PSINN
	INNMGT

	CC
	3.33
	.793
	(.857)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	AC
	3.32
	.774
	.581**
	(.884)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	HC
	3.29
	.819
	.539**
	.679**
	(.831)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	MC
	3.38
	.800
	.625**
	.682**
	.663**
	(.881)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	IL
	3.43
	.816
	.589**
	.679**
	.619**
	.598**
	(.847)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	SL
	3.39
	.884
	.674**
	.618**
	.629**
	.617**
	.618**
	(.872)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	PL
	3.45
	.799
	.549**
	.598**
	.594**
	.593**
	.596**
	.669**
	(.907)
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	AOC
	3.32
	.829
	.594**
	.597**
	.587**
	.603**
	.604**
	.593**
	.623**
	(.829)
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	COC
	3.27
	.834
	.593**
	.599**
	.588**
	.598**
	.612**
	.588**
	.611**
	.600**
	(.800)
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	NOC
	3.35
	.841
	.608**
	.588**
	.592**
	.601**
	.605**
	.601**
	.615**
	.609**
	.694**
	(.820)
	
	
	
	
	

	OCOM
	3.31
	.837
	.596**
	.589**
	.585**
	.592**
	.610**
	.594**
	.617**
	.611**
	.618**
	.622**
	(.809)
	
	
	
	

	AINN
	3.41
	.911
	.147
	.591**
	.100
	.622**
	.595**
	.112
	.123
	.589**
	.596**
	.600**
	.608**
	(.788)
	
	
	

	HRINN
	3.39
	.992
	.128
	.594**
	.112
	.604**
	.612**
	.109
	.139
	.581**
	.589**
	.594**
	.612**
	.628**
	(.796)
	
	

	PSINN
	3.35
	.895
	.142
	.596**
	.108
	.599**
	.598**
	.117
	.113
	.595**
	.597**
	.589**
	.605**
	.631**
	.632**
	(.798)
	

	INNMGT
	3.40
	.992
	.144
	.599**
	.115
	.602**
	.600**
	.114
	.127
	.591**
	.588**
	.598**
	.606**
	.621**
	.634**
	.629**
	(.794)


**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

# The value in bold and brackets are square root of average variance extracted (AVE). 

Wherein, CC = Clan Culture, AC = Adhocracy Culture, HC = Hierarchical Culture, MC = Market Culture, IL = Instrumental Leadership, SL = Situational Leadership, PL = Participative Leadership, AOC = Affective Organizational Commitment, COC = Continuance Organizational Commitment, NOC = Normative Organizational Commitment, OCOM = Organizational Commitment, AIMM = Administrative Innovation, HRINN = Human Resource Innovation, PSINN = Product & Service Innovation, INNMGT = Innovation Management 

4.5 The structural model

4.5.1 Testing for direct effect

Table 4.6: Testing for direct effect

	Direct effect
	Standardized Direct  Effect
	t value
	Sig. level
	Hypotheses Testing Decision

	INNMGT<---IL
	0.361
	5.917
	p<0.001
	H1a Accepted

	INNMGT <---PL
	0.016
	0.922
	p<0.453
	H1b Rejected

	INNMGT <---SL
	0.014
	0.843
	p<0.498
	H1c Rejected

	INNMGT <---CC
	0.021
	0.978
	p<0.493
	H2a Rejected

	INNMGT <---HC
	0.013
	0.847
	p<0.501
	H2b Rejected

	INNMGT <---MC
	0.362
	5.918
	p<0.001
	H2c Accepted

	INNMGT <---AC
	0.359
	5.881
	p<0.001
	H2d Accepted

	INNMGT <---OCOM
	0.367
	5.926
	p<0.001
	H3 Accepted

	OCOM <---CC
	0.355
	5.798
	p<0.001
	H4a Accepted

	OCOM <---HC
	0.342
	5.494
	p<0.001
	H4b Accepted

	OCOM <---MC
	0.350
	5.588
	p<0.001
	H4c Accepted

	OCOM <---AC
	0.347
	5.503
	p<0.001
	H4d Accepted

	OCOM  <---IL
	0.372
	6.121
	p<0.001
	H5a Accepted

	OCOM <---PL
	0.381
	6.263
	p<0.001
	H5b Accepted

	OCOM <---SL
	0.353
	5.699
	p<0.001
	H5c Accepted


Wherein, CC = Clan Culture, AC = Adhocracy Culture, HC = Hierarchical Culture, MC = Market Culture, IL = Instrumental Leadership, SL = Situational Leadership, PL = Participative Leadership, AOC = Affective Organizational Commitment, COC = Continuance Organizational Commitment, NOC = Normative Organizational Commitment, OCOM = Organizational Commitment, AIMM = Administrative Innovation, HRINN = Human Resource Innovation, PSINN = Product & Service Innovation, INNMGT = Innovation Management 

The covariance-based structural equation model (SEM) was performed to test for the direct and the indirect hypotheses of the study. There were fifteen direct hypotheses in this study and four (i.e., H1b, H1c, H2a, and H2b) of them were rejected and remaining eleven (i.e., H1a, H2c, H2d, H3, H4a, H4b, H4c, H4d, H5a, H5b, and H5c) were accepted in this study. In other words, table 4.6 illustrates the results of hypothesis testing for direct relationships. Instrumental leadership positively and significantly influence innovation management (β = 0.361; t = 5.917, p < 0.001) but participative (β = 0.016; t = 0.922, p < 0.453) and situational leadership (β = 0.014; t = 0.843, p < 0.498) respectively do not significantly affect innovation management. Therefore, H1a is accepted but H1b and H1c are rejected in this study. On the other hand, clan (β = 0.021; t = 0.978, p < 0.493) and hierarchical (β = 0.013; t = 0.847, p < 0.501) culture do not significantly influence innovation management but market (β = 0.362; t = 5.918, p < 0.001) and adhocracy (β = 0.359; t = 5.881, p < 0.001) culture were found to significantly influence innovation management. Hence, H2a and H2b were rejected but H2c and H2d were accepted in this study. Furthermore, the organizational commitment was found to significantly influence innovation management (β = 0.367; t = 5.926, p < 0.001) and as a result, H3 is accepted in this study. In addition, it was found that clan, hierarchical, market, and adhocracy culture were found to significantly influence organizational commitment, (β = 0.355; t = 5.798, p < 0.001), (β = 0.342; t = 5.449, p < 0.001), (β = 0.350; t = 5.588, p < 0.001), and (β = 0.347; t = 5.503, p < 0.001)   respectively. Therefore, H4a, H4b, H4c, & H4d were accepted. Finally, the results in 4.6 show that instrumental (β = 0.372; t = 6.121, p < 0.001), participative (β = 0.381; t = 6.263, p < 0.001), and situational leadership (β = 0.353; t = 5.699, p < 0.001) significantly influence organizational commitment. Hence, the H5a, H5b, and H5c were accepted in this study. 

4.5.2 Testing for Indirect Effect

Table 4.7: Testing for indirect effect

	Indirect effect
	Standardized Indirect  Effect
	Sig. level
	Hypotheses Testing Decision

	INMGT<---OCOM<---IL
	0.261
	p<0.001
	H6a Accepted

	INMGT<---OCOM<---MC
	0.181
	p<0.007
	H7c Accepted

	INMGT<---OCOM <---AC
	0.194
	p<0.006
	H7d Accepted


The table 4.7 presents the results for the mediating hypotheses of this study. It shows that organizational commitment mediates the relationship between instrumental leadership and innovation management (β = 0.261, p < 0.001) which suggests that H6a is accepted. Furthermore, the table 4.7 shows that organizational commitment significantly mediates on to the influence of market and adhocracy culture on the innovation management, (β = 0.181, p < 0.007) and (β = 0.194, p < 0.006), respectively and as a result, the H7c and the H7d were accepted in this study. Drawing upon Baron and Kenny (1986), the author did not examine the mediating influence of organizational commitment on to the relationships between participative leadership, situational leadership, market culture and adhocracy culture on innovation management (ie., H6b, H6c, H7a, & H7b) as H1b, H1c, H2a, & H2b were rejected (see table 4.6). 

4.6 Discussion

As mentioned in the beginning of this dissertation, the scholar paid little attention to study how to leverage people, processes, and service through creating culture and leading people to be committed to the goals of the organization, especially to manage innovation in the healthcare organizations (e.g., Agyare, Yuhui, Abrokwah, & Agyei, 2019; Gözükara, Çolakoğlu, & Şimşek, 2019; Mousa, Puhakka, 2019). The term “innovation” has been derived from the Latin word “Novus”, which means new. It is more than just a buzzword. In today’s competitive world, it becomes a business discipline such as marketing, operations, IT, finance, and human resources. It is identified into three themes, new, improved, or change. The newness could be: new to the company level, new to the competitors or new to the whole industry. It can be defined as a solution that satisfies new requirements, hidden needs, or even current market demands as suggested by (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010). Innovation concept is important to success and compete, yet it is a hard concept to define. It is more than newness, inventions or creativity.  Gaining such advantages require a  supportive leadership mindset; capable of combining change and the culture, commitment. The growing interest of innovation management has come as a result of many authors, who have been discussing the direct effect it has on competitive advantage in modern organizations. New ideas require new innovative models to be commercialized in a successful way (Chesbrough 2010; Gambardella and McGahan 2010; Teece 2010). To manage the innovation leadership, makes it a sustainable competitive advantage by combining the aspects of culture and commitment. 

The results of the present study have revealed that for innovation is crucial to a company's survival, and it is necessary to achieve a competitive edge for firms especially in today’s growing and highly competitive economy. This can be characterized by a significant increase in competition within a global leadership mindset. The purpose of this research study is to reveal the main common and effective characteristics of organizational commitment, culture and leadership to manage innovation in modern organizations. Innovation is an important topic to be reviewed, wherein many firms are dealing with highly volatile markets, and are constantly pushed to re-define their strategies. 

Results show that organizational culture mediates the relationship between leadership and organizational commitment for managing the innovation.  Therefore, this result is consistent and in line with earlier results by other researchers and with previous studies. It is contended that leadership plays an important role in influencing organizational commitment and innovation, and it has been found to support the positive association between organizational culture, leadership and organizational commitment in managing innovation.  These findings of the study support and advance the past literature in the field (e.g., Agyare, Yuhui, Abrokwah, & Agyei, 2019; Gözükara, Çolakoğlu, & Şimşek, 2019; Mousa, Puhakka, 2019) and at the same time creates knowledge and scope for future researches in the healthcare organizations in the GCC and the Middle Eastern region of the world. 
Several studies suggest for how leadership and culture operates in the organizations to keep members committed (e.g., Kim, 2014; Nikpour, 2017; Haque, Fernando, & Caputi, 2019; Kim & Beehr, 2019) so as to successfully meet both ends – satisfying the needs of the society and the official goals of the organization. There has been scant scholarly attentions towards investigating how to lead people, process, and innovation in the healthcare organizations (e.g., Agyare, Yuhui, Abrokwah, & Agyei, 2019; Gözükara, Çolakoğlu, & Şimşek, 2019; Mousa, Puhakka, 2019). However, scholarly attention on how leadership and organizational culture unfolds to manage innovation through keeping organizational members committed have been negligent and more so in the context of the countries in the Gulf Coordination Countries (GCC) and that’s what this research aims to fill in the gap in the existing literature.   
CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

5.1 Conclusion

Innovation generates new choices and opportunities for organizations which reflect in businesses and helps to expand their possibilities. It is more than an instrument can be used to enhance the brand image of companies. Innovation management is one of the key factors determining the success of any organization and also responsible for contributing higher productivity to the firms. Many studies in the area of innovation management reveal that several factors which offer innovative and competitive advantage to Innovation management are universal to organizations. From the empirical study the author also found that innovation management is necessary for achieving competitive advantage.  An Organizations effort is to achieve a common goal. There are many constructs that are required for organizations. Organizational culture, organizational commitment, Leadership are special concepts in management. These constructs have been, and continue to be, important fields of study for both researchers and practitioners. This research study explores thoroughly and investigates the relationship between organizational commitment, culture and leadership in managing innovation in the healthcare systems in UAE hospitals.  

Based on the key findings, it is mentioned that instrumental leadership style, market and adhocracy organizational culture and organizational commitment all play vital roles in innovation management in the healthcare organizations in UAE.  The findings from this research can help enhance the understanding of the role of leadership, and organizational culture towards organizational commitment in UAE hospitals. As such, this study helps and contributes significantly to practicing managers who plan to develop and improve and manage, go beyond their existing innovation structures.  To say in a nutshell, a good leader affects employees’ motivation which in turn leads to organizational growth productivity. Hence, with good, comfortable culture in an organization, employees are most likely to perform better and develop more commitment towards their organizations in the long run, which ultimately helps in creating a synergistic relationship that fosters innovation in an organization. 

The prime objective of this research paper is to understand and indicate how innovation can be managed through the synergy and dynamics of the organizational commitment, culture and leadership, and how their roles can help to build an innovation capability in modern organizations. The findings of this research have potential to gain deeper insight on combined role and of organizations leadership and culture that creates commitment, and which impact innovation processes & practices. This challenge can be solved through holistic & multidisciplinary understanding that create awareness for organizations to identify certain strategies and skills to manage an organizations’ innovation of the level of UAE Health care. 

5.2 Implications of the study

Innovation in an organization is not a destination, but a continuing and flowing journey, that needs to be operationalized to be measured, both practitioners and researchers would like to know what to innovate, where and how to innovate. These critical activities need to be handled by committed and extra ordinary leadership behaviors to lead and maintain this challenging complex concept. Research in this area in the last 30 years shows that innovation happen in organization in two main focuses (processes and outcome). The process is through the culture of an organization, that is open, flexible and which fosters a great bonding which gives the employees a voluntary commitment to the organization, which is guided by the visionary leaders, who think beyond the stage of their leadership, but rather for the cause of the organization.  These results have implications for practitioners. In order to be successful in the implementation of their innovation they should pay attention to culture. In particular, if they adopt an innovation strategy they should foster the cultural values, mainly commitment to innovation, being the supportive innovation leader and developing a dynamic and entrepreneurial place where people take risks and, at the same time, as creating an environment where team working is highlighted. 

5.2.1 Implications for theory  

In their research study done by authors (Soken & Kim, 2014), in their article “What kills Innovation?” observed that specific practices of leadership and management, combined with the culture and fine-tuned by the commitment to the organization creates successful innovative environments. Leadership behaviors that build focus, trust, and effective communication, with commitment and that which has a culture of togetherness are most likely to success in presences of other vital capabilities. Most leaders in today’s challenging scenario realize that innovation is a main driver for their organization’s ability to grow and survive in a competitive environment. However, innovation enabling is not created by chance. It is the result of organizational commitment, a supportive culture, and effective leaders who learn from failure. Over 94 percent of executives -McKinsey worldwide survey- found that "people and culture”, are the most important drivers of innovation in organizations. 

A proactive and effective leadership that puts in their focus, energy, intensity is a major pillar in the failure or success of an organization’s culture that supports innovation. Leaders of organizations need to establish a clear vision, mission, that ties people together through a culture of care and commitment which should be well communicated throughout all levels in the organization to achieve alignment to master and manage business innovation process as a holistic and integrated approach.  On the other hand, some organizations place a good emphasis on a holistic innovation system in place but struggle to keep it consistent in their performance and fail to sustain business innovation internally. The organization culture could be the missing piece in the puzzle. Creating innovation requires strong leadership style to drive long term innovation strategy that leads to a creative culture that encourages and host on-going innovation. 

Innovation minded leaders influence organizational culture by forming and allocating structures, resources, and processes in the place. creating a learning environment, opening up to outside ecosystem, in addition of accepting failure and consider it as a part of learning cycle as found by (Morris, Kuratko & Covin, 2010).  This area requires tact, diplomacy and above all, high flexibility of the leaders to confront the fluctuating environment around the organizations. It is noticed in some organizations that the culture, values and hypotheses of the members of the organization and its leaders, must be channeled in the same direction which creates and integrates staff’s commitments toward the organization, and subsequently leads to its high performance, and helps make the organization hold the flag high in the path towards innovation. Organziational commitment in the staff and their leaders, who spell and follow the culture that governs the organizations, and which generates self-confidence and feeling of value in the staff, and also paves the ground for commitment in the organization with an innovative approach.  Organizations could use the existing achievements in line with their interests and the leaders and captains of the organizations should pave the ground for the development of the beliefs and the growth of the governing values and talents affiliated with them that encourages the staff to achieve the desirable outcomes as far as the organizational commitment is concerned. However, the outcomes of the current study shows that using and propagating an atmosphere full of behaviors, norms, beliefs and positive approaches in an organization could provide the most optimal working environment. It is easier said than done, and  there is a long way ahead to make the changes related to the organizational culture, and in order to make the organization dynamic through creation, growth and applied nature of growth and development, the commitment of the leadership which could help an organization to be innovative or innovation as their life line.  Given the nature of a dynamic UAE environment that supports and upholds innovation, this study will help to make the innovative path of this country in the healthcare sector to improve further and be one of the finest in the world.
5.2.2 Implications for practice

Culture is considered as a control factor which causes structure of employee’s behavior and attitude, through introduction of norm which is appropriate and that might either push the organization forward or stop it from moving. A shared understanding of what is pleasant and suitable to the environment has to be found and created between the staff and members of the organization which is possible through institutionalization of an organization, which causes the staff and members of the organization to find a shared understanding of what is suitable and pleasant towards realizing a common behavior through the medium of leadership.  In that case, the organization is capable of providing innovative solutions to their customers. 

A stabilizing force that binds individuals to organizations is organizational commitment as suggested by (Bentein, Vandenberg, Vandenberghe, & Stinglhamber, 2005; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). Leaders who are transformational, rather than transactional and who are communicating the vision will help to develop this meaningfulness that produces and provides a positive influence on organizational innovation readiness as suggested by (Rosing, Frese, & Bausch, 2011). While the organizations are in search of the next magic wand, leaders who foster the culture and commitment to the organizational cause should do well to recognize that one doesn’t need to be innovative as innovation is facilitated throughout the organization.   To be innovative is to create new, which has not existed before in the organization.  Through the culture and commitment, leaders can manage innovation by facilitating innovation which creates new things repeated and systematic, through their leadership skill in itself being innovative, as noted by Steve Jobs, “The difference between a leader and a follower is the innovation”.  If the process of innovation is done right, it will create and generate enough power to change an organization, and change, which is brought out by capable leaders who are committed and create a great organizational culture not only manage their organizations, but show the way to manage their industry at large.  

5.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

Though the results of this research indicate promise, the present research has some limitations as well. This is a quantitative study based research, where the reality is limited due to limitations in accessing extensive data, pertaining to the study and it is based on facts and the research paradigm which is positivism.  First, the questionnaire survey was performed among the practitioners in the healthcare field.  The nature of this research has been such that it requires gathering knowledge and experience held by practitioners within the context of managing innovation. The involvement of human beings and reference to context, has its limits in the use of objective methods to gather information as in the case of positivistic research.
Because of this fact, the findings might not be generalized for all types of organizations or sectors in all cities or countries. Secondly, the effects of culture are so specific and so, this study mustn’t be generalized. Culture and climate are factors which shouldn’t be overlooked. At same time, total sample size of this study is 389 and given the exhaustive nature of the healthcare field in UAE, it is not enough in order to reach a general opinion. Added to the fact, that the research had been conducted with the practitioners in the healthcare field, wherein the mindsets of the people in this area are entirely different from that of the other sectors.  This field being a specialized field, where every factor in healthcare deals with humans both physical and emotional, innovation has to be understood in the proper context for this sector as to where it can be applied and to what extent it could be applied. It needs a dedicated mind to work in the field which is subject to the framework of regulators and universal standards. For this reason, it is recommended that further studies should be performed with larger samples and different sectors for the generalizability of the findings. In the relationship between organizational commitment, culture and leadership paradigm and styles, other variables are also determinant factors. Culture varies from sector to sector and it is unique to every organization.  The management and leadership create the culture that suits an organization based on the objectives that needs to be realized.  Therefore, researchers would be suggested to look further, whether relationships can be associated with other organizational outcomes when they study on this relationship.    

In addition, the study focuses on healthcare firms, and it may be that if the study had tested the model using data from other industries, the results may have been different. Furthermore, this study did not use social dimensions as well as economic criteria, which may be very important for sustainable business development. 
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. SURVEY QUESTIONS
The purpose of this study is to examine variables that affect organizational innovation in UAE healthcare. This study is being conducted through UAE Ministry of Health’s organizations. 

The survey is expected to take approximately 15 minutes to be completed. The results from this study will be used for DBA thesis, journal articles or conferences presentations. A summary of results using this questionnaire data will be available at Abu Dhabi University. Your identity as a participant will not be disclosed to any unauthorized persons. 

There will be no costs for participating in the research and if a person chooses not to participate, an alternative procedure is not necessary. 

There are no questions in the survey that ask participants to reveal any identifying information, therefore no participant will be identified in the research and all the data will be anonymous and confidential. Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary and you may withdraw at any time. If you choose not to participate or withdraw early, there are no penalties or adverse consequences.

1. Innovation Management Assessment
	Check the box to the right of each questions that most accurately reflects your perception.
	Strongly Agree
	Somewhat Agree
	Somewhat Disagree
	Strongly Disagree
	Don’t Know

	Question

	1
	The chief executive officer and rest of senior management have dearly articulated the hospital's vision.
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Project failures are seen more as lessons for future success rather than management deficiencies.
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	If necessary, the hospital will suspend its usual way of doing things in order to develop and promote some new, innovative process or program.
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Innovation is focused on areas where the hospital is known to do well.
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	There is an ongoing search by all employees for ways to continually improve operations and products/services.
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	The key activities of strategic planning and development are managed separately from operational activities.
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	There is a formal process for evaluating the institution’s products and services.
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	There is a formal process for improving the institution’s products and services.
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	A formal process is used by the hospital to continually update and evaluate new information relating to economic condition, legal requirements, regulations, and standards in the industry.
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	All venture projects are guided by business plans.


	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Employees network with other employees in their profession in other hospitals to keep abreast with new developments in their field.
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	There is a formal process of recognition for everyone having major involvement in creating innovative ideas and/or assisting in their implementation
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Management is forgiving of innovative failures but not of slipshod performance.
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	There is a high degree of teamwork and commitment to one another’s success throughout the hospital.
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	The hospital is generally perceived by its staff as being a stable institution.
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	The hospital is financially secure.
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	Employees are keenly aware of the hospital’s vision.
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	There is a general opinion held by employees that their jobs are satisfying and that 'this hospital is an enjoyable place to work.*
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Employees are given time in their workday to innovate.


	
	
	
	
	

	20
	At least one member from senior management is actively involved in all phases of all major innovation projects.
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Employees are encouraged to take risks in the pursuit of innovation.
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	Medical staff members are encouraged to suggest ways to improve the hospital's operations or services.
	
	
	
	
	

	23
	Educational programs are conducted or endorsed by the hospital to assist all employees in improving their problem-solving skills.
	
	
	
	
	

	24
	The hospital’s vision clearly indicates the type of organization it expects to be and what it plans to be doing in the future.
	
	
	
	
	

	25
	Strong project management support is given to implementation of new ideas.
	
	
	
	
	

	26
	The hospital keeps track of the number of major innovative changes it makes each year.
	
	
	
	
	

	27
	There seems to be a general atmosphere of ’excited commitment" within the hospital most of the time.
	
	
	
	
	

	28
	Capable and high-performance employees have a strong sense of job security at this hospital.
	
	
	
	
	

	29
	There is a serious attempt being made to flatten out the hierarchical structure of the hospital by reducing management positions throughout the organization.
	
	
	
	
	

	30
	Employees generally believe that their hospital is making a valuable contribution to its community.
	
	
	
	
	


2. Leadership Assessment

	
	Never
	Seldom
	Occasionally
	Often
	Always

	1
	My leader lets group members know what is expected of them.
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	My leader decides what shall be done and how it shall be done.
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	My leader makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood.
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	My leader schedules the work to be done.
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	My leader maintains definite standards of performance.
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	My leader asks that the group members follow standard rules and regulations.
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	My leader explains the way any task should be carried out.
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	My leader is friendly and polite.
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	My leader does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group.
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	My leader puts suggestions made by the group into operation.
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	My leader treats all group members as his/her equals.
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	My leader gives advance notice of changes.
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	My leader keeps to himself/herself.
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	My leader looks out for the personal welfare of group members.
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	My leader is willing to make changes.
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	My leader helps me overcome problems which stop me from carrying out my task.
	
	
	
	
	

	17
	My leader helps me make working on my tasks more pleasant.
	
	
	
	
	

	18
	When faced with a problem, my leader consults with subordinates.
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Before making decisions, my leader gives serious consideration to what the subordinates have to say.
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	My leader asks subordinates for their suggestions considering how to carry out assignments.
	
	
	
	
	

	21
	Before taking action my leader consults with subordinates.
	
	
	
	
	

	22
	My leader asks subordinates for suggestions on what assignments should be made.
	
	
	
	
	


3. The Organizational Culture Assessment 

	1.  Dominant Characteristics
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree no Disagree 
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	A
	My organization is a very personal place.  It is like an extended family.  People seem to share a lot of themselves.
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	My organization is a very dynamic entrepreneurial place. People are willing to stick their necks out and take risks.
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	My organization is very results oriented.  A major concern is with getting the job done.  People are very competitive and achievement oriented.
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	My organization is a very controlled and structured place.  Formal procedures generally govern what people do.
	
	
	
	
	

	2.  Organizational Leadership
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree no Disagree 
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	A
	The leadership in my organization is generally considered to exemplify mentoring, facilitating, or nurturing.
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	The leadership in my organization is generally considered to exemplify entrepreneurship, innovating, or risk taking.
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	The leadership in my organization is generally considered to exemplify a no-nonsense, aggressive, results-oriented focus.
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	The leadership in my organization is generally considered to exemplify coordinating, organizing, or smooth-running efficiency.
	
	
	
	
	

	3.  Management of Employees
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree no Disagree 
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	A


	The management style in my organization is characterized by teamwork, consensus, and participation.
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	The management style in my organization is characterized by individual risk-taking, innovation, freedom, and uniqueness.
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	The management style in my organization is characterized by hard-driving competitiveness, high demands, and achievement.
	
	
	
	
	

	D


	The management style in my organization is characterized by security of employment, conformity, predictability, and stability in relationships.
	
	
	
	
	


	4.  Organization Glue
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree no Disagree 
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	A
	The glue that holds my organization together is loyalty and mutual trust.  Commitment to this organization runs high.
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	The glue that holds my organization together is commitment to innovation and development.  There is an emphasis on being the cutting edge.
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	The glue that holds my organization together is the emphasis on achievement and goal accomplishment.  Aggressive and winning are common themes.
	
	
	
	
	

	D


	The glue that holds my organization together is formal rules and policies.  Maintaining a smooth-running organization is important.
	
	
	
	
	

	5.  Strategic Emphases
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree no Disagree 
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	A
	My organization emphasizes human development.  High trust, openness, and participation persist.
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	My organization emphasizes acquiring new resources and creating new challenges.  Trying new things and prospecting for opportunities are valued.
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	My organization emphasizes competitive actions and achievement.  Hitting stretch targets and winning in the marketplace are dominant.
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	My organization emphasizes permanence and stability.  Efficiency, control and smooth operations are important.
	
	
	
	
	

	6.  Criteria of Success
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neither Agree no Disagree 
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	A


	My organization defines success on the basis of the development of human resources, teamwork, employee commitment, and concern for people.
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	My organization defines success on the basis of having the most unique or newest products.  It is a product leader and innovator.
	
	
	
	
	

	C


	My organization defines success on the basis of winning in the marketplace and outpacing the competition.  Competitive market leadership is key.
	
	
	
	
	

	D


	My organization defines success on the basis of efficiency.  Dependable delivery, smooth scheduling and low-cost production are critical.
	
	
	
	
	


4. The Organizational Commitment Assessment 

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree


	Disagree Somewhat


	Undecided
	Agree Somewhat
	Agree


	Strongly Agree

	1. Affective Commitment Scale items

	1
	I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization. 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	2
	I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	3
	I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	4
	I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to this one.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	5
	I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	6
	I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	7
	This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	8
	I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	2. Continuance Commitment Scale items

	1
	I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having another one lined up.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	2
	It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	3
	Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my organization now.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	4
	It wouldn't be too costly for me to leave my organization now.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	5
	Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	6
	I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	7
	One of the few serious consequences of leaving this organization would be the scarcity of available alternatives.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	8
	One of the major reasons I continue to work for this organization is that leaving would require considerable personal sacrifice — another organization may not match the overall benefits I have here.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	3. Normative Commitment Scale items

	1
	I think that people these days move from company to company too often.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	2
	I do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her organization.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	3
	Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all unethical to me.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	4
	One of the major reasons I continue to work for this organization is that I believe that loyalty is important and therefore feel a sense of moral obligation to remain.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	5
	If l got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it was right to leave my organization.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	6
	I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	7
	Things were better in the days when people stayed with one organization for most of their careers.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	8
	I do not think that wanting to be a 'company man' or 'company woman' is sensible anymore.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


Part II

Demographics

· Gender:                  Male                    Female
	
	


· Age group (in years): -----------
	
	
	


· Level of Education: ---------------------------- Specialty: ---------------------------
	
	
	
	
	


	Work category:  A)
	Physician    
	Technician
	Nurse
	Engineer
	Administrator

	
	
	
	
	
	


	                             b) 
	Supervisory position
	Non Supervisory position


· Work Experience (in years): -----------
	
	
	
	
	
	


Thank you for your participation in this research.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Research Framework   
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