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The United Arab Emirates (UAE) government’s vision for 2021 revolves around the diversification of the economy. It therefore requires innovation in all sectors of the economy. Innovation may be either radical, changing business models and markets, or incremental, step-by-step improvements in products or processes. The Emirati government has tried to raise awareness of the importance of innovation and developed leadership programs to facilitate innovative practices. One focus is helping leaders understand the value of organizational culture, and how this can affect innovation.
There are four main types of culture. Adhocracy is based on the need to boost employee productivity and increase flexibility in the workplace to address external challenges. The goal is to pursue an innovative strategy that increases creativity and fosters continuous improvement. A hierarchical culture focuses on development of routine and discipline in sustaining strict modes of operation. A market culture revolves around the development of strategic processes and policies to align with competitiveness in the business environment. A clan culture emphasizes shared values and goals and builds teams. This type of culture often improves employee development and levels of loyalty. 
There are also a number of different types of leadership behavior, which may affect innovation. Instrumental leadership supports goal development to achieve control and bolster team spirit. Supportive leadership focuses on development of sustainable relationships between followers and leaders within the organization. The importance of supportive leadership in encouraging innovation is through employee empowerment. It also helps to increase creativity and improve individual accountability. Participative leadership focuses on task execution. It influences innovation by allowing employees to participate in decision-making. Leaders use employee performance management to encourage particular behaviors among employees, such as creativity or innovation. 
This study empirically investigated the impact of organizational culture on leadership behavior and organizational innovation in the oil and gas industry in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). It is expected to shed light on the important role of the relational dynamics between organizational leadership and organizational culture on organizational innovation within the UAE oil and gas industry and how employee performance management techniques mediate the development and implementation of these innovations. 
The study hypothesized that there would be a significant positive relationship between leadership behavior or organizational culture, and organizational innovation, mediated by employee performance management. An integrated questionnaire survey was applied to 430 middle management employees in five major oil and gas organizations in the emirate of Abu Dhabi. The survey combined six demographic questions and four validated instruments on organizational culture, perceived leadership behavior, employee performance management and organizational innovation. 
The study found that organizational culture had a range of effects on innovation in oil and gas organizations in the UAE. Clan and adhocracy cultures both had positive impacts on radical and incremental innovation, but hierarchy and market cultures appeared to have no impact. All leadership behavior types had a positive impact on both radical and incremental innovation. All types of organizational culture apart from hierarchical also had a direct and positive impact on employee performance management. 
These results suggest that the role of management is crucial in determining the type of innovation in these organizations. Different types of leadership have varied effects on innovation, with participatory and instrumental leadership being the most important. The results also suggest that employee performance management is crucial for any kind of innovation.
These findings suggest that it is important to understand the relationships between the study constructs to use them effectively to deliver successful organizational innovations. The capacity to apply innovation as a strategic tool to improve productivity and competitiveness aligns with the level of employee involvement and the leadership styles used. Employee performance management appears to be an essential part of innovative practices in the organizations studied. 
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[bookmark: _Toc11362009][bookmark: _Toc17283179]1.1	Introduction
Studies have shown that a number of factors may be associated with organizational failure, including poor leadership (Zahari & Shurbagi, 2012), and bad decision-making (Al Murawwi, Behery, Papanastassiou & Ajmal, 2014). Al-Khouri (2012) suggested that positive action, and particularly innovation, was needed to survive in a fast-paced, modern world. In the United Arab Emirates (UAE), the government’s vision for 2021 aimed to diversify the economy away from oil and gas, and there has therefore been a focus in the last ten years on enhancing organizational innovation across sectors (Boumarafi & Jabnoun, 2008; Jabnoun & Sedrani, 2009; Suliman, 2013). The Emirati government has emphasized the significance of innovation through excellence rewards and leadership programs (Almarashi & Bhinder, 2008). Few studies, however, have been undertaken into organizational activities associated with innovation in the oil and gas industry (Suliman, 2013), and particularly not in the UAE. Little is therefore known about organizational and employee activities that can help the industry survive and thrive at a time when there is global pressure to develop more environmentally-friendly energy sources. This industry remains a substantial and significant contributor to the UAE’s gross domestic product, despite continued growth in sectors such as real estate, renewable energy, aviation, construction, tourism and financial services (Michael, Reisinger and Hayes, 2019). Its survival is therefore a matter of national importance. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362010][bookmark: _Toc17283180]1.2	Study context and concepts
This study assumes that a number of factors may affect innovation within organizations. For example, organizational culture, defined as the commitments, assumptions, symbols, and artifacts that make a particular organization distinctive and identifiable (Dull, 2010), is considered to have a significant impact on the likelihood of innovation (Çakar & Ertürk, 2010; Donate & Guadamillas, 2010; Kafashpoor, Shakoori & Sadeghian, 2013; Khazanchi, Lewis & Boyer, 2007; Škerlavaj, Song, & Lee, 2010; Uzkurt, Kumar, Semih Kimzan, & Eminoğlu, 2013). This is because it can facilitate or inhibit exploration activities, an integral part of the process of organizational innovation (Behery & Paton, 2008; Donate & Guadamillas, 2010; Khazanchi et al., 2007; Lin & McDonough, 2011; Sanz-Valle, Naranjo-Valencia, Jiménez-Jiménez, & Perez-Caballero, 2011; Uzkurt et al., 2013). Organizational culture may also influence innovation indirectly, by affecting employee performance through the systems and approaches used for employee management, including performance management (Vetráková, & Smerek, 2016; Iqbal, Anwar & Haider, 2015). These systems themselves have a direct and often profound effect on innovation (Al-Khouri, 2012). Management practices also mediate between organizational attempts to implement innovation and actual outcomes (Zahari & Shurbagi, 2014).
Leadership behavior can also affect organizational innovation (Noruzy, Dalfard, Ashdari, Nazari-Shirkouhi & Rezazadeh, 2013; Radzi, Hui, Jenatabadi, Kasim & Radu, 2013; Randeree & Chaudhry, 2012; Sanders, Moorkamp, Torka, Groeneveld & Groeneveld, 2010). Leadership is defined as a process in which individuals exert influence over others to structure the activities and relationships in a group or organization (Daniëls, Hondeghem & Dochy, 2019). It is considered to be a physical demonstration of the relationship between leaders and followers (Tai, Chang, Hong & Chen, 2012). The actions of leaders are critical in accepting, promoting and advancing innovation within an organization (Noruzy et al., 2013; Radzi et al., 2013; Randeree & Chaudhry, 2012; Sanders et al., 2010). 
Leadership practice, organizational culture and employee management practices have important relationships with each other. Organizational culture affects and often determines the efficacy of leadership styles and approaches in a given context (Northouse, 2016; Randeree & Chaudhry, 2012). Leadership styles also affect organizations and organizational culture (Shanker & Sayeed, 2012). Employee performance management has been found to mediate the relationships between leadership behavior and organizational culture, and organizational innovation (Liao, Chen, Hu, Chung, & Liu, 2017; Kafashpoor et al., 2013; Noruzy et al., 2013). 
Some researchers (for example, Shanker & Sayeed, 2011; Singh, 2011) have stated that organizational culture is a dynamic generated by a particular industry or firm. Others (Karimi, Lathifha & Kadir, 2012; Acar, 2012), however, have suggested that organizational culture is informed by cultural and national paradigms. Naoum, Alyousif and Atkinson (2015) commented that the Middle East’s “unique historical, social and religious traditions require special attention to cultural trials in the exercise of authority, control, and interaction”. This suggests that studies on organizational culture must be set within a broader cultural context, and findings may not be generalizable beyond the country of origin. Only a few studies on organizational culture, however, have been set in the UAE (Alhadhrami, 2013; Behery & Paton, 2008; Jabeen & Isakovic, 2018; Randeree & Chaudhry, 2012). None of these considered the oil and gas industry, although Jabeen and Isakovic (2018) suggested that their findings on the broader public sector might be applicable.
There is an ongoing debate about the precise relationship between organizational innovation, organizational culture, employee performance management, and leadership behavior (Černe, Jaklič & Škerlavaj, 2013; Gumusluoğlu & Ilsev, 2009; Ling & Nasurdin, 2010; Ryan & Tipu, 2013; Sabir, Sohail & Khan, 2011; Zaied, Louati & Affes, 2015; Zennouche & Zhang, 2014). This debate is particularly about the nature and type of relationships between these constructs, and the extent to which each affects the others. The nature of organizational culture in particular means that these relationships are expected to vary in different contexts. This study therefore hopes to contribute to this debate by studying the relationships between these constructs in an under-examined sector—the oil and gas industry—in a neglected geographical context—the Middle East, and more particularly the UAE. Furthermore, the resource-based view (RBV: Barney, 1991) and the dynamic capability theory (DCT: Teece, 2010; 2014) are the two lenses that have been used to examine the hypotheses of this study. The reason for using the RBV and DCT is that the former has its limitations, especially in dynamic and fast-changing environments, because it cannot adequately explain how firms can maintain their competitive advantage (Campbell & Park, 2017) and that the later together with the former (Lin & Wu, 2014) helps examine how organization should sense, seize, and reconfigure its strategic resources to effectively respond to the influences of dynamic markets on organizational performance.

[bookmark: _Toc11362011][bookmark: _Toc17283181]1.3	The oil and gas industry in the UAE 
The UAE holds 4% of the world’s proven oil reserves and 3.5% of proven gas reserves. It is the world’s seventh largest producer of crude oil and natural gas and the fourth largest net oil exporter (Almazrouei, 2015). The UAE government has put considerable effort into developing the broader economy beyond oil and gas, to reduce dependency on finite resources (Michael et al., 2019) but oil and gas exports remain central to the country’s economy (Hamdi, Aloui, Alqahtani and Tiwari 2019; Thawani, 2014). The industry is served by national, regional and multinational oil and gas companies (Alhadhrami, 2013). The prominent national oil and gas companies include Atlantis Holdings, Abu Dhabi National Oil Company (ADNOC), Abu Dhabi Company for Onshore Oil Operations (ADCO), Crescent Petroleum Company, Emirates General Petroleum Corporation (EMARAT), Dragon Oil Plc, Margham Dubai Establishment, Occidental M E Development Co, Zakum Development Company (ZADCO), and Abu Dhabi National Energy Company PJSC (TAQA). 
Around the world, the oil and gas sector is under unprecedented pressure to increase efficiency, because of lower oil prices (Hamdi et al., 2019). The reality of competing prices, and demand for more environmentally-friendly energy and products also put pressure on organizations in the sector to motivate employees and increase their productivity to sustain production, business and revenue (Abul Basher, Haug, & Sadorsky, 2018). This pressure has added up to a need for innovation within the industry to increase performance, growth and productivity (Zafar, Alshehhi, & Mehmood, 2018). Therefore, in such dynamic markets, it’s imperative upon organization to leverage its strategic resources namely leadership and organizational culture, and employee performance management practices so as to manage radical and incremental innovation in the organization (e.g., Barney, 1991; Tecee, 2010, 2014).  

[bookmark: _Toc11362012][bookmark: _Toc17283182]1.4	Research Questions and Hypotheses
This study aimed to answer four main research questions:
[bookmark: _Hlk534758986][bookmark: _Hlk536313380]RQ1: 	What is the impact of organizational culture on organizational innovation and employee performance management in oil and gas organizations in the UAE?
[bookmark: _Hlk536313394]RQ2:	What is the impact of leadership behavior on organizational innovation and employee performance management in oil and gas organizations in the UAE?
[bookmark: _Hlk536313409]RQ3	What is the impact of employee performance management on organizational innovation in oil and gas organizations in the UAE?
RQ4	What type of relationship exists between organizational culture, leadership behavior, employee performance management and organizational innovation in oil and gas organizations in the UAE?
A number of hypotheses were derived from the literature review for testing in the study. They were: 
· Organizational culture influences organizational innovation.
· Organizational leadership influences organizational innovation.
· Organizational culture influences employee performance management.
· Organizational leadership influences employee performance management.
· Employee performance management influences organizational innovation.
· Employee performance management mediates the relationship between organizational leadership and organizational innovation.
· Employee performance management mediates the relationship between organizational culture and organizational innovation.
Where necessary, these hypotheses were further sub-divided to reflect different types of culture, leadership behavior and innovation, and aspects of performance management. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362013][bookmark: _Toc17283183]1.5	Research Scope and Approach
A number of factors have been found to influence organizational innovation apart from those described above. They include, for example, other aspects of human resource management and knowledge-sharing (Carmeli, Gelbard & Reiter-Palmon, 2013). However, this study chose to focus on the four constructs of organizational culture, leadership, innovation and employee performance management because these four factors, and particularly the relationships between them, have not previously been studied together, and particularly not in the chosen context, the oil and gas industry in the UAE. It was therefore thought that this combination would best add to the knowledge in this area. 
These four constructs, and the study context, informed the literature and materials examined, and the explanations, models and theories evaluated in the course of this study. The study drew on literature and models of leadership and organizational culture from other sectors and geographical areas to identify those that might be applicable. 
The study took a deductive approach, and the context established through the literature review informed the development of hypotheses, which were then tested in the UAE oil and gas sector. This approach meant that the study was conducted in stages:
· A review of the literature to critically examine the concepts of organizational culture, leadership, innovation and employee performance management, and develop hypotheses; 
· A pilot study in two organizations to test the questionnaire and the validity of the hypotheses in the study context; 
· Full testing of hypotheses in UAE oil and gas organizations; and
· Data analysis, interpretation, and discussion.
In the third stage, the hypotheses were tested in five oil and gas organizations:
a) [bookmark: _Hlk534845999]ADNOC – Abu Dhabi National Oil Company 
b) ADCO – Abu Dhabi Company for Onshore Petroleum Operations 
Limited
c) GASCO - Abu Dhabi Gas Industries Limited
d) ADMA - Abu Dhabi Marine Operating Company
e) ADGAS – Abu Dhabi Gas Liquefaction Company Limited
[bookmark: _Toc11362014][bookmark: _Toc17283184]1.6	Contribution of the Research
As far as can be ascertained, this is the first study in the UAE to examine the relationships between organizational culture, leadership, employee performance management and innovation in a single study, and particularly in the oil and gas industry. It is also the first, as far as the author is aware, to consider the impact of employee performance management on organizational innovation in the UAE as an emerging economy. This study therefore contributes towards knowledge in the fields of organizational management, employee performance management, organizational innovation and leadership behavior and practice. Knowledge of the interrelationships between the study constructs may affect practice in the oil and gas industry. It may, for example, help the industry identify areas of improvement and existing problems that may need to be tackled to increase innovation. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362015][bookmark: _Toc17283185]1.7	Research Structure
This chapter, Chapter 1, has provided an introduction to this dissertation, including its purpose, focus and significance. Chapter 2 provides a literature review, including theories on organizational culture, leadership, innovation and employee performance. It also derives the study hypotheses and sets out the conceptual framework used in the study. Chapter 3 explains and justifies the study methodology. Chapter 4 describes the main findings of the study. These are further discussed in Chapter 5, which considers the outcomes against the research questions and hypotheses and outlines the precise contribution to knowledge of this study. It also provides a conclusion, and sets out the study limitations, suggestions for future research, and practical and theoretical implications. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362016][bookmark: _Toc17283186]1.8	Conclusion
This chapter has provided an introduction to the study, and explained its rationale. It has also provided some background information, and set out the gaps in existing knowledge, making clear that a study is needed on leadership practices, innovation, employee performance and organizational culture in the UAE oil and gas sector. The next chapter will provide more information about the current state of knowledge on the study constructs through a review of the literature.

[bookmark: _Toc11362017][bookmark: _Toc17283187]CHAPTER 2
[bookmark: _Toc11362018][bookmark: _Toc17283188]LITERATURE REVIEW

[bookmark: _Toc11362019][bookmark: _Toc17283189]2.1	Introduction 
This chapter reviews past literature on the issues of interest to this study. It describes the resource-based view and dynamic capabilities theories to explain the study constructs. It then proposes hypotheses for testing. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362020][bookmark: _Toc17283190]2.2	Theoretical Constructs 
This study examined four theoretical constructs: organizational culture, leadership behavior, employee performance management, and organizational innovation. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362021][bookmark: _Toc17283191]2.2.1	Organizational Culture
Organizational culture is the set of values, beliefs, and patterns that are common to employees and a distinct feature of the organization (Linstead, 2001). Schein (2010) defined organizational culture as a pattern of basic assumptions invented, discovered, or developed by a given group as it learns to cope with problems of external adaptation and internal integration. This pattern has worked well enough to be considered the ‘correct’ way to perceive, think, and feel about those problems (Martinez, Beaulieu, Gibbons, Pronovost, & Wang, 2015). The culture of an organization is usually reflected by the dominant leadership styles, values, types of symbols and language used, procedures, and unique features of the organization (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). 
Organizational culture influences a number of aspects of an organization including its financial and market performance; attitudes, productivity and morale of employees; and overall effectiveness (Hogan & Coote, 2014; Warrick, 2017). It has been described as a powerful social force that is mainly invisible and able to influence desirable outcomes for an organization, including the attraction and retention of valuable employees (Warrick, 2017). The competing values framework (Cameron & Quinn, 2011) is an empirically-derived theoretical framework based on the core values of an organization. The framework includes four main types of organizational cultures: clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy (Reyes-Santiago, Sánchez-Medina, & Díaz-Pichardo, 2017). 
Organizations with a clan culture usually have shared values and goals with a sense of “we-ness” and family (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). This type of organizational culture is characterized by commitment to employees, employee involvement in programs, and teamwork. Clan culture organizations tend to value a friendly work environment and prioritize employee development; leaders are seen more as mentors and the level of commitment and loyalty is high (Reyes-Santiago et al., 2017). 
The adhocracy culture is characterized by an entrepreneurial, dynamic and creative work environment. Employees are risk-takers, and effective leaders tend to be innovative, visionary and risk-oriented. A key success attribute for these types of organizations is the commitment to innovation and experimentation. In the long term, organizations with an adhocracy culture emphasize the acquisition of new resources and rapid growth (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).
Market culture is mostly defined by the success of market penetration, market share acquired and displacement of competitors (Tsai, 2011). These organizations are very competitive. They regard the external market environment as hostile and emphasize the importance of ‘winning’ (Tsai, 2011). They are very results-oriented, and leaders can be seen as demanding and tough with clearly defined goals. In the long term, organizations with a market culture are focused on the achievement of targets and goals, and a competitive strategy (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Reyes-Santiago et al., 2017).
Hierarchical organizations are characterized by structured and formalized work environments, with employees adhering to set procedures (Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). Successful leaders are usually effective at organizing and coordinating (Chammas & Hernandez, 2019). The values that are most appreciated are predictability and stability in employees and activities to enable stability and efficiency in the organization (Zahari & Shurbagi, 2012). In the long term, organizations with a hierarchy culture are focused on efficiency, predictability and stability (Yusof & Munap, 2017). They are held together by formal policies and procedures (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Reyes-Santiago et al., 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc11362022][bookmark: _Toc17283192]2.2.2	Leadership
Leadership is defined as a process in which an individual exerts intentional influence over others to structure activities and relationships in a group or organization (Daniëls et al., 2019). It could be described as a type of behavior and physical demonstration of the relationship between leaders and followers (Tai et al., 2012). Leadership styles vary between organizations and are critical in organizational culture and organizational effectiveness (Acar & Acar 2012; Tai et al., 2012). Leadership has also been identified as one of the most important factors affecting employee creativity, or capacity to generate new and fresh ideas, innovation, performance and adaptation of the organization (Ren, Eisingerich & Tsai, 2015; Deichmann & Stam, 2015; Antonakis & House, 2014;). 
Effective leadership uses the processes and skills available to create situations that are best for the organization and have a positive impact (Madanchian, Hussein, Noordin, & Taherdoost., 2017). Ultimately, leadership is critical for the mobilization of resources and motivation of followers towards the fulfilment of the organization’s mission (Antonakis & House, 2014). An important factor in the process and outcomes of leadership is context. Context affects leadership in varying ways including moderating its effects, influencing the emergence of the leader and configuring the stimuli for the leadership process (Oc, 2018). There are three main leadership types, instrumental, participative and situational leadership (Oc, 2018). 
Instrumental leadership was first proposed by Antonakis and House in 2014. They defined it as the application of a leader’s expert knowledge to environmental and performance monitoring, and the implementation of strategic and tactical solutions (Antonakis & House, 2014). Instrumental leadership is a type of task-oriented leadership that includes both work facilitation (job facilitation leadership) and strategic functions (strategic leadership) (Chammas & Hernandez, 2019). The strategic function is focused on formulation and implementation of strategy, setting goals and objectives to support the vision and mission of the organization, and environmental monitoring, or knowledge of the strength and weaknesses of the organization and identification of future opportunities (Antonakis & House, 2014; Chammas & Hernandez, 2019). The work-facilitation function is focused on facilitation of the path towards achieving the organizational objectives, which includes provision of resources and the elimination of obstacles. It also includes monitoring of organizational results or performance, including motivating employees and providing constructive feedback (Antonakis & House, 2014). 
Participative leadership is also known as democratic leadership (Samad & Abdullah, 2012). It can be defined as shared influence in decision-making by managers and employees (Ferraris, 2015). Participative leadership values the input of employees (Rogiest, Segers & Witteloostuijn, 2018). This suggests that it gives employees a sense of control and agency, which means this leadership style is usually associated with increased willingness to change, a stronger acceptance of change and greater support for change (Ferraris, 2015; Russ, 2011). However, the responsibility for making a final decision still rests with the leader (Ferraris, 2015). This style of leadership is highly effective for team building; participative leadership encourages productivity and creativity within the team environment (Oreg, Vakola & Armenakis, 2011). Participative leadership contributes positively to organizational performance through motivation of employees and encouragement of a sense of trust in the leader (Jungah, 2014; Huang, Iun, Liu, & Gong, 2010). 
In supportive leadership, leaders provide support to their followers during interactions including by being honest, open, fair and actively involved in resolution of difficult situations (Elsaied, 2018). This type of leadership style focuses on employee satisfaction, by paying attention to preferences, needs, self-confidence, and development of positive attitudes and behaviors (Yu, 2017). The environment created by supportive leadership fosters cooperation, trust, emotional support and respect. Supportive leadership contributes positively to employee retention, high levels of employee well-being and low levels of adverse psychological outcomes including stress, depression and anxiety (Elsaied, 2018). Supportive leadership helps employees cope with situations that are stressful, and promotes a harmonious work environment which will ultimately have a positive impact on the organization’s performance and effectiveness (Sharma & Pearsall, 2016). In particular, it affects employee loyalty to the organization, job satisfaction and retention (Sharma & Pearsall, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc11362023][bookmark: _Toc17283193]2.2.3	Radical and Incremental Innovation
There are two main types of innovation, radical and incremental (Tian, Zhang, Deng & Salmador, 2018). Radical innovation is defined as innovation based on a technology that substantially differs from the technology of existing products, and that provides superior benefits to (future) customers compared with existing products (Rosenzweig, 2017). Radical innovations are more likely to have a huge impact on industries, customers, and society as a whole (Tian et al., 2018). These innovations are characterized by their ability to change existing markets, perceptions and habits and also generate new markets (Büschgens, Bausch & Balkin, 2013). There is a high level of uncertainty that may lead to unintended discoveries and challenges, so the development of radical innovation is highly demanding (Pihlajamaa, 2017). To improve organizational performance, however, it is important to emphasize and encourage radical innovation in dynamic environments (Fernandes, Vasconceles & Dobelin, 2018). 
Incremental innovation is defined as minor improvements made to the company, or its products, processes, or strategies (Davis & Tomoda, 2018; Berggren, 2019). The goal is to improve service delivery, product development, productivity levels, and competitive advantage. Many organizations pursue incremental innovation to maintain their position in the market or improve their market share (Johansson, Raddats & Witell, 2019). The idea is to align incremental innovation with market demands and customer expectations. The pace of incremental innovation has tended to increase in recent years, as a result of globalization and increasing competition (Degraff & Degraff, 2017). It is seen as a ‘stepping stone’ to opportunities for businesses to increase their presence in different markets (Deshpandé & Farley, 2004). Incremental innovations can be developed using approaches that are structured appropriately as a result of defined procedures (Pihlajamaa, 2017; Damanpour, 2009). Incremental innovation tends to be favored as a way to improve organizational performance in stable industries and environments (Fernandes et al., 2018). 
Strategic decisions on innovation are necessary, and depend on many issues in the business environment (Nguyen, Lei, Vu, & Le, 2019). The greatest challenge is to evaluate and choose the best option out of those available. It is important for managers to determine organizational goals to made a suitable choice between radical or incremental innovation. An incremental approach is necessary to create new models to support existing ones (Kobarg, Stumpf-Wollersheim, & Welpe, 2019). It is necessary to protect existing models and reduce overall risk. It is also usually affordable since it tends to be done in phases (Livermore, 2016). Radical innovation, however, is a complex approach because of its risk, difficulty, and timing (Degraff & Degraff, 2017). The type of organizational innovation chosen will depend on the needs, resources, and vision of the company (Podmetina, Soderquist, Petraite & Teplov, 2018; Al-Omari & Hung, 2012). 
[bookmark: _Toc11362024][bookmark: _Toc17283194]2.2.4	Employee Performance Management 
Employee performance management is a vital process in any organization, because it helps to bolster existing strategies, practices, and policies (Blackman, Buick, & O’Donnell, 2017). Managers use measurement and monitoring of performance as a way to clarify expectations among employees (Bock, Eisingerich, Sharapov & George, 2015). When pursued correctly, employee performance management offers a platform to attract and retain talented and committed employees (Posthuma, Campion, & Campion, 2018). It is also possible to guide employees towards desired levels of performance by evaluating their productivity, weaknesses, and strengths (Van Waeyenberg, Decramer, Desmidt, & Audenaert, 2017). 
Employee performance management is an essential support process for other areas in the business, such as recruitment, career development, training, compensation, promotions, and dismissals (Blackman et al., 2017). It is a channel through which feedback can be provided to employees about their performance against organizational objectives. By supporting proper communication within the organization, everyone understands their roles and contribution to the success of the company (Van Waeyenberg et al., 2017). It also helps managers to identify redundant areas (Acar & Acar, 2012). Routine reviews can enable managers to cultivate a culture of excellence among employees (Aydin & Ceylan, 2009). This is important in improving productivity and profitability levels, because it means employees work without errors (Blackman et al., 2017). One of the most important elements in employee performance management is continuous and regular feedback, and this process should be aligned with daily routines. 
Employee performance management can also be used to improve employee engagement (Ling & Nasurdin, 2010). When employees have all the important information about the organization, they usually show high commitment levels (Ishizaka & Pereira, 2016). The role of managers is to encourage employees to work harder because this creates a win–win situation for all stakeholders (Aragón-Correa, García-Morales & Cordón-Pozo, 2007). 
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This study used two main theoretical lenses to consider the research questions: the resource-based view, and the dynamic capabilities theory.
[bookmark: _Toc11362026][bookmark: _Toc17283196]2.3.1	Resource-Based View 
The resource-based view is an important strategic management theory used by organizations to evaluate resources as possible sources of competitive advantage (Jensen, Cobbs, & Turner, 2016; Özçelik, Aybas, & Uyargil, 2016). Competitive advantage can be described as the capacity to create more value than competitors, and sustainable competitive advantage is the creation of enduring value from capabilities that cannot be easily imitated by competitors (Almarri & Gardiner, 2014). Competitive advantage can be achieved from several factors including intellectual capital contributed by employees, organizational processes, and innovation of processes and products (Campbell & Park, 2017). 
The resource-based view sees resources as either capabilities or assets (Galbreath, 2005). Assets can be tangible or intangible and are controlled and owned by the firm. Capabilities are intangible assets made up of skills and amassed knowledge, which are implemented by routines in the organization (Galbreath, 2005). Some studies have examined the different types of resources that are able to provide sustained competitive advantage. For example, resources have been further classified into categories: organizational capital, human capital, and physical capital resources (Barney, 1991; Jensen et al., 2016). Employees, culture, and organizational values can all be considered intangible assets. 
Some authors have suggested that the theory of the growth of the firm was the foundation for the resource-based view and associated theories (Hult, 2011). However, Wernerfelt first developed the resource-based view and popularized the benefits of analyzing resources as a source of competitive advantage (Hult, 2011; Wernerfelt, 1984). The theory of the resource-based view states that the resources of a firm could provide sustained competitive advantage (Wernerfelt, 1984). The resource-based view has three main principles (Barney, 1991): 
· There is a heterogeneous distribution of resources across firms and the stability and differences in these resources are maintained over time; 
· There is a clear connection between the resources of a firm, how these resources are managed, and the sustained competitive advantage these resources bestow on the firm; and
· There is a series of empirical indicators that can be used to identify resources that can provide a firm with competitive advantage. They are defined as valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable (Barney, 1991; Campbell & Park, 2017; Jensen et al., 2016). 
Organizational culture can be classified as an intangible resource. It is considered a type of organizational capital and could therefore be a driver for sustained competitive advantage (Özçelik et al., 2016). Organizational culture could be said to be valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable, because it is unique to the organization (Barney, 1991; Campbell & Park, 2017; Jensen et al., 2016). It could therefore contribute to organizational innovation and sustained competitive advantage. 
Employee performance management or human resource management also contributes to ensuring the competitiveness of an organization. Focusing on employee engagement in the performance management process may promote performance improvement and support the success and competitiveness of organizations (Gruman & Saks, 2011; Progoulaki & Theotokas, 2010). Employees are an important intangible asset and contribute to the organization’s competitive advantage. 
The core competency for employee performance management is developed over time through the management of human resource talents and skills (Progoulaki & Theotokas, 2010). Adequate human resource management is an important factor in an organization’s innovation and the provision of appropriate incentives as motivation for employees is key to fostering an environment of innovation and maintaining competitiveness (Haneda & Ito, 2018). 
Organizational innovation provides a platform for companies to reach new performance levels and is a critical factor in the performance and survival of an organization in a competitive environment (Fernandes et al., 2018; Li, Bhutto, Nasiri, Shaikh, & Samo, 2018; Sutanto, 2017). The resource-based view places an emphasis on the effective and efficient use of valuable resources to drive competitive advantage. This can be achieved by harnessing organizational capabilities that contribute to organizational innovation, which is a driver for competitive advantage (Abu Bakar & Ahmad, 2010; Kumar & Rodrigues, 2018). Organizations need to assess ways to capitalize on resources that are valuable, rare, inimitable and non-substitutable, to drive organizational innovation (Zaied et al., 2015). 
The resource-based view has its limitations, especially in dynamic and fast-changing environments, because it cannot adequately explain how firms can maintain their competitive advantage (Campbell & Park, 2017). Lin and Wu (2014) therefore suggested the dynamic capability view or theory, which examines the influences of dynamic markets on organizational performance. The combination of these two theories in this study will provide a clearer picture of organizational resources in a dynamic environment. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362027][bookmark: _Toc17283197]2.3.2	Dynamic Capabilities Theory
Dynamic capabilities theory considers the skills, organizational structures, procedures and decision rules that firms use to create and capture value (Teece, 2010). Proposed by David Teece and Gary Pisano in 1994, the dynamic capabilities theory has been used by organizations in pursuit of a resource-based strategy, especially when valuable technology assets need to be acquired, managed and used to attain a competitive edge. It was first introduced to explain firm performance in dynamic business environments, and helps firms to focus on the capabilities that they can use to achieve competitive advantage (El Gizawi, 2014). It has since been used to explain performance of organizations in a dynamic business environment by focusing on capabilities of organizations to employ people that help them to achieve competitive advantage (Beske, Land, & Seuring, 2014). ‘Capabilities’ covers any functions that help to provide a long-term strategic advantage (Silva, Lehoux, Miller & Denis, 2018), and it follows that the idea of dynamic capabilities is crucial to decision-making processes in organizations (Vos & Schiele, 2014). Organizations require skills to coordinate their activities, using resources, tools and technology to translate organizational goals into results and hopefully profits (Teece, 2014). The purchasing function of the dynamic capabilities theory appears to help organizations achieve their goals by ensuring that their resources are used innovatively. 
El Gizawi (2014) used the work of Teece (2010) to clarify that the idea of capabilities enables managers or leaders within an organization to adapt, integrate and reconfigure both internal and external organizational skills, functional competences, and resources where necessary to match the requirements of a changing environment. This suggests that innovation may be adopted to reconfigure organizational skills, resources and functions either radically or gradually, to deliver organizational performance that gives a competitive edge. El Gizawi (2014) emphasized that the theory informs managerial (leadership) practices, regardless of the organizational culture type. 
The dynamic capabilities approach takes into account three factors: processes, positions and paths (Teece, 2010). Processes are the ways in which things are done in the organization, covering the norms, values and organizational culture (Teece, 2010). Position is the types of assets and their relationship with the organization (El Gizawi, 2014), and paths are the strategic direction of the organization (Teece, 2010). For these three factors to materialize, the organization needs to have and use adaptive, absorptive and innovative capabilities (Wilden, Gudergan, Nielsen & Lings, 2013). 
Adaptive capability is the ability of a firm to take advantage of market opportunities, and absorptive capability is the ability to identify and apply external information and knowledge for commercial means (Wilden et al., 2013). Innovative capability is the ability of a firm to develop new products or markets (Wang & Ahmed, 2007). These capabilities are limited if not used as resources to sustain long-term performance in an organization (Wilden et al., 2013). 
The dynamic capabilities theory uses the process approach to bridge gaps between resources in the organization and the changing environment in which the organization operates (El Gizawi, 2014). It therefore builds on the resource-based view as a way to explain competitive advantage in organizations and the ability of organizations to use that advantage to manage their capabilities and resources (Das & Teng, 2000). 
[bookmark: _Toc11362028][bookmark: _Toc17283198]2.4	Hypothesis Formulation
The study hypotheses were developed using the two theoretical lenses of the resource-based view and the dynamic capabilities theory. In total, seven major hypotheses, with a number of sub-hypotheses (23 direct and 14 indirect) were derived from the literature and developed into a conceptual model (Figure 2.1).
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[bookmark: _Toc15515074]Figure 2. 1	Theoretical Research Framework 
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[bookmark: _Toc17283199]2.4.1	Direct Hypotheses
2.4.1.1	 Organizational Culture and Innovation
The clan culture is characterized by employee involvement and organizational commitment (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Garman, 2006). Innovation in the organization is facilitated because the culture encourages and supports employee participation and emphasizes team working (Sanz-Valle et al., 2011). The clan culture is also internally focused, so may result in organizations overlooking relevant ideas and knowledge from the external environment (Lukas & Ferrell, 2000), or missing new ideas that are better suited to market requirements (Gatignon & Xuereb, 1997; Sanz-Valle et al., 2011). This study therefore proposes that the clan culture’s internal focus may negatively influence innovation but that may be offset by the positive influence of its flexibility (Garman, 2006; Sanz-Valle et al., 2011). The literature provides conflicting findings on the effect of clan culture on innovation, with both positive (Alas, Ubius, & Gaal, 2012) and negative (Matzler, Abfalter, Mooradian, & Bailom, 2013) effects reported. Clan culture was found to negatively influence employee creativity, an essential ingredient of innovation (Ogbeibu, Senadjki, & Gaskin, 2018). The strong internal focus makes it difficult for leaders to espouse values that support procurement of innovative ideas from outside the firm (Gilson & Litchfield, 2017). Clan culture may have a particularly strong negative influence on radical innovation (Acar & Acar, 2012; Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2016). Other studies (Ogbeibu et al., 2018; Tang & Byrge, 2016) have found that it has negative effects on both incremental and radical innovation. This study therefore hypothesized:
H1(a): Clan culture negatively influences radical innovation.
H1(b): Clan culture negatively influences incremental innovation.
[bookmark: _Hlk3337017][bookmark: _Hlk3337576][bookmark: _Hlk3315435]Adhocracy values the capacity of employees to adapt and be flexible. Employees are expected to demonstrate awareness and take the initiative, which is vital for workplace empowerment (Davies & Buisine, 2018). The freedom to exercise individual creativity supports radical innovation (McLaughlin, 2016). Adhocracy also provides insight on ways that employees can continuously improve, supporting the “do better” mentality that is required to sustain radical innovation over time. It focuses on empowerment, where individual creativity takes center stage and helps advance the diverse ideas needed to disrupt the organization’s usual mode of operation (Bock et al., 2015). McLaughlin (2016) showed that this form of culture has a direct influence on radical innovation using the Organization Culture Assessment Instrument. Organizations have the capacity to improve innovation by developing this type of culture, especially in particular functions and processes that require product modifications or remodeling. However, interventions are required to manage the innovative ideas of employees (Tian et al., 2018). Empowerment requires close management, strong leadership, and commitment to undertake systematic collation of ideas. This study hypothesized:
H1(c): Adhocracy culture positively influences radical innovation 
Incremental innovation functions within a safe space where process uncertainties are minimized. Adhocracy advocates flexibility and individual initiative, which heighten the operational risk (Li & Huang, 2019). Incremental innovation, however, unlike radical innovation, requires a systematic approach to change where employees are expected to focus on routine and formalized adjustments to products (Nguyen et al., 2019). Adhocracy therefore goes beyond the deployment of exploitation competencies that is required for incremental innovation, which basically aims to create a functional and efficient productivity space (McLaughlin, 2016). The capacity to improve existing products incrementally functions within a ‘middle range’ of innovativeness, where the organization deploys resources to compete sustainably (Rosenzweig, 2017). Tian et al. (2018) demonstrated the limited capacity with which organizations can deploy adhocracy without having a short-term dip in resources against the positive outcome expected from applying a clan approach. Adhocracy promotes flexibility and an external focus, whereas incremental innovation is essentially internally-focused (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). The relationship between adhocracy and incremental innovation is therefore inverse (Tian et al., 2018). This study hypothesized:
H1(d): Adhocracy culture negatively influences incremental innovation
Hierarchy culture emphasizes an organized and clear structure and tight control in an organization. This type of culture is internally-oriented and involves clear strategies for doing things (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2016). However, for success, a hierarchical culture needs to draw on both tangible and intangible internal resources and ensure that the innovative capability of the organization is aligned with its goals (Weerawardena & Mavondo, 2011). 
A hierarchical culture is defined by high dependence on structures and rules governing organizational functions (Tian et al., 2018). It aligns with the need to instill discipline where risk minimization is required. However, this contrasts with what is required for radical innovation, especially when dealing with creative freedoms for employees (Davies & Buisine, 2018). Radical innovation depends on the appetite for risk-taking, and employees and the organization may accommodate a variety of ideas and explore complex alternatives before settling on one particular product development. Hierarchical cultures provide organizational stability through controlled processes that limit employee empowerment and inclusion (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). Employees work in an inflexible environment where their creative and innovative capabilities are curtailed (Çakar & Ertürk, 2010). The internally-oriented governance of this type of culture reduces idea generation, especially for radical innovation, where ideas are induced externally (Kobarg et al., 2019). Radical innovation also relies on organizational learning to sustain external idea stimulation, which a hierarchical culture limits by focusing on formalized internal structures and operations that emphasize internal control (Tian et al., 2018). Hierarchical cultures therefore fail to foster innovation and perpetuate an inflexible organizational environment (Al Murawwi et al., 2014). This suggests that radical innovation will have a negative relationship with a hierarchical culture and this study hypothesized:
H1(e): Hierarchical culture negatively influences radical innovation.
A hierarchical culture’s focus on creating a stable business environment will, however, encourage incremental innovation (Büschgens et al., 2013). The measured approach to innovation supported by a hierarchical culture matches the expectations of incremental innovation, where employees focus on a series of small product or service upgrades. Incremental innovation tends to focus on short-term goals in a market space where the product has a guaranteed share (Tian et al., 2018). The measured consideration of risk under a hierarchical culture is also appropriate for the incremental innovation approach to building exploitation competencies, because improving existing products limits risk (Johansson et al., 2019). This delivers sustainable economic change, where the organization commits to piecemeal growth on product efficiencies rather than disrupting its operations (Chen, Huang, Liu, Min & Zhou, 2018). Piecemeal growth helps to maintain control of processes while stifling individual creativity and ability to take the initiative (Davies & Buisine, 2018). Reliance on structural hierarchies gives managers greater authority in encouraging incremental innovation in departments needing internal reevaluation of process efficiencies (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). For instance, improvement in service efficiencies driven by new technologies could target customer relations while limiting the level of disruption (Davies & Buisine, 2018). There is undoubtedly a deliberate effort to stifle innovation under a hierarchical culture, but this type of culture can accommodate managed piecemeal innovation focusing on departmental efficiencies, because it carries less risk. Strict management through internal control limits radical innovation but offers guarantees that risk-free measures will focus on small improvements in operational efficiencies (Tian et al., 2018). This study hypothesized:
H1(f): Hierarchical culture positively influences incremental innovation.
Just like a hierarchical culture, a market culture involves control and stability, but is externally-oriented (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2016). This culture focuses on the competition, getting the job done, and achievement. This fits with the main concept of both theoretical frameworks, because an appropriate level of capabilities is critical to creating a good competitive advantage. The influence of a market culture is therefore rapid and directional (Salunke, Weerawardena, & McColl-Kennedy, 2011).
A market culture aligns with organizational needs such as competitiveness, environmental exchange, and goal achievement, which can be delivered as control-based or external values (Deshpandé & Farley, 2004). An understanding of when to execute external or control-based values determines the success of either radical or incremental innovation. Tian et al. (2018) showed the nonlinear nature of innovation or process improvements across departments by considering the shared ambitions of the sales and customer service departments (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). One department may pursue control-based values such as improving customer satisfaction, while the other focuses on maximizing sales through disruptive innovation (Tian et al., 2018). The opportunity to pursue radical innovation is pronounced, but may not be visible to a department that considers customer satisfaction to be predominant, regardless of set sales targets. A market culture shows commitment toward flexibility and openness to employee empowerment to oversee developmental projects that are driven by creativity and market disruption (Davies & Buisine, 2018). The willingness to supplant a business model depends on the level of competitiveness an organization seeks to achieve. Organizations with a market culture may consider options for disruptive innovation, with high risk and high return, or focus on a piecemeal approach reliant on departmental productivity (Li & Huang, 2019). This study therefore hypothesizes:
H1(g): Market culture positively influences radical innovation
H1(h): Market culture positively influences incremental innovation
Organizational culture therefore strongly influences organizational innovation, but the precise nature of the relationship depends on the type of culture. 
[bookmark: _Hlk3315449]2.4.1.2	Leadership Behavior and Innovation
[bookmark: _Hlk3333817]Leadership behavior is the single most important way through which an individual can influence the level of innovation in an organization (Storey, 2016; Aragón-Correa et al., 2007). This positive influence is present in both large and small enterprises (Gumusluoğlu & Ilsev, 2009). There are three main types of leadership behavior affecting innovation: instrumental, supportive and participative leadership. These are all active and positive (Ryan & Tipu, 2013; Sarti, 2014). Behavioral attributes of leaders affect many aspects of organizations including innovation (Sarti, 2014). 
Instrumental leadership is goal-oriented (Antonakis & House, 2014). Workplace performance is based on the ability to maintain control over employees and close team management (Blackman et al., 2017). It therefore does not support radical innovation, because it reduces employee creativity (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). Radical innovation requires system overhauls to improve long-term performance, associated with a high developmental risk. Instrumental leadership, however, seeks to control workplace productivity based on predefined performance objectives (Hughes, Tian, Li, Newman & Legood, 2018). It provides a platform for organizational efficiency by encouraging task-oriented managers to limit organizational innovation (Fernandes et al., 2018). This approach uses reward and punishment management, which limits employee goal execution and achievement, controlling activity rather than offering an empowering platform for employee creativity and innovation (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). This study hypothesized:
H2(a): Instrumental leadership negatively influences radical innovation
Instrumental leaders are always keen to clarify procedures, specify expectations, and allocate tasks (Von Krogh, Nonaka, & Rechsteiner, 2011). They aim to refine the cognitive dimension of individuals and enforce the established procedures and ways of doing things in the organization (Wu, 2010). 
The tendency to focus on goals encourages risk minimization before any innovation projects are implemented (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). The ability to control task execution dictates implementation terms, with limited input from employees (Hughes et al., 2018). However, this tends to encourage incremental innovation by supporting controlled improvements to products or processes while minimizing risk. Productivity gains pursued by instrumental leaders align with strategic objectives focusing on performance goals and sustain growth trajectories using rewards (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). Employees express their needs through guided leadership within which functional improvements can be executed. This study hypothesized: 
H2(b): Instrumental leadership positively influences incremental innovation.
Supportive leadership focuses on creating a sustainable relationship between leaders and followers (Sharma & Pearsall, 2016). The organization deals with employee needs based on the level of flexibility accorded and the support system in place to oversee task completion (Hughes et al., 2018). This type of leadership provides a platform for continuous mentorship from task assignment to execution (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). It therefore supports radical innovation through the capacity to offer employee empowerment with independent task execution but ongoing contact to increase productivity (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). It requires managers and employees to be part of the creative and disruptive process. This study hypothesizes: 
H2(c): Supportive leadership positively influences radical innovation
This leadership behavior shows the leadership competences and effectiveness of the leader, but the level of support available in terms of organizational resources and capabilities is also important (Elsaied, 2018). Supportive leadership may directly influence the incremental process for developing the necessary capabilities and acquiring resources that can give the organization a competitive position (Gebauer, 2011). 
Supportive leadership also gives employees a chance to be part of workplace teams and learn from leadership mentors. The feedback loop used in supportive leadership and employee empowerment reinforces workplace creativity (Hughes et al., 2018). Decisions undertaken by employees are examined collectively, which instills creativity and individual accountability (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). Supportive leadership therefore encourages incremental innovation, because of the level of flexibility exercised by leaders, which allows employee creativity (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). This study hypothesized: 
H2 (d): Supportive leadership positively influences incremental innovation.
Different factors or conditions influence leadership behavior within an organizational context in which responsibilities and processes are shared (Carter & Greer, 2013). The specific characteristics that define leadership may not remain static but may change with circumstances, and the resources and capabilities available to the leader (Jensen et al., 2016). The application of the dynamic capabilities theory and resource-based view to any organizational leadership behavior would show that leadership is both highly specific and dynamic (Beske et al., 2014). This means that leadership and leaders need to participate in the process of building the capabilities required to develop the organization and help it to stand out (Lin & Wu, 2014). 
Participative leadership aims to include employees in the organizational decision-making processes. Sarti (2014) described it as a non-directive form of leadership that focuses on role-clarifying behavior. This style favors innovation and creativity in the organization. It relies on shared decision-making to drive task execution. Organizations use this form of leadership to increase employee participation in decision-making and capacity to choose between alternatives (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). Participative leaders are able to direct innovation based on the support given to teams, showing the involvement and support of executives (Hughes et al., 2018). By involving employees in all phases of strategic decision-making and encouraging creativity through team-level innovation (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016), it can drive radical innovation. This study hypothesized: 
H2 (e): Participative leadership positively influences radical innovation.
In participative leadership, everyone is made to feel that they have a part to play in accomplishing the organizational objectives (Von Krogh et al., 2011). This style of leadership is known for its feed-forward approach, which includes building organizational capabilities and resources. Incremental innovation therefore gains from a participative leadership style through empowerment of both leaders and employees, and employee input into strategic decision-making (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). It also allows effort to be focused on teams and departments mandated with sectional growth (Hughes et al., 2018). Incremental innovation is driven by capacity-building across teams and departments, which is promoted by participative leadership. This implies that leaders are ready to support segmented innovation to boost functional areas such as sales growth and customer satisfaction (Rohlfer & Zhang, 2016). This study hypothesized:
H2(f): Participative leadership positively influences incremental innovation.
Leadership behavior therefore influences organizational innovation, but different types of behavior may have different effects (Liao et al., 2017; Ryan & Tipu, 2013). The emphasis tends to be on the positive effect of leadership style on organizational innovation (Mankowitz, 2018; Radzi et al., 2013) and on resources and capabilities that can be developed through the three leadership behaviors. 
[bookmark: _Hlk3315464]2.4.1.3	Organizational Culture and Employee Performance Management
The way an organization manages the performance of its employees and the culture that enables them to develop the necessary capabilities and resources to do their job has a significant impact on organizational progress and ability to maintain a competitive edge (Wilden et al., 2013). A few years ago, the term performance management would almost have been seen as synonymous with performance appraisal. However, it is much more than the mere evaluation of employee performance and has taken on an increasingly holistic outlook (Song & Kolb, 2012). It is an inclusive process that requires cooperation between employee and manager in setting goals and expectations for each party and coming up with the means of achieving them. It requires the alignment of organizational goals with employee success measures, skills and competencies (Samad & Abdullah, 2012). It is therefore more than the periodic appraisal used to assess employees for promotions and rewards. 
There is therefore a direct relationship between organizational culture and employee performance management, but this may vary with the type of culture. A clan culture is internally-oriented (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2016. It starts with a corporate commitment to employees that then allows for teamwork and employee involvement (Elsaied, 2018). It therefore aims to get the best out of employees while maintaining a feeling of family and closeness within the organization (Van Waeyenberg et al., 2017). A clan culture supports employee development and commitment to advancing the resources of the organization (Rozman & Kovač, 2015). This study therefore hypothesized:
H3(a): Clan culture positively influences employee performance management
Adhocracy is externally oriented (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). However, this culture type cannot operate in isolation without the contribution and support of employees and their commitment to resource development. This process of resource management is essentially facilitated by employees (El Gizawi, 2014). This study hypothesized: 
H3(b): Adhocracy negatively influences employee performance management.
A hierarchical culture has a clear organizational structure and rules. It is internally-oriented (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2011), fitting with the resource-based view’s focus on drawing on internal resources including employee development and management (Wu, 2010). This study therefore hypothesized: 
H3(c): Hierarchical culture positively influences employee performance management
A market culture is externally-oriented (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2016). It focuses on the competition, getting the job done, and achievement. This fits with both the resource-based view and the dynamic capabilities theory, because having capabilities is critical to achieving competitive advantage. Activities in an organization with a market culture are successful with the cooperation of employees, and the performance of employees has a direct reflection on the culture (Eriksson, 2014). This study hypothesized:
H3(d): Market culture positively influences employee performance management
[bookmark: _Hlk3315474]It is therefore clear that all types of organizational culture are expected to influence employee performance, and its management.
2.4.1.4	Leadership Behavior and Employee Performance Management
Traditionally, firms drew their competitive strength from their capital and assets. Organizations with more production facilities or outlets were able to out-compete others (Zhu & Wang, 2018;  Bolton, Brunnermeier & Veldkamp, 2013). However, entities now draw their competitive strengths from what they know (Carter & Greer, 2013). Organizations therefore have to treat employees as assets, and do everything possible to ensure that they are a source of competitive strength (Carter & Greer, 2013). Successful leaders are defined by their expertise and ability to use their strengths and those of others to achieve organizational goals (Zhu, & Wang, 2018; Wright, 2017; Wilson, 2010).
Leadership and its impact on human resource management (HRM) has been thoroughly explored and established in the literature (Azanza, Moriano & Molero, 2013; Černe et al., 2013; Hoch, 2013). The behavioral attributes of leaders affect employees and the way employees are managed (Sarti, 2014). An instrumental leader aims to refine the cognitive dimension of individuals and enforce the established procedures and ways of doing things in the organization (Chammas & Hernandez, 2019). The resource-based view suggests that these ways of behaving signal the relationships between internal resources such as employees (Galbreath, 2005). This study hypothesized: 
H4(a): Instrumental leadership positively influences employee performance management.
Supportive leadership enhances the chances of the most appropriate responses being made to a given situation (Al-Omari & Hung, 2012). Leaders are expected to assess all factors, resources and capabilities that may be used to implement the most appropriate interventions (Al-Omari & Hung, 2012). This process draws on adaptive and absorptive capabilities, and other necessary internal and external resources (Antonakis & House, 2014). This study therefore hypothesized: 
H4(b): Supportive leadership positively influences employee performance management
Leadership is both very specific and dynamic (Sharma & Pearsall, 2016). Leaders need to participate in the process of building the capabilities required to develop competitive advantage. Participative leadership aims to include employees in organizational decision-making processes. Sarti (2014) described it as a non-directive form of leadership that focuses on role-clarifying behavior so that employees are better managed to deliver results. This study therefore hypothesized:
H4(c): Participative leadership positively influences employee performance management
[bookmark: _Hlk3315491]Participative leadership is likely to support development of leaders, employees and other resources in organizations (Schimmoeller, 2010). Employee engagement helps to ensure that leaders can share their vision for the organization and help employees develop ownership of processes within the organization (Von Krogh et al., 2011). Leadership behaviors are crucial to fostering the efficient development of employees and ensuring that everyone’s contribution is appreciated (Ferraris, 2015).
2.4.1.5	Employee Performance Management and Organizational Innovation
Ling and Nasurdin (2011) studied the relationship between HRM and organizational innovation. They considered several aspects of HRM, such as training, performance appraisal, recruitment, rewards, and career management. They also considered process, product, and organizational innovation in the study firms. They found a positive correlation between HRM and organizational culture. This is perhaps unsurprising, because organizational culture has a direct effect on both organizational innovation, and employee performance management (Einarsen, Aasland & Skogstad, 2016). It therefore seems likely that employee performance management also influences organizational innovation. 
Previous studies have largely focused on how employee performance management affects the relationship between organizational culture and innovation (Uzkurt et al., 2013). Employee performance significantly contributes to the overall success of the organization. For employees to innovate effectively, however, it is critical to first cultivate innovative capability, by enabling and encouraging employees to provide ideas and activities that can contribute to organizational success. Organizational innovation is therefore profoundly affected by employee performance management. Performance monitoring often helps to promote organizational innovation processes (Changzheng & Hao 2013). This study therefore hypothesized:
H5(a): Employee performance management positively influences radical innovation
The impact of employee performance management on innovation may follow an incremental process, in which capabilities and resources that can give the organization a competitive position (Gebauer, 2011) are gradually developed. This study therefore hypothesized:
H5(b): Employee performance management positively influences incremental innovation
[bookmark: _Toc11362030][bookmark: _Toc17283200]2.4.2	Indirect Hypotheses
There are, therefore, a number of probable direct relationships between the constructs in this study. However, there may also be indirect relationships that affect innovation and organizational performance. 
[bookmark: _Hlk3316016]2.4.2.1	Employee Performance Management, Organizational Culture and Innovation
This study has hypothesized that organizational culture affects employee performance management, and that employee performance management affects both types of innovation. It has also suggested that there is a direct relationship between culture and innovation. It therefore seems possible that employee performance management may mediate the relationship between organizational culture and innovation. This may, however, vary by type of culture. 
In a clan culture, employees are nurtured like a family, with common goals and values. They learn to prioritize collective interests and abandon personal pursuits (Radaelli, Currie, Frattini & Lettieri, 2017). Clan culture encourages employees to be less competitive and more collaborative when pursuing organizational objectives. The role of leaders in the organization is to encourage employee commitment and engagement (Moskovich & Achouch, 2017). Employees are also encouraged to be loyal to the organization by working hard to achieve success. The main problem with clan culture is the lack of competition. Employee performance is likely to tend towards average, because people are encouraged to avoid competition (Moskovich & Achouch, 2017). The lack of diversity in ideas and thoughts therefore reduces creativity. Employee performance management could be seen as a way to encourage creativity and therefore innovation in a clan culture, through specific goals and objectives (Van Waeyenberg et al., 2017). It is required to eliminate the redundancies in thought processes in the labor force (Walker, 2010). The goal is to nurture employees to be non-competitive but to share ideas (Wright, 2017). This study therefore hypothesized:
H6(a): Employee performance management mediates the influence of clan culture on radical innovation.
H6(b): Employee performance management mediates the influence of clan culture on incremental innovation.
In adhocracy, there is an external focus, which is important for employee management (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). This type of culture also plays a vital role in supporting organizational innovation especially when capabilities need to be developed. Employee performance management is likely to have a particularly strong impact on incremental innovation (Johansson et al., 2019). In an adhocracy culture, strong employee performance management may help the organization to develop its capabilities, supporting incremental innovation (Berggren, 2019). Adhocracy culture is based on the realization that change is necessary in a dynamic business environment (Porcu, del Barrio-Garcia, Alcántara-Pilar & Crespo-Almendros, 2017). The role of management is therefore to develop an atmosphere in which employees understand the importance of flexibility in their tasks (Ringberg, Reihlen & Rydén, 2019). Employee performance management can encourage this way of thinking (Madhani, 2018; Porcu et al., 2017). Employees are encouraged to embrace small improvements in their tasks. The goal is to create an environment where employees are always ready for change, to enable them to innovate when faced with problems or challenges (Davis & Tomoda, 2018). Employee performance management can also be helpful in encouraging order even when employees are experimenting with new ideas (Radaelli et al., 2017). This study therefore hypothesized:
H6(c): Employee performance management mediates the influence of adhocracy culture on radical innovation.
H6(d): Employee performance management mediates the influence of adhocracy on incremental innovation.
Hierarchical culture is internally-oriented and therefore influenced through resources (Naranjo-Valencia et al., 2016. Success is often determined by the level of tangible resources, and therefore by the use of employee performance management to support their development in individuals (Weerawardena & Mavondo, 2011). This is likely to be the case for both radical and incremental innovation, because both are resource-dependent. One previous study found that a hierarchical culture affects radical innovation (Cheng & Sheu, 2018), because hierarchies contribute to bureaucracies, which impede innovation. Employee performance management, however, may play a role in eliminating unnecessary bureaucracies that impede employees and managers from interacting. This would therefore support learning, and transfer of ideas and knowledge between levels in the hierarchy. When employees are open to learning, they become flexible about change, because they become more confident about abandoning the status quo (Lee, Idris, & Delfabbro, 2017). This study therefore hypothesized: 
H6(e): Employee performance management mediates the influence of hierarchical culture on radical innovation.
H6(f): Employee performance management mediates the influence of hierarchical culture on incremental innovation.
It is also likely that employee performance management mediates the influence of market culture on both radical and incremental innovation. Gebauer (2011) noted that employees require resources and organizational support to be adaptive, absorptive and innovative and also to use appropriate internal and external resources for the benefit of the organization. A market culture encourages employees to understand the value of competition among themselves to help the organization to succeed against its competition (Porcu et al., 2017). However, proper order and organization is required for resources to be allocated to the best ideas and for order in experimentation. A market culture is also often successful when employees and management understand their roles in the organization (Schroff & Street, 2018). This helps the employees to compete while gaining new skills and knowledge to help organization to compete effectively against the rivals in the dynamic markets (Barney, 1991; Tecee, 2010, 2014). Employee performance management may therefore play a key role in mediating the relationship between market culture and innovation. This study therefore hypothesized:
H6(g): Employee performance management mediates the influence of market culture on radical innovation.
H6(h): Employee performance management mediates the influence of market culture on incremental innovation.

2.4.2.2	Employee Performance Management, Organizational Leadership and Innovation
Employee performance management was also hypothesized to have direct relationships with both leadership behavior and organizational innovation, and may therefore mediate the relationship between these two constructs. It plays a vital role in determining leadership behavior and subsequently innovation. It also influences the level of success that leaders can achieve. 
Previous studies have largely focused on the role of instrumental leadership in determining organizational innovation (Carmeli et al., 2013; Ling & Nasurdin, 2010; Zaied et al., 2015). Instrumental leadership is often associated with rewards for innovative workers, and/or punishment for failing to deliver (Bock et al., 2015; Bolton et al., 2013; Eskiler, Ekici, Soyer, & Sari, 2016). This clearly indicates a direct link between employee performance management and radical innovation in this type of environment (Rowold, Diebig, & Heinitz, 2017). This form of leadership is goal-oriented, which also fits well with employee performance management arrangements. The reward and/or punishment system used to sustain performance heightens control over employees. This tends to limits performance outcomes, especially when dealing with limited capacity for creativity, which is required for radical innovation (D’Agostin & Moreno, 2018). The existence of predefined objectives contributes towards specific performance criteria with specific caps on project execution. This can curtail radical innovation. Radical innovation requires system overhauls, but instrumental leadership as key strategic resource (Tecee, 2010, 2014) to instill instills discipline within existing systems, requiring little input from employees (D’Agostin & Moreno, 2018). This suggests that employee performance management will mediate the effect of instrumental leadership on both types of innovation (Johansson et al., 2019). This study hypothesized:
H7(a): Employee performance management mediates the influence of instrumental leadership on radical innovation.
H7(b): Employee performance management mediates the influence of instrumental leadership on incremental innovation.
Supportive leadership is linked to providing guidelines, and communicating both the desired type of innovation and a clear vision (Bock et al., 2015). This suggests that the relationship between supportive leadership and organizational innovation is likely to be mediated by employee performance management. This mediation effect is expected to be mainly by virtue of the effect on knowledge management and organizational learning. Supportive leadership uses the principles of employee performance management to facilitate organizational innovation. It installs a support system around employees (Elsaied, 2019). The principles of employee performance used under supportive leadership incline toward releasing personal creativity and innovativeness, with a level of independence in task execution (Elsaied, 2019). Supportive leadership provides a platform for workplace teams to exercise their initiative in task execution while maintaining contact with their managers (Kobarg et al., 2019). Workplace creativity is maintained through the support system, where the feedback loop aids the decision-making process among work teams (Sharma & Pearsall, 2016). Employees can offer their input, which is critical resources (Barney, 1991; Tecee, 2010, 2014) for both radical and incremental innovation. The process instills accountability, while providing flexibility and encouraging creativity. This study therefore hypothesized:
H7(c): Employee performance management mediates the influence of supportive leadership on radical innovation. 
H7(d): Employee performance management mediates the influence of supportive leadership on incremental innovation. 
Participative leaders use HRM practices to allow the organization to measure employee progress (Ferraris, 2015). Performance management under a participative leader is not a mere function that is left to the HR department, but a process of engagement that involves the entire organization (Huang et al., 2010). It relies on a system of feedback, and does not require junior staff to simply take orders from their managers without question (Ling & Nasurdin, 2010). Performance management is seen as all about people. Delivering either radical or incremental innovation requires the right balance between creating the feeling of a family, where people work together to accomplish tasks, and creating autonomy, where each person is expected to make a contribution towards the collective goal (Ling & Nasurdin, 2010). The shared decision-making process in participative leadership allows leaders and their subordinates to operate as a team, with the performance management arrangements as an integral part of the process (Li, Liu & Luo, 2018). The support from executives demonstrates that leaders are part of the innovation process, with ambitions set out in the organization’s vision and in performance standards (Buengeler, Homan, & Voelpel, 2016). Participative leadership supports incremental innovation because employees understand the value of their contribution to the organization (Wojan, Crown, & Rupasingha, 2018). Under participative leadership, employees are likely to work hard to develop new ideas for the improvement of the organization because they are valued and appreciated through the performance management system (Torp & Nielsen, 2018). This study therefore hypothesized:
H7(e): Employee performance management mediates the influence of participative leadership on radical innovation.
H7(f): Employee performance management mediates the influence of participative leadership on incremental innovation.
The next section describes how the hypotheses are combined into a conceptual framework that illustrates the relationship between the study constructs. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362031][bookmark: _Toc17283201]2.5	Framework Development 
The hypotheses proposed show that all elements of organizational culture and leadership behavior may have important implications in delivering organizational innovation. These are also associated with aspects of employee performance management. Figure 2.1 shows the framework for this study, with the relationships between the constructs and the study hypotheses clearly set out. 
Particular leadership behaviors tend to be associated with certain organizational characteristics, and are therefore closely linked to culture (Ling & Nasurdin, 2010). Particular cultures and leadership styles may help to enhance innovative capability, enabling the organization to gain a decisive competitive advantage (Zaied et al., 2015). This, however, may be difficult in large organizations where individual performance is the primary yardstick for appraisal (Behery & Paton, 2008). 
Performance management is also undertaken within existing functional and corporate strategies and objectives. It can, and should, affect behavior, including of leaders (Carmeli et al., 2013). It may result in the need to reorient the leadership approach to motivate employees whose performance seems to be deteriorating (Sanders et al., 2010). Debate on these issues is ongoing, but it is clear that organizational culture has a significant impact on organizational leadership behavior, innovation and employee performance, and that there are also relationships between these constructs. The literature suggests that there is a direct relationship between organizational culture and leadership behavior, and organizational innovation. It also suggests that this relationship is mediated by employee performance management, and that employee performance management also directly affects organizational innovation. It seems likely that these relationships may also be applicable in the oil and gas industry in the UAE. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362032][bookmark: _Toc17283202]2.6	Summary of Chapter 
This chapter has helped to shape the answers to the research questions, which focus on the impact and role of organizational culture, leadership, innovation and employee performance management. It has discussed the arguments and explanations that support the seven broad hypotheses, and the more specific sub-hypotheses that propose that different types of culture, behavior and innovation may interact differently with each other. The next chapter explains and justifies the methods used in this study to test the hypotheses proposed in this chapter. 

[bookmark: _Toc11362033][bookmark: _Toc17283203]CHAPTER 3
[bookmark: _Toc11362034][bookmark: _Toc17283204]METHODOLOGY
This chapter aims to explain and justify the methods used in this study. It focuses on the approach used to test the hypotheses developed in the previous chapter and techniques used to ensure that valid data were collected from the case study organizations. The chapter has sections on research design, approach, strategies, sampling, instrument design and data collection. It also provides justification for the research design, research approach and strategies for the investigation. Finally, the chapter explains the ethical issues involved. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362035][bookmark: _Toc17283205]3.1	Research Design
This section discusses the research design and justification for its selection. The research design is a process for selecting and combining paradigms that helps to provide objective understanding of a hypothesis or a phenomenon (Creswell, 2014). The word ‘paradigm’ here refers to theories and methods informed by critical evaluation, criticism and/or analytical process (Creswell, 2014). Research design is important because it guides the process for developing the data collection techniques, a crucial way to ensure the research outcome is valid and reliable. According to Bryman and Bell (2015), there are two broad research designs, qualitative and quantitative. 
Quantitative research methods are characterized by measuring variables to verify theories and hypothesis that require measurement or those that need to be quantified (Mertens, 2009). This research design usually requires large data sets and uses statistics to test the hypothesis and validate the research project (Creswell, 2014). It infers that this design is easiest to use and applies best where relationships between variables may need to be determined. Qualitative research methods are used to develop understanding of meanings, opinions and explanations of social issues (Bryman, 2012). These methods commonly use smaller data sets that are sufficient to obtain reliable results, and data collection usually continues until saturation is reached. 
Miles, Huberman and Saldana (2014) explained that research can be both quantitative and qualitative. However, Cassell, Cunliffe and Grandy (2017) argued that the choice of mixed methods depends on logic and the study subject. Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2014) stated that research design informs the choice of strategy, approach and data collection and analysis. Gliner, Morgan, & Leech (2011) suggested that design needs to be justified by its ability to answer research questions, test research hypotheses and/or achieve the overall research aim. 
This study chose a quantitative research design because of the research scope. This requires the study to determine the impact of organizational culture on organizational innovation. The literature review showed that clan, adhocracy, hierarchical and market cultures all have the potential to support or inhibit organizational innovation. A quantitative research design is most appropriate for testing hypotheses, and verifying or ascertaining relationships between variables (Miles et al., 2014), which is the intention of this study. Qualitative research enables the collection of good quality and reliable data (Hesse-Biber, 2011), but a qualitative design would have been more time-consuming and demanding in this study, because of the sample size and number of organizations being studied.
Quantitative research is more suitable for a descriptive study like this one, which investigated the nature of relationships between several variables (in this case, organizational culture, leadership style, innovation and employee performance management) in several organizations (in this case, five). The primary objective of this method is to describe accurately and systematically test the hypotheses through the sample population (Creswell, 2014). A quantitative design is flexible enough to cover an inquiry that involves five organizations and the sample size under study. 
No single research design is perfect (Hesse-Biber, 2011), but the choice of quantitative research is further justified because the method is generally considered to be a pre-cursor to other studies (Ernasilli, Carling & Hass, 2011). Quantitative research helps to isolate valuable pointers to the variables that need testing in future, and those that can be removed from consideration. The next section discusses the research approach, which needed to be aligned with a quantitative research design. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362036][bookmark: _Toc17283206]3.2	Research Approach 
The research approach is the logic or reasoning that underpins a research area (Saunders et al. 2014). Babbie (2010) described two main methods of reasoning for research: deductive and inductive. Deductive reasoning starts with the phenomenon or theory, and tests it to determine validity at a given time (Babbie, 2010). It therefore starts with a concept, and develops one or more hypotheses. These hypotheses are then examined drawing on observations and understanding, leading to their rejection or confirmation (Mertens, 2009). Inductive reasoning, however, moves from specific observations to concepts and broader generalization. It is therefore a “bottom up” approach that detects regularities and patterns, formulates hypotheses, and then develops theories and general conclusions (Creswell, 2014). This type of reasoning requires a process that emerges or develops from an observation, and a phenomenon that can be supported or explained through theories. 
The two approaches have a great deal in common. They both provide a systematic way of gathering information and examining the relationship between different research constructs (Fischer, Dietz, & Antonakis, 2016). Both are also informed by previous research, although deductive research is based on the assumptions of an established theory or premise, and inductive examines the relationship between observations (Ang, 2014; Ary, Jacobs, Irvine, & Walker, 2018). This means that they largely aim to prove the existence or lack of a preconceived line of thought and processes drawing on previous studies. These research approaches therefore create a rational way for researchers to test if the data adhere to generally accepted norms or rules (Neelankavil, 2015). Figure 3.1 shows the process used in each approach.
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[bookmark: _Toc15515224]Figure 3. 1	 Research Approach (Cresswell, 2014; Neelankavil, 2015)
Both approaches are suitable for use with a quantitative research design. The deductive approach is more often chosen for this purpose, and is often used to test hypotheses by assessing the relationship between variables (Ernasilli et al., 2011). However, an inductive approach can also be appropriate because it fits well with the use of descriptive statistics (Kumar, 2011) such as the mean and standard deviation, which provide a good idea of the distribution patterns of a specific dataset. This study chose a deductive approach because it is used to help investigators to move from generic to particular topics. The literature suggested that there were a number of variables that might affect organizational performance, and the researcher therefore chose to develop hypotheses on the impact of variables including leadership, organizational culture, and management systems and practices on innovation, and then test these. This suggested that a deductive approach would be most suitable. 
Deductive reasoning leads to outcomes informed by a general premise. It lends itself to logical inferences, even if the theories posited turn out to be invalid. In this study, hypotheses were derived from existing studies to inform an inquiry into the relationships between leadership, organizational innovation and organizational culture. However, these hypothesized relationships, although grounded in previous research, may not be accurate in the study organizations, or in the UAE. Neelankavil (2015) suggested that the research approach has a significant impact on the reliability of the findings of a study where the research strategy dictates the basic procedures that an individual must take into consideration when exploring the relationship between variables.
[bookmark: _Toc17283207]3.3	Research Strategies
Research strategy describes the main research area, concept and design, which reflects how the research question(s) is set and research method is implemented (Saunders et al., 2014). Different types of research strategies are generally linked to different research objectives (exploration, description, explanation or validation) or types of research, as well as types of research questions (Creswell, 2014). This infers that choice of research strategy is crucial to successful research and in particular testing hypotheses or/and answering research questions. There are a number of research strategies, including experiments, surveys, case studies, in-depth interviews, focus groups and observations (Crotty, 1998). Each of these has a range of possible variations. For instance, studies using a survey collect data through questionnaires, which may be either quantifying data (closed, alternative questions) or qualifying data (open and reviewing questions) and can also be paper- or web-based (Hesse-Biber, 2011). 
[bookmark: _Hlk534839907]The ultimate goal of the choice of research strategy is to ensure that the intended outcome or purpose of a study is achieved through a process that is time-bound and evidence-related (Bryman & Bell, 2015). For instance, case studies undertake data collection at one or more sites, usually over a period of time. Data are usually obtained from multiple sources such as surveys, interviews and documents (Yin, 2009). All research strategies have both benefits and drawbacks (Cassell et al., 2017). This study chose to use questionnaires because of their ability to gather consistent data from a large sample relatively rapidly (Saunders et al., 2014)
Surveys are often used to collect information about character, opinions, or knowledge from a targeted group (Singh, 2007). They have high representativeness and good statistical significance (Creswell, 2014). They are also cost-effective, and mobile and online surveys are particularly cheap and are easy to set up (Bryman, 2012). Even though incentives are sometimes used to encourage participation, the cost per individual is usually lower than with paper-based questionnaires. Secondly, surveys are useful for describing a large population (Ekinci, 2015). Thirdly, they are flexible, convenient and can be applied in various modes such as online, email, paper, or telephone (Muijs, 2010). When collected anonymously, Hesse-Biber (2011) noted that investigators usually receive honest answers, especially if it is clear that the responses will be kept confidential. However poorly chosen distribution channels can lead to biased data and low response rates (Ekinci, 2015). Finally, questionnaires can also be used relatively rapidly, and do not have to take long to answer. For example, just five questions can be used to obtain valuable employee feedback on the issues facing an organization (Babbie, 2010). 
A questionnaire strategy is often used in studies that seek to establish the association between different variables (Muijs, 2010). It was therefore considered most appropriate for this study. It can also be used in studies across a population or group such as the five organizations in this study, and can also be used to determine whether a mediating role exists for one or more variables. Relationship-based questions are viable if there is an element of interaction, trend, or association between different groups, that is, employees in different companies, as in this study (Ouyang, 2010). The relationship may not be statistically measurable, but questionnaires can provide high-quality information that may result in the discovery of challenges or initiatives to be addressed (Creswell, 2014). 
More practically, a questionnaire-based approach is a rational means of addressing the time constraints on this study. Administering a survey takes a relatively short period to gather and analyze the data, and carry out accurate and reliable analyses (Creswell, 2014). Questionnaire results can be analyzed using different statistical techniques to increase the understanding of the relationships between variables. This will help the researcher to improve the reliability of the study and deal with the challenges that are often linked to a quantitative approach. The next two sections explain the sampling and instrument design used in this study, as well as data management arrangements. 
[bookmark: _Toc17283208][bookmark: _Hlk534842505][bookmark: _Toc11362038]3.4	Sampling 
Sampling is significant in any study because it is usually impractical for a researcher to survey the entire population (Ang, 2014; Creswell, 2014). This study used a purposive sampling method. This is a technique used to identify and obtain clusters with specific characteristics and descriptions that are relevant to the study subject (Trochim, 2006). This sampling method was used because respondents needed to have enough knowledge about the constructs to be able to answer the research questions. 
Potential study organizations were selected on the basis of their reputation. They were all organizations in the oil and gas industry operating in the UAE, and had similar objectives on exploration and production of oil and gas. Their leadership was considered to be aware of aspects or issues of national or global significance. All are mature organizations and generally agreed to be the top players in the oil and gas industry in the UAE. The CEOs were approached to ask if they were willing for their organization to participate in the research. These organizations were:
1. ADNOC – Abu Dhabi National Oil Company 
1. ADCO – Abu Dhabi Company for Onshore Petroleum Operations Ltd.
1. GASCO - Abu Dhabi Gas Industries Limited
1. ADMA - Abu Dhabi Marine Operating Company
1. ADGAS – Abu Dhabi Gas Liquefaction Company Limited.
The CEOs of each organization were contacted as organizational ‘guardians’ who control access to the organizations. Addressing emails to the CEOs by name was seen as a way to avoid the messages being dealt with as ‘spam’. The top management of all the organizations agreed that they were willing to have their organization participate in the research process. 
With the support of HR managers from each organization, a purposive sample was used, of individual middle managers from innovative departments. This group was seen as having the greatest knowledge of innovation across the widest spread of the organization (Naoum et al., 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc17283209]3.5 Instrument Design
The questionnaire needed to be designed appropriately to ensure that participants from all organizations were able to complete it even though they and their organizations had different tasks and jobs. An initial questionnaire was designed using the variables and hypotheses (see Appendix A). The three independent variables were organizational culture, leadership behavior, and employee performance management. The dependent variable was organizational innovation. The questionnaire also asked about demographic information including gender, nationality, age, educational qualification, length of service and duration of work under current supervisor.
The questionnaire used a five-point Likert-type scale with responses ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree (1) to (5) Strongly Agree to determine the degree of impact of organizational culture, leadership behavior, and employee performance management on organizational innovation. Scales with more response categories can lead to better variable measures than shorter scales (Ekinci, 2015; McCrae, Kurtz, Yamagata & Terraciano, 2011). As the number of response categories decreases, so does the correlation coefficient (Peterson, 2000). The questionnaire used multi-item questions because complex psychological hypotheses are not easily captured by a single question (Peterson, 2000). 
[bookmark: _Toc17283210]3.5.1 Study constructs
The organizational culture was assessed using a 21-item instrument to assess four types of organizational culture: clan, adhocracy, hierarchy, and market (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Every organization has its own combination of these four types of organizational cultures. The purpose of assessing the key dimensions of organizational culture is to provide a clear picture of how the organization operates and the values that characterizes it (Yusof & Munap, 2017).  Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) showed that the instrument had acceptable goodness of fit (χ2/df = 2.079, p < 0.000; Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.955; comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.961; standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) = 0.028; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.055). 
The leadership behavior scale was from Organ and Konovsky (1989). It contained five items for instrumental, ten items for supportive, and six items for participative leadership behaviors, again rated on a five-point Likert-type scale. CFA again showed that the instrument’s goodness of fit was acceptable (χ2/df = 1.642, p < 0.000; TLI = 0.973; CFI = 0.976; SRMR = 0.028; RMSEA = 0.042). 
The scale for employee performance management was from Kantabutra and Saratun (2011). It originally had six items, but the CFA showed that two items did not function well and they were therefore deleted, leaving just four items in this study. The goodness of fit indices were again acceptable (χ2/df = 0.364, p < 0.695; TLI = 1.00; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = 0.006; RMSEA = 0.000). 
The organizational innovation scale was from Gatignon, Tushman, Smith, & Anderson (2002) and Song & Montoya-Weiss (1998). It had four items to assess radical innovation and six to assess incremental innovation. The CFA suggested that the goodness of fit was in the acceptable range (χ2/df = 1.946, p < 0.001; TLI = 0.982; CFI = 0.986; SRMR = 0.020; RMSEA = 0.051). 
There were also six demographic variables, age, gender, nationality, education level, job title, years of work experience in the organization and years of working for the current supervisor. Codes were given to each construct (see Tables 3.1 and 3.2).
[bookmark: _Toc15515270]Table 3. 1	Direct hypotheses and codes

	Direct Hypotheses

	H1a
	CC → RADIN
	Clan culture (CC) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H1b
	CC → INCIN
	Clan culture (CC) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H1c
	AC → RADIN
	Adhocracy culture (AC) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H1d
	AC → INCIN
	Adhocracy culture (AC) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H1e
	HC → RADIN
	Hierarchical culture (HC) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H1f
	HC → INCIN
	Hierarchical culture (HC) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H1g
	MC → RADIN
	Market culture (MC) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H1h
	MC → INCIN
	Market culture (MC) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H2a
	IL → RADIN
	Instrumental leadership (IL) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H2b
	IL → INCIN
	Instrumental leadership (IL) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H2c
	SL → RADIN
	Supportive leadership (SL) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H2d
	SL → INCIN
	Supportive leadership (SL) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H2e
	PL → RADIN
	Participative leadership (PL) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H2f
	PL → INCIN
	Participative leadership (PL) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H3a
	CC → EPM
	Clan culture (CC) influences employee performance management (EPM)

	H3b
	AC → EPM
	AC influences employee performance management (EPM)

	H3c
	HC -- EPM
	HC influences employee performance management (EPM)

	H3d
	MC → EPM
	MC influences employee performance management (EPM)

	H4a
	IL → EPM
	IL influences employee performance management (EPM)

	H4b
	SL → EPM
	SL influences employee performance management (EPM)

	H4c
	PL → EPM
	PL influences employee performance management (EPM)

	H5a
	EPM → RADIN
	Employee performance management (EPM) influences radical innovation (RADIN)

	H5b
	EPM → INCIN
	Employee performance management (EPM) influences incremental innovation (INCIN)


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
[bookmark: _Toc15515271]Table 3. 2	Indirect hypotheses and codes
	Indirect Hypotheses

	H6a
	CC → EPM → RADIN 
	Employee performance management (EPM) mediates the influence of clan culture (CC) on radical innovation (RADIN)

	H6b
	CC → EPM → INCIN 
	EPM mediates the influence of CC on incremental innovation (INCIN)

	H6c
	AC → EPM → RADIN
	EPM mediates the influence of adhocracy culture (AC) on radical innovation (RADIN)

	H6d
	AC → EPM → INCIN
	EPM mediates the influence of AC on INCIN

	H6e
	HC → EPM → RADIN
	EPM mediates the influence of hierarchical culture (HC) on RADIN

	H6f
	HC → EPM → INCIN
	EPM mediates the influence of HC on INCIN

	H6g
	MC → EPM → RADIN
	EPM mediates the influence of market culture (MC) on RADIN

	H6h
	MC → PM → INCIN
	EPM mediates the influence of MC on INCIN

	H7a
	IL → EPM → RADIN
	EPM mediates the influence of instrumental leadership (IL) on RADIN

	H7b
	IL → EPM → INCIN
	EPM mediates the influence of IL on INCIN

	H7c
	SL → EPM → RADIN
	EPM mediates the influence of supportive leadership (SL) on RADIN

	H7d
	SL → EPM → INCIN
	EPM mediates the influence of SL on INCIN

	H7e
	PL → EPM → RADIN
	EPM mediates the influence of participative leadership (PL) on RADIN

	H7f
	PL → EPM → INCIN
	EPM mediates the influence of PL on INCIN


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
[bookmark: _Toc17283211]3.5.2 Pilot-testing
The survey was pilot-tested among 30 middle managers from two organizations: Abu Dhabi Marine Operating Company (ADMA OPCO) and Abu Dhabi Gas Industries Ltd (GASCO). The questionnaire development process (Cassell et al., 2017) encourages testing using face validity. 
The 69 questions were collected and combined in one paper and given to 30 knowledgeable middle managers within the two targeted organizations to assess each item. Each expert was engaged through a face-to-face interaction to explain what needed to be done and how to assess the constructs in each section. All 69 questions were to be scored on a scale ranging from 1 to 10, with 1 meaning “not applicable” and 10 “most applicable”. Each expert was given two days to assess the questionnaire items, bearing in mind the culture factor and its impact on perception. Once this stage was over, the researcher and participants discussed their feedback and impression of all of the questions. The pilot testing suggested that the questionnaire required adjustment and modification, and that six items were ambiguous. These were therefore removed, reducing the total number of items from 69 to 63. The final version of the questionnaire is at Appendix B. 
[bookmark: _Toc17283212]3.6	Data Collection and Initial Analysis
The final survey was conducted among all five organizations, using the 58-item questionnaire. The study used two modes of data collection: mail and online surveys. The initial approach used was a mail survey, which was chosen because it can cover a broad geographical dispersion, but is still easy to administer, and cost effective (Singh, 2007). It is also easier to confirm that there is no duplication between responses or respondents. However, very few responses were received to the mail survey, so it was considered necessary to move to an online version, which is quicker to execute and generates real-time information. The same survey was used in both modes. Online surveys provide a wide array of positive benefits which include access to a broader populations, the ability to collect larger volumes of quality data, participants take part anonymously which enhances the confidence in research study conclusions. Moreover, instant feedback to researchers, data collection is immediate as the results are automatically sorted out (Ekinci, 2015). The responses gathered from the online survey were analyzed using the embedded tool from Survey Monkey, SPSS and AMOS software. This technology saves the researcher considerable time and money (Kumar, 2011). While there are many positive benefits in using online surveys for data collection, there are similarly many limitations that suggest that these methods should be used with caution despite their benefits. Non-representative samples, low response rates, participant fraud, and limitation in type of data collected all impact the use of online surveys (Ernasilli et al., 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc17283213]3.6.1. Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents
The researcher received 430 responses, of which 358 were complete and suitable for analysis. There was a good gender balance (Figure 3.2) and age range (Figure 3.3). However, there were more respondents in the middle of their careers, as might be expected when surveying middle managers. The full demographic information is included in Table 3.3.

[bookmark: _Toc15515225]Figure 3. 2 	Percentages of Male and Female Respondents

The ratio of male to female in the sample is important, especially in an Arab country, because gender balance may affect organizational culture, leadership, innovation and employee performance management. This study did not examine the impact of gender on any of the study constructs, but the gender ratio suggests that gender may be significant in the operations of the UAE oil and gas. 

[bookmark: _Toc15515226]Figure 3. 3	Age Range of Respondents

Saunders et al. (2014) noted that age range is important in research because it helps to ascertain the sense of judgement, and experience among respondents, and their ability to provide correct and valid information. Only 4% of the respondents in this study were younger than 25 years, which is as expected given the target group of middle managers. It therefore seemed likely that the respondents were well placed to read, understand and answer the questions in the survey. The age range also explains the nature and level of educational qualification of the respondents, as well as their level of work experience.
[bookmark: _Toc15515272]Table 3. 3 	Demographic Information for Respondents
	Demographic Information
	Frequency & Percentage

	Gender
Male
Female
	188 (52.5%)
170 (47.5%)

	Age
Under 25 years
25–34 years
35–44 years
45–54 years
55 years and above
	13 (3.6%)
95 (26.5%)
128 (35.8%)
86 (24%)
36 (10.1%)

	Educational Qualification
High School Degree
Diploma
Bachelor Degree
Master’s Degree
Doctoral Degree
	10 (2.8%)
44 (12.3%)
178 (49.7%)
102 (28.5%)
24 (6.7%)

	Nationality
Emirati
Non-Emirati
	137 (38.3%)
221 (61.7%)

	Length of Service in the Current Organization
Up to 5 years
6–10 years
11–15 years
16–20 years
21 years and above
	58 (16.2%)
95 (26.5%)
93 (26%)
81 (22.6%)
31 (8.7%)

	Working Under Current Supervisor
Up to 5 years
6-10 years
11–15 years
16–20 years
21 years and above
	113 (31.6%)
132 (36.9%)
69 (19.3%)
34 (9.5%)
10 (2.8%)



The respondents had high levels of educational qualification, and it is possible that there may be a direct correlation between education level and supervision positions in the UAE oil and gas sector. About 83% of the respondents had more than 5 years’ experience in their current organization, and could therefore comment authoritatively on the nature of the study constructs in their organizations. Table 3.3 also shows that 137 (38.3%) of the respondents were Emiratis, and 221 (61.7%) were non-Emiratis. The majority of respondents were therefore foreigners or foreign experts working in the UAE. It is therefore also possible that a high proportion of the women responding to the survey may be non-Emiratis. Though not the focus of this study, this finding potentially influences the nature, perception and influences of the constructs being investigated in this study. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362041][bookmark: _Toc17283214]3.6.2	Data Validity and Reliability 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the internal reliability of the survey, that is, the degree to which a group of items is internally consistent and related (Gliner et al., 2011). In general, alpha values above 0.7 are considered to show good consistency (Gliner et al., 2011), but over 0.8 is better. In this study, an alpha value of over 0.8 was therefore used to show good internal consistency. Factor loading was used to calculate the composite reliability.
Convergent validity is measured by determining whether the scores of the study instrument correlate with other instruments in the way expected (Abma, Rovers & van der Wees, 2016). It therefore assesses the extent to which measures of constructs are related. The constructs must have elements that correspond to each other (Cheah, Sarstedt, Ringle, Ramayah, & Ting, 2018). Convergent validity is said to exist if the scores on the two tests are correlated.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to assess the level to which the measured variables denoted the construct items. CFA allows investigators to specify the factors to be considered, and also the relationships between measured and latent variables (Rosima, & Sahiddan, 2015; Statistics Solutions, 2013). It stems from the assumption that given multivariate normality, which should be achievable with a sufficient size of the population, n > 200, data can be considered to be derived from a random sample. Discriminant validity exists when items representing different constructs are not associated (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). To evaluate discriminant validity, a series of pair-wise CFAs is carried out using chi-squared difference tests. This forces the measurement items of each pair of constructs into a single underlying construct to check for any significant deterioration of model fit relative to a two-factor model (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 
Divergent validity is essential to prove that there is no correlation between theoretically different concepts. It can be used to adjust measurement errors when attenuation has been identified (Masland, Drabu, & Hooley, 2019). It is vital to show the level of overlap between different scales and variables. 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a multivariate technique used to assess the relationships between suppressed constructs and measured variables (Boomsma, 2000). It estimates interrelated and multiple relationships in a single analysis. Based on the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), a value of 0.95 and above is desirable (Hu & Bentler, 1999). 
Scale composite reliability (SCR) tests the overall reliability of a particular collection of items. It is sometimes considered a more logical alternative to Cronbach’s alpha (Wieland, Durach, Kembro, & Treiblmaier, 2017). However, there is little difference between Cronbach’s alpha and scale composite reliability in practice, because Cronbach’s alpha never overestimates the reliability of the composite score (Cortina, 1993). The scale composite reliability is therefore used as a more general test to ensure sufficient information to justify the reliability coefficient of interest, and prevent bias (Padilla & Divers, 2016). This study used scale composite reliability to prevent any inaccurate and misleading estimates of reliability that may occur if only Cronbach’s alpha is used (Cortina, 1993).
Average variance extracted (AVE) is a measure of convergent validity, and is the variance explained by the common factor. It is determined by calculating the squared sum of factors and dividing the result by the variances. A reading of a five-factor structure indicates a strong propensity for construct validity (Alumran, Hou, Sun, Youssef, & Hurst, 2014). An AVE above 0.5 should be treated as an indicator of convergent validity (Götz, Liehr-Gobbers & Krafft, 2010). The scale composite reliability and AVE were used as a two-step procedure in this study. When evaluating the results, the AVE value should be checked against the correlation values of each variable to highlight the discriminant validity (Jirschitzka, Oeberst, Göllner, & Cress, 2017). However, when checking the correlation values of the variables, the square root of AVE is used. The square root of AVE helps to determine whether the results have passed the discriminant validity test. There is no discriminant validity when the square root of AVE is lower than the value of the latent indicator (Ramsenthaler et al., 2017). If this occurs, the variables must be adjusted so that AVE increases, by eliminating indicators showing the outer loading (Jirschitzka et al., 2017). However, care should be taken when deleting indicators to avoid affecting the content validity.
[bookmark: _Toc11362042][bookmark: _Toc17283215]3.7	Ethical Considerations 
A “non-objective certificate to gather data” was issued by Abu Dhabi University (see Appendix C) and sent to the targeted organizations. The certificate stated the research title, explained the importance of the work, and requested the cooperation, consent, and voluntary participation of the employees of the organizations in the survey. A document of this nature provided formal authorization for data collection, and reassurance about how data provided by the organizations would be managed (Gliner et al., 2011).
A consent letter was sent to the potential participants via email and/or a consent information sheet (see Appendix B) was attached to the paper questionnaire. This letter aimed to address expectations and rights of the participants to voluntary participation and withdrawal (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The letter explained that data would be kept confidential and retained for two years after completion of the dissertation, after which they would be destroyed. 
The participants were told that their completion of the questionnaire was voluntary, and they understood the level of data security and confidentiality provided by the researcher and the university system (Creswell, 2014). Anonymity of participants across the five organizations was emphasized by making provision of names optional and making clear that no names would be used in the data management process (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The participants were informed all the responses would remain totally confidential and all participants would be anonymous, so that there were no implications for personal data security.
[bookmark: _Toc11362043][bookmark: _Toc17283216]3.8	Summary of Chapter
This chapter has explained and outlined the methodology used to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses in this study. It explained that a quantitative design was considered most appropriate, with a deductive reasoning approach to derive relationships among the established theories and identify a gap in the literature. It discussed the use of an online survey to gather information from randomly-selected participants in five high-performing organizations. It also described the development of the questionnaire, including a pilot test used to check the validity of the instrument before it was administered to participants. It explained that Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the reliability and validity of the survey instrument to ensure valid and objective results. Finally, the chapter outlined some of the ethical considerations that governed the research process. 
It is important to choose the most appropriate methods for any study, but no single method is perfect and without limitations. The limitations of the methods selected were further managed as far as possible during the research. These limitations will be discussed more fully in the last chapter of this dissertation. The next chapter, however, describes the results of the study.


[bookmark: _Toc11362044][bookmark: _Toc17283217][bookmark: _Toc533243254]CHAPTER 4
[bookmark: _Toc11362045][bookmark: _Toc17283218]FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

[bookmark: _Toc533243255][bookmark: _Toc11362046][bookmark: _Toc17283219]4.1	Introduction 
This chapter presents and interprets the results of the study, and critically analyzes and describes the findings from the hypothesis testing. The first section discusses respondents’ characteristics then their relevance to the quality of the results. The chapter then explains how the researcher examined the measurement model including the convergent and discriminant validity of the measuring instruments, before discussing the results of the analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc533243264][bookmark: _Toc11362047][bookmark: _Toc17283220]4.2	Respondents’ Characteristics 
A total of 358 people participated in this study. The demographic information gathered from respondents showed that there were slightly more male respondents than female (188 vs. 170), but the gender balance was relatively good. The purpose of specifying the gender is to make sure that the survey covered both genders adequately and that the points of view of both genders were included. There were more non-Emirati than Emirati respondents and majority of respondents (345) were over 25 years old. They therefore had a reasonable level of work experience, enabling them to understand, discuss, and explain the issues being examined in this study. The participants also had high levels of educational qualifications, and the results raised the possibility that there may be a direct correlation between education level and supervisory positions in the UAE oil and gas sector. Overall, the demographic information provided context for the hypothesis testing and the interpretation of results.
[bookmark: _Toc11362048][bookmark: _Toc17283221]4.3	Reliability and Validity
It is essential to establish the reliability and validity of the measuring instruments before testing the study hypotheses. This section discusses the findings about the key properties: Cronbach’s alpha, convergent and divergent validity, scale composite reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and square root of AVE (SQAVE).
[bookmark: _Toc11362050][bookmark: _Toc17283222]4.3.1	Cronbach’s Alpha and Convergent Validity 
Table 4.1 shows the results of the convergent validity testing for organizational culture, broken down into the four types of culture. All the values of Cronbach’s alpha were more than 0.70, so considered acceptable. The loading errors for several of the elements of particular cultural types varied. 
[bookmark: _Toc15515277]Table 4. 1	Test for convergent validity of clan, adhocracy, hierarchal, and market culture scale
	
	Items
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach’s Alpha 
	SCR
	AVE

	Clan Culture (CC)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.9
	0.9
	0.601

	
	CC1
	0.759
	0.576
	0.424
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC2
	0.794
	0.630
	0.370
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC3
	0.747
	0.558
	0.442
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC4
	0.803
	0.645
	0.355
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC5
	0.789
	0.623
	0.377
	 
	 
	 

	
	CC6
	0.759
	0.576
	0.424
	 
	 
	 

	Adhocracy Culture (AC)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.858
	0.857
	0.547

	
	AC1
	0.760
	0.578
	0.422
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC2
	0.698
	0.487
	0.513
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC3
	0.710
	0.504
	0.496
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC4
	0.726
	0.527
	0.473
	 
	 
	 

	
	AC5
	0.798
	0.637
	0.363
	 
	 
	 

	Hierarchical Culture (HC)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.857
	0.857
	0.547

	
	HC1
	0.805
	0.648
	0.352
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC2
	0.712
	0.507
	0.493
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC3
	0.664
	0.441
	0.559
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC4
	0.700
	0.490
	0.510
	 
	 
	 

	
	HC5
	0.806
	0.650
	0.350
	 
	 
	 

	Market Culture (MC)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.856
	0.86
	0.551

	
	MC1
	0.803
	0.645
	0.355
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC2
	0.770
	0.593
	0.407
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC3
	0.687
	0.472
	0.528
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC4
	0.737
	0.543
	0.457
	 
	 
	 

	
	MC5
	0.710
	0.504
	0.496
	 
	 
	 


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
Table 4.2 shows the results of the convergent validity testing for the leadership behavior scale, again broken down by type of leadership behavior. The Cronbach’s alpha values were all more than 0.70, showing good reliability (Bryman, 2008). Some, for example, for instrumental leadership and supportive leadership, were much higher, over 0.90, showing excellent reliability. Again, the loading errors varied for the items making up each construct. 
[bookmark: _Toc15515278]Table 4. 2	Test for convergent validity of instrumental, supportive, and participative leadership behavior scale
	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach’s Alpha 
	SCR
	AVE

	Instrumental Leadership (IL)
 
 
 
 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.905
	0.905
	0.578

	
	IL1
	0.827
	0.684
	0.316
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL2
	0.759
	0.576
	0.424
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL3
	0.772
	0.596
	0.404
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL4
	0.711
	0.506
	0.494
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL5
	0.723
	0.523
	0.477
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL6
	0.744
	0.554
	0.446
	 
	 
	 

	
	IL7
	0.779
	0.607
	0.393
	 
	 
	 

	Supportive Leadership (SL)
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

	 
	
	 
	 
	0.923
	0.925
	0.552

	
	SL1
	0.738
	0.545
	0.455
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL2
	0.713
	0.508
	0.492
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL3
	0.738
	0.545
	0.455
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL4
	0.733
	0.537
	0.463
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL5
	0.605
	0.366
	0.634
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL6
	0.685
	0.469
	0.531
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL7
	0.759
	0.576
	0.424
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL8
	0.801
	0.641
	0.358
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL9
	0.824
	0.679
	0.321
	 
	 
	 

	
	SL10
	0.812
	0.659
	0.341
	 
	 
	 

	Participative Leadership (PL)
 
	 
	
	
	
	0.898
	0.899
	0.64

	
	PL1
	0.824
	0.679
	0.321
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL2
	0.819
	0.671
	0.329
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL3
	0.818
	0.669
	0.331
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL4
	0.786
	0.618
	0.382
	 
	 
	 

	
	PL5
	0.750
	0.563
	0.437
	 
	 
	 


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
The same process was used to test the convergent validity of the employee performance management, radical innovation and incremental innovation scales (see Table 4.3).
[bookmark: _Toc15515279]Table 4. 3	Test for convergent validity of employee performance management, radical innovation, and incremental innovation scale
	 
	Indicators
	Std Loading
	Variance
	Error
	Cronbach’s Alpha 
	SCR
	AVE

	Employee Performance Management (EPM)
	 
	
	
	
	0.850
	0.852
	0.591

	
	EPM1
	0.676
	0.457
	0.543
	 
	 
	 

	
	EPM3
	0.763
	0.582
	0.417
	 
	 
	 

	
	EPM4
	0.857
	0.734
	0.266
	 
	 
	 

	
	EPM5
	0.769
	0.591
	0.409
	 
	 
	 

	Radical Innovation (RADIN)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.880
	0.880
	0.646

	
	RADIN1
	0.803
	0.645
	0.355
	 
	 
	 

	
	RADIN2
	0.759
	0.576
	0.424
	 
	 
	 

	
	RADIN3
	0.81
	0.656
	0.344
	 
	 
	 

	
	RADIN4
	0.842
	0.709
	0.291
	 
	 
	 

	Incremental Innovation (INCIN)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.892
	0.893
	0.584

	
	INCIN1
	0.839
	0.704
	0.296
	 
	 
	 

	
	INCIN2
	0.687
	0.472
	0.528
	 
	 
	 

	
	INCIN3
	0.717
	0.514
	0.486
	 
	 
	 

	
	INCIN4
	0.751
	0.564
	0.436
	 
	 
	 

	
	INCIN5
	0.734
	0.539
	0.461
	 
	 
	 

	
	INCIN6
	0.845
	0.714
	0.286
	 
	 
	 


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
Table 4.3 shows that the results were similar for employee performance management, radical innovation, and incremental innovation. All the Cronbach’s alpha values were over 0.80, and therefore considered good. The loading errors for the constructs all varied. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362051][bookmark: _Toc17283223]4.3.2	Discriminant Validity
Table 4.4 shows the results of the tests for divergent validity to determine the correlation between the constructs. The values in bold and brackets are the square root of the AVE. None of the correlations between items were significant at the 1% level, showing adequate discriminant validity for all the items.
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[bookmark: _Toc15515280]Table 4. 4	Test for divergent validity
	 
	Mean
	Std. Div.
	CC
	AC
	HC
	MC
	IL
	SL
	PL
	EPM
	RADIN
	INCIN

	CC
	3.876
	0.894
	(0.775)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	AC
	3.812
	0.870
	0.680**
	(0.739)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	HC
	3.820
	0.789
	0.635**
	0.634**
	(0.740)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MC
	3.821
	0.808
	0.618**
	0.613**
	0.651**
	(0.743)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	IL
	4.032
	0.916
	.639**
	0.622**
	.598**
	0.619**
	(0.760)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	SL
	3.903
	0.784
	0.626**
	0.626**
	0.605**
	0.628**
	0.672**
	(0.743)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	PL
	3.830
	0.897
	0.517**
	0.626**
	0.611**
	0.603**
	0.605**
	0.658**
	(0.800)
	 
	 
	 

	EPM
	3.833
	0.826
	.594**
	0.592**
	0.560**
	0.571**
	0.595**
	0.587**
	0.602**
	(0.769)
	 
	 

	RADIN
	3.807
	0.944
	0.602**
	0.601**
	0.596**
	0.585**
	0.608**
	0.624**
	0.606**
	0.626**
	(0.804)
	 

	INCIN
	3.931
	0.873
	0.640**
	0.638**
	0.596**
	0.597**
	0.665**
	0.640**
	0.626**
	0.645**
	0.678**
	(0.764)


**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
# The value in bold and brackets are square root of average variance extracted (AVE). 
Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.

[bookmark: _Toc17283224][bookmark: _Toc11362052]4.3.4	Scale Composite Reliability and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 
Table 4.5 shows the variations between Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, SCR and AVE. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and SCR were all between 0.8 and 0.9, greater than the recommended value of 0.7. The constructs were therefore deemed reliable and consistent. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), the convergent validity of constructs (Table 4.1) can be examined by their loadings, SCR and AVE. The threshold value for each item in the research framework was found to lie within the acceptable range, i.e. > 0.5. Table 4.5 shows that each scale had SCR > 0.7 and AVE > 0.5, which was well above the threshold values suggested for each construct (Götz et al., 2010). This shows that the data generated from the survey were relevant to the hypotheses being tested. 
[bookmark: _Toc15515281]Table 4. 5	Test for Cronbach’s Alpha, SCR and AVE

	Construct
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	SCR
	AVE

	Clan Culture (CC)
	0.9
	0.9
	0.601

	Adhocracy Culture (AC)
	0.858
	0.857
	0.547

	Hierarchical Culture (HC)
	0.857
	0.857
	0.547

	Market Culture (MC)
	0.857
	0.857
	0.547

	Instrumental Leadership (IL)
	0.905
	0.905
	0.578

	Supportive Leadership (SL)
	0.923
	0.925
	0.552

	Participative Leadership (PL)
	0.898
	0.899
	0.64

	Employee Performance Management (EPM)
	0.850
	0.852
	0.591

	Radical Innovation (RADIN)
	0.880
	0.880
	0.646

	Incremental Innovation (INCIN)
	0.892
	0.893
	0.584


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
[bookmark: _Toc11362054][bookmark: _Toc17283225]4.3.5	Square Root of AVE
The square root of AVE for each construct compares the correlation of the construct to all the other constructs (Hancock & Mueller, 2001). In this study, all AVE values were larger than the correlation value, and therefore acceptable (Gefen & Straub, 2005). However, the differences were sometimes small. Overall, this means that the discriminant validity has been well measured and tested. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362055][bookmark: _Toc17283226]4.4	Measurement Model
The acceptable range of the discriminant validity suggests that the results of the hypothesis testing will be valid and reliable, because each of the instruments measured was within the acceptable limits. The convergent validity results showed that the results were likely to show high levels of reliability. Cronbach’s Alpha, SCR, and AVE all lay within the desired range for the instruments for employee performance management, radical innovation, and incremental innovation. 
The measuring instruments used in this study to assess organizational culture, leadership behavior, employee performance measurement, and organizational innovation therefore all showed acceptable or good goodness of fit indices, Cronbach’s alpha, convergent validity and discriminant validity. They were therefore deemed suitable for use in this study, and to measure the study constructs. The next section discusses the testing of the direct and indirect hypotheses using structural equation modeling (SEM).
[bookmark: _Toc11362056][bookmark: _Toc17283227]4.5	Results from the Structural Equation Modeling 
This section discusses the testing of both direct and indirect hypotheses, using structural equation modeling (SEM). 
[bookmark: _Toc11362057][bookmark: _Toc17283228]4.5.1	Testing for Direct Hypotheses
[bookmark: _Hlk3874310]Table 4.6 shows the results of the direct hypothesis testing. Radical and incremental innovation were both affected by clan culture (β = 0.332; t = 8.773, p < 0.001 and β = 0.399, t = 11.572, p < 0.001), supporting hypotheses H1a and H1b. An adhocracy culture also affected both radical (β = 0.328; t = 8.652, p < 0.001) and incremental innovation (β = 0.383, t = 11.098, p < 0.001), supporting hypotheses H1c and H1d. A hierarchical culture, however, only affected radical innovation but not incremental innovation, supporting hypothesis H1e (β = 0.248; t = 5.624, p < 0.001), but not H1f (β = 0.084; t = 1.925, p = 0.054). A market culture did not affect either radical (β = 0.035; t = 0.867, p = 0.386) or incremental innovation (β = −0.02; t = −0.581, p = 0.561), so hypotheses H1g and H1h were not supported. Both types of innovation were also positively and significantly affected by all three leadership types, supporting hypotheses H2a, H2b, H2c, H2d, H2e and H2f (β = 0.153; t = 3.479, p < 0.001; β = 0.155, t = 3.478, p < 0.001; β = 0.124; t = 2.821, p < 0.005; β = 0.332, t = 7.601, p < 0.001; β = 0.181; t = 4.105, p < 0.001; and β = 0.141; t = 3.226, p < 0.001). 
Employee performance management was directly and positively affected by each of clan culture (β = 0.221; t = 2.828, p < 0.005), adhocracy (β = 0.248, t = 3.213, p < 0.001) and market culture (β = 0.188, t = 2.949, p < 0.003). Hypotheses H3a, H3b and H3d were therefore supported. However, hierarchical culture had no effect on employee performance management (β = 0.027; t = 0.655, p < 0.512) so hypothesis H3c was not supported. Only two types of leadership directly and positively affected employee performance management, instrumental (β = 0.261; t = 3.712, p < 0.001) and participative (β = 0.405, t = 9.825, p < 0.001). Supportive leadership had no significant effect (β = 0.059; t = 1.422, p = 0.155). This means that hypotheses H4a and H4b, but not H4c, were supported. Finally, both radical (β = 0.792; t = 22.692, p < 0.001) and incremental (β = 0.768, t = 24.504, p < 0.001) innovation were positively affected by employee performance management. This means that hypotheses H5a and H5b were both supported. 
[bookmark: _Toc15515282]Table 4. 6	Results of testing of direct hypotheses
	Direct effect
	Standardized Direct Effect
	Standard Error
	t value
	Sig. level
	Hypothesis Testing Result

	RADIN ← CC
	0.332
	0.019
	8.773
	p < 0.001
	H1a accepted

	INCIN ← CC
	0.399
	0.023
	11.572
	p < 0.001
	H1b accepted

	RADIN ← AC
	0.328
	0.023
	8.652
	p < 0.001
	H1c accepted

	INCIN ← AC
	0.383
	0.029
	11.098
	p < 0.011
	H1d accepted

	RADIN ← HC
	0.248
	0.034
	5.624
	p < 0.001
	H1e accepted

	INCIN ← HC
	0.084
	0.038
	1.925
	p < 0.054
	H1f rejected

	RADIN ← MC
	0.035
	0.023
	0.867
	p < 0.386
	H1g rejected

	INCIN ← MC
	-0.02
	0.028
	−0.581
	p < 0.561
	H1h rejected

	[bookmark: _Hlk2465178]RADIN ← IL
	0.153
	0.033
	3.479
	p < 0.001
	H2a accepted

	INCIN ← IL
	0.155
	0.031
	3.478
	p < 0.001
	H2b accepted

	RADIN ← SL
	0.124
	0.021
	2.821
	p < 0.005
	H2c accepted

	INCIN ← SL
	0.332
	0.023
	7.601
	p < 0.001
	H2d accepted

	RADIN ← PL
	0.181
	0.03
	4.105
	p < 0.001
	H2e accepted

	INCIN ← PL
	0.141
	0.033
	3.226
	p < 0.001
	H2f accepted

	EPM ← CC
	0.221
	0.039
	2.828
	p < 0.005
	H3a accepted

	EPM ← AC
	0.248
	0.048
	3.213
	p < 0.001
	H3b accepted

	EPM ← HC
	0.027
	0.023
	0.655
	p < 0.512
	H3c rejected

	EPM ← MC
	0.188
	0.043
	2.949
	p < 0.003
	H3d accepted

	EPM ← IL
	0.261
	0.03
	3.712
	p < 0.001
	H4a accepted

	EPM ← SL
	0.059
	0.012
	1.422
	p < 0.155
	H4b rejected

	[bookmark: _Hlk2465468]EPM ← PL
	0.405
	0.036
	9.825
	p < 0.001
	H4c accepted

	RADIN ← EPM
	0.792
	0.042
	22.692
	p < 0.001
	H5a accepted

	INCIN ← EPM
	0.768
	0.055
	24.504
	p < 0.001
	H5b accepted


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
[bookmark: _Toc11362058][bookmark: _Toc17283229]4.5.2	Testing for indirect hypotheses
Table 4.7 shows the results of the testing for the indirect hypotheses. Both clan and adhocracy cultures indirectly affected radical (β = 0.147, p < 0.037 for clan and β = 0.147, p < 0.014 for adhocracy) and incremental innovation (β = 0.153, p < 0.037 for clan and β = 0.153, p < 0.014 for adhocracy), via employee performance management. This therefore supported hypotheses H6a, H6b, H6c and H6d. However, neither hierarchical nor market cultures had this indirect effect via employee performance management, on either form of innovation. Hypotheses H6e, H6f, H6g and H6h were therefore not supported (β = 0.019, p = 0.747; β = 0.02, p = 0.747; β = 0.115, p = 0.159; and β = 0.12, p = 0.159). This suggests that the mediating role of employee performance management depends on the type of organizational culture.
Similarly, the results varied by type of leadership behavior. Instrumental and participative leadership both had an indirect effect on both radical (β = 0.219, p < 0.005 and β = 0.283, p < 0.001) and incremental innovation (β = 0.228, p < 0.005 and β = 0.294, p < 0.001), via employee performance management. This supported hypotheses H7a, H7b, H7e and H7f. However, employee performance management did not have a mediating effect on the relationship between supportive leadership and either radical (β = 0.041, p = 0.626) or incremental innovation (β = 0.043, p = 0.626). Hypotheses H7c and H7d were therefore not supported. Again, this suggests that the mediating role of employee performance management depends on the type of leadership behavior. 
[bookmark: _Toc15515283]Table 4. 7	Testing for indirect hypotheses
	Indirect effect
	Standardized Indirect Effect
	Sig. level
	Hypothesis Testing

	RADIN ← EPM ← CC
	0.147
	p < 0.037
	H6a accepted

	INCIN ← EPM ← CC
	0.153
	p < 0.037
	H6b accepted

	RADIN ← EPM ← AC
	0.147
	p < 0.014
	H6c accepted

	INCIN ← EPM ← AC
	0.153
	p < 0.014
	H6d accepted

	RADIN ← EPM ← HC
	0.019
	p < 0.747
	H6e rejected

	INCIN ← EPM ← HC
	0.02
	p < 0.747
	H6f rejected

	RADIN ← EPM ← MC
	0.115
	p < 0.159
	H6g rejected

	INCIN ← EPM ← MC
	0.12
	p < 0.159
	H6h rejected

	RADIN ← EPM ← IL
	0.219
	p < 0.005
	H7a accepted

	INCIN ← EPM ← IL
	0.228
	p < 0.005
	H7b accepted

	RADIN ← EPM ← SL
	0.041
	p < 0.626
	H7c rejected

	INCIN ← EPM ← SL
	0.043
	p < 0.626
	H7d rejected

	RADIN ← EPM ← PL
	0.283
	p < 0.001
	H7e accepted

	INCIN ← EPM ← PL
	0.294
	p < 0.001
	H7f accepted


Notes: AC adhocracy culture, CC clan culture, EPM employee performance management, HC hierarchical culture, IL instrumental leadership, INCIN incremental innovation, MC market culture, PL participative leadership, RADIN radical innovation, SL supportive leadership.
[bookmark: _Toc533243266][bookmark: _Toc11362059][bookmark: _Toc17283230]4.6	Discussion
As expected, the findings provided evidence for the relationship between organizational culture, leadership behavior and organizational innovation. Exploring a range of cultural variables has shown that different cultures have different effects on innovation. In this study, four cultures were examined to assess which ones fostered innovation. Organizational culture is considered to be one of the key elements in both enhancing and restricting innovation, and therefore affecting organizational performance (Uzkurt et al., 2013).
To answer the first research question, the researcher empirically tested the relationship between culture and innovation, and found that the majority of organizational culture types had a significant relationship with organizational innovation. Three types of organizational culture also had a direct effect on employee performance management, the exception being hierarchical culture. Culture can therefore foster or inhibit innovation, depending on the values it promotes and represents. Clan culture and adhocracy both had direct and positive effects on both radical and incremental innovation. This suggests that employees working in these two types of culture are more innovative and creative than in a market or hierarchal culture. It is possible that the latter two types of culture give less scope for employees to show their inventiveness. 
An adhocracy culture was the best predictor of innovation and performance. Certain traits associated with adhocracy culture, including creativity, freedom and risk-taking, are generally considered to enhance innovation (Porcu et al., 2017). Adhocracy culture has a strategic emphasis on innovation, growth, and the acquisition of new resources, which is expressed by dynamism, flexibility, creativity, adaptability and an entrepreneurial spirit within the organization (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). In clan culture, employees are encouraged towards collaboration, teamwork, consensus and communication. Employees see themselves as involved, active and part of a big family, so it is perhaps not surprising that these two cultures promoted innovation. 
Surprisingly, the results on the hierarchical culture contradicted the hypothesis, and this type of culture had a positive effect on radical innovation, but no impact on incremental innovation. This effect of hierarchy culture on radical innovation was consistent with previous studies, which have shown that hierarchical cultural traits such as centralized decision making and high degree of formalization are positively associated with radical innovation (Zhang, Wei, Yang & Zhu, 2018). 
Market culture had no effect on either types of innovation. This type of culture may exert too much pressure on employees, and may reduce the positive effect of the culture on innovation. However, further research is needed to explore this in more detail. 
Incremental innovation is a long-term deliberate effort by managers to ensure that the organization survives (Ringberg et al., 2019). Employee performance management is critical in ensuring that workers understand their role in the organization, including in its future, and therefore essential to incremental innovation (Berggren, 2019). In a clan culture, the goal is to create team spirit (Hogan & Coote, 2014), and this study’s findings suggest that oil and gas organizations in the UAE may do this through employee performance management arrangements. This could, for example, be by developing shared goals, or using individual objectives to encourage team working and collaboration to achieve organizational objectives. 
The relationship between adhocracy culture and radical innovation was also mediated by employee performance management in this study. It is possible that centralization of decision-making supports radical process adoption, along with the movement away from complexity. This suggests that in this type of culture, top managers can innovate radically, and drive those innovations through the organization. In an adhocracy culture, managers often use performance management arrangements to support change management (Porcu et al., 2017). Employees may find that embracing the status quo culminates in redundancies, so they learn to shift their strategies when faced with challenges. It therefore seems likely that UAE oil and gas organizations use performance management arrangements to encourage flexibility and therefore support both types of innovation. 
Hierarchical culture, however, appears to be largely ineffectual in improving employee performance management or incremental innovation, and employee performance management did not mediate the relationship between hierarchical culture and incremental innovation. The greatest problem with hierarchical culture is its top-down nature (Lee et al., 2017). Employees have very little involvement in organizational decision-making. They are accustomed to taking instructions from their leaders without much discussion. This lack of consultation with employees can result in laziness and contempt (Van Waeyenberg et al., 2017). If employees do not feel accommodated or appreciated, they may be unwilling to exert themselves or show commitment to the organizational objectives (Randeree & Chaudhry, 2012). Hierarchical culture also tends to impede the relationships between management and employees. Employees are unlikely to trust managers since they barely know them (Lee et al., 2017). They may even exhibit passive resistance to instructions from managers, and fear job insecurity. This culture is therefore unsupportive of incremental innovation in particular, which requires sustained focus on improvement over time by employees, and is less likely to be driven in a top-down way.
A market culture had no effect on either type of innovation. It had a direct effect on employee performance management, but it was perhaps not surprising to see that there was no mediation of the relationship by employee performance management. This may be because of the level of competitiveness triggered by a market culture (Madhani, 2018). It is difficult for employees to show commitment to their team because they are concerned with competition within that team. They want to be better than others, even if this dilutes the team values. This makes it difficult to encourage commitment and creativity, and, therefore, innovation. This suggests that different types of organizational culture have varied effects on innovation in UAE oil and gas organizations. 
To answer the second research question, the relationship between leadership behavior and organizational innovation were assessed. All forms of leadership had a direct effect on innovation, as hypothesized. Leadership also played a decisive role in enhancing organizational creativity, leading to innovation. Both instrumental and participative leadership had a strong effect on both employee performance management and both types of innovation. Their relationship with innovation was also mediated by employee performance management. Instrumental leadership is the guidance given to employees about their role in the organization (Rowold et al., 2017). It therefore enables them to understand how they contribute to the organization or team, and employee performance management arrangements strengthen this knowledge. The effect of participative leadership may be similar, and emerge from the way in which the leader seeks cooperation from employees. In participative leadership, leaders foster a positive and intimate relationship with employees (Li et al., 2018). Leaders encourage employees to take responsibility and ownership, which may empower them to explore ideas that improve the chances of achieving organizational objectives (Radaelli et al., 2017). The employees feel a moral responsibility to work hard and avoid disappointing their leader. However, this relationship is very much within the structures for employee performance management, and linked to formal goals, albeit consensually agreed, which explains the mediation role of employee performance management.
Supportive leadership, however, did not affect employee performance management, although it had a strong direct effect on both types of innovation. Employee performance management has been found to partially mediate the relationship between some forms of leadership behavior and organizational innovation. However, this mediation role was not seen for supportive leadership for either radical or incremental innovation. This may suggest that employees with supportive leaders do not need so much performance management. Instead, they innovate freely because they feel supported. They do not worry about making mistakes, because they know that they are valued by their managers.
To answer the third research question, the link between employee performance management and organizational innovation was examined and results were fully supported as hypothesized. This suggests that fostering incremental and radical innovation through different mixes of employee performance management tools had a positive effect. Performance monitoring has been found to support organizational innovation processes (Blackman et al., 2017; Lawter, Kopelman, & Prottas, 2015). The influence of employee performance management on innovation may be incremental, as the organization develops a competitive position in the market (Bock et al., 2015). 
To answer the fourth research question, the overall relationship was tested, and leadership behavior was found to be a key determinant of organizational innovation. Employee performance management also had a direct and positive impact on both radical and incremental innovation, and a mediating effect on the relationships between clan culture, adhocracy, instrumental leadership and participative leadership and both forms of innovation. No other mediating effects were shown, although these were hypothesized. 
The study also found a mediating role for employee performance management between organizational culture and innovation. Three types of organizational culture were found to have a direct effect on employee performance management, the exception being hierarchical culture. Similarly, instrumental and participative, but not supportive, leadership had positive impacts. The findings of this study could therefore be used by decision-makers and management to help them to promote innovation through employee performance management. 
Radical and incremental innovation both require an environment in which employees understand the value of flexibility (Kobarg et al., 2019). This study showed that the majority of organizational culture types have a significant relationship with organizational innovation. This could help managers in oil and gas organizations in the UAE to create better policies and procedures and ensure that employee management systems and approaches will promote organizational innovation. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362060][bookmark: _Toc17283231]4.7	Summary of the Chapter
The chapter describes the findings of the hypothesis testing. The research offers insight into the direct and indirect relationships between the four types of culture (clan, adhocracy, hierarchical and market) and three types of leadership behaviors (instrumental, supportive and participatory), and both radical and incremental innovation and employee performance management. Figure 4.1 below shows an updated version of the theoretical research framework with the actual relationships.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc15515313]Figure 4. 1	Updated Theoretical Research Framework

The findings show that different culture types have different effects on innovation. Clan and adhocracy both support both types of innovation, but hierarchical cultures only support radical innovation, and market cultures do not affect innovation. The relationship was mediated by employee performance management for clan and adhocracy cultures, but not for hierarchical, perhaps because this type of culture had no effect on employee performance management. All three types of leadership behavior had a direct effect on both types of innovation, but this relationship was only mediated by employee performance management for instrumental and participatory leadership. 
This suggests that innovation depends heavily on the organizational culture and leadership. However, employee performance management is an important mediator of this relationship in particular types of organizational culture. 


[bookmark: _Toc11362061][bookmark: _Toc17283232]CHAPTER 5
[bookmark: _Toc11362062][bookmark: _Toc17283233]CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

[bookmark: _Toc11362063][bookmark: _Toc17283234]5.1 	INTRODUCTION
This chapter discusses the conclusions of the research, and describes its limitations and implications. It also identifies opportunities for new areas for research on organizational innovation. 
[bookmark: _Toc17283235][bookmark: _Toc11362064]5.2	MAIN CONCLUSIONS 
The findings of this study suggest that in oil and gas organizations in the UAE, organizational culture and leadership strongly influence innovation. Data were collected from a diverse working population. There was a balanced gender mix among the responses. The age group of individuals who participated in the survey was also fairly diverse, with 62% between 25 and 45 years old, with an approximate average of 20 years to retirement. This age group is likely to be the most driven and affected by any changes in the organizational culture or leadership behaviors. 
The data suggested that leadership has a positive influence on innovation and creativity in the oil and gas industry. Employee performance management also has a significant positive relationship with organizational innovation. It could therefore be deduced that improved management of employee performance, whether through training, compensation, promotion, career guidance or mentoring, would have a positive impact on innovation. A more detailed examination, however, suggested that the impact of employee performance management varied by type of organizational culture. In an organization with a hierarchal culture, employee performance management had very little impact on incremental innovation. Similarly, market culture had limited or no impact on radical and incremental innovation. Employee performance management had the most positive impact on innovation where there was an adhocracy culture. This suggests that, unsurprisingly, a culture characterized by an entrepreneurial, dynamic and inclusive environment would yield the greatest innovation from employees. The capacity to apply innovation as a strategic tool to increase productivity and competitiveness aligns with the level of employee involvement and leadership styles used. This suggests the importance of having a sustainable and consistent organizational development approach. An organization’s approach to innovation, whether radical or incremental, provides a guide to ongoing organizational development, and the choices of leadership style and culture. It will, however, also be affected by both.
Some cultures are inherently more innovative than others; this study’s findings suggest that adhocracy and clan cultures may be more strongly innovative. However, it may be possible to combine hierarchical and market cultures with a more clan-based culture to create dynamic capabilities (Lee et al., 2017). This would ensure that the organization retains the advantages of its original culture, while adding to the level of innovation. 
Managers need to realize that all cultural variations have inherent strengths and weaknesses that will affect organizational performance. However, the use of particular cultural practices may improve effectiveness of organizational processes. For instance, the application of supportive leadership behaviors may help to develop a more collective orientation among employees, improving cohesion and cooperation. 
This study also found that employee performance management is an important element in innovation. Leaders are expected to empower and encourage employees to be more creative, but they also have to monitor their work. Performance management is important because it can highlight areas where employees need skill improvement or support. It can therefore be an important way to improve innovation, mediating the relationship between culture and innovation in almost all cases where that relationship existed. 
[bookmark: _Toc11362065][bookmark: _Toc17283236]5.3	THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
This study is the first to the researcher’s knowledge to examine leadership behavior and organizational culture as a driving force for innovation in organizations in the UAE. It has also considered the concept of employee performance management as a significant factor for organizational innovation, and identified opportunities for new areas for research on organizational innovation.
This research has been particularly helpful in identifying functional relationships between variables. These suggest that organizations need to make a deliberate effort to align culture with performance outcomes. Cultural practices are directly linked to performance, and leadership styles play a role in defining corporate culture (Kesting, Ulhoi, Song, & Niu, 2016; Matzler et al., 2013). Employee performance management plays a significant role as a mediator between leadership behavior and organizational innovation. It also mediates between clan, hierarchal and adhocracy cultures and one or more type of organizational innovation.
This study has therefore shown that particular types of organizational culture have both a direct and indirect impact on innovation, with the relationship mediated by employee performance management. The literature shows clearly that cultural practices influence employee performance and innovativeness (Jackson, Meyer & Wang, 2013; Kafashpoor et al., 2013; Iqbal et al, 2015). 
[bookmark: _Toc11362066][bookmark: _Toc17283237]5.4	PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
The study provides important insights into the managerial strategies needed to improve productivity. All three types of leadership behavior improved innovation (Ringberg et al., 2019), but the effect of organizational cultures varied. Leaders, however, have the power to promote positive outcomes and suppress cultural aspects that tend to reduce innovation. 
This study confirms that organizations may need to change their culture to improve both incremental and radical innovation, and that employee performance management is a vital tool in this process. However, supportive leadership may reduce the need for employee performance management in this process. 
Human resource managers have often included employee creativity and innovation as part of the assessment of employee performance (Ringberg et al., 2019). This study’s findings suggest that this is important, but that leadership behaviors also play a role in influencing the desired outcomes. Organizations need to be aware that external contingencies may also affect processes, culture and leadership behaviors. Leaders should establish an environment that leads to a collaborative culture. The study sheds light on organizational culture as an important contextual provision with implications for efficient leadership. It discusses how leaders can capitalize on culture to encourage innovation.
The study found that clan and adhocracy cultures are particularly important in encouraging innovation in organizations. Organizations that wish to increase innovation may, therefore, wish to move towards one of these types of culture, perhaps combined with elements of their existing culture. This may require restructuring and stakeholder management to increase the uptake of new leadership principles. For example, research and development structures should reflect the cultural changes to encourage innovation. Cultural initiatives incorporated as standard practice need to capture the diversity of the organization and support adaptation.
The establishment of strong organizational cultures guided by the right combination of cultural variations is critical in providing the right environment for employees to succeed. Organizations need to recognize the importance of employee performance management arrangements in increasing innovation, particularly in certain cultures. Leaders can use performance management where specific cultural practices are identified to optimize innovativeness and growth. This may also help to develop shared values through cultural practices aligned with individual abilities. Leaders may, for example, use performance management to recognize and reward the ability to take risks and attention to detail that may support innovation. This will encourage particular behaviors and attitudes and define performance goals. The ability to manage conflict and other problems emerging from risk-taking help the organization understand its position as a radical or incremental innovator. Employees are critical in developing and propagating organizational rituals, which then become sustainable material symbols (Lee et al., 2017). These, in turn, drive desired workplace behavior and define long-term organizational practices (Haneda & Ito, 2018).
The study also found that managers need to set a clear vision or mission before employees can be innovative in the strategic plan, objectives and metrics of the organization. The proposed theoretical model will provide practical insights to executives, strategy-makers and practitioners to increase innovation among individuals and teams. Getting the right systems for performance management could increase innovation, growth and productivity within the organization. Top management and managers can use the model generated by this study to compare their innovation practices with those of other organizations, and identify deficiencies in their current employee performance practices. This will enable organizations to improve the overall effectiveness of their activities.
[bookmark: _Toc11362067][bookmark: _Toc17283238]5.5	LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
The study provides a clear model for understanding the effect of organizational culture on innovation. However, the study also had some limitations, which provide ideas for future research. In particular, the study was unable to examine all possible variables, especially when dealing with leadership styles. This limits the effective analysis of leadership roles in innovation. More work is needed to understand the role of leadership in determining organizational cultures and the resultant innovative behavior.
[bookmark: _Toc11362068][bookmark: _Toc17283239]5.5.1	Limitations
The major limitation in this study is the number of studies reviewed. The literature on the UAE and the oil and gas sector is limited, so it has been challenging to draw comparisons. This may have led to some generalizations. Culture varies by geographical locations and there are further differences between industries and organizations, so studies on culture elsewhere may not apply in this sector or this location.
This research suffered from a number of limitations associated with the analysis of empirical studies focusing on organizational culture as an independent variable. There are also limitations in the use of objective indicators to sustain the case for organizational culture as a reliable pointer for incremental or radical innovation. Failure to use external judgments during the research process contributes to a narrow analysis of organizational cultures.
Focus on a narrow organizational sample is a research limitation especially when there may be systemic biases driven by individual interests in the organization. However, relying on a case study approach will stabilize dependent and independent variable considerations, and the use of several organizations meant that the dependence on a single organizational culture was reduced. The use of several sources of information is generally considered to increase reliability. The relatively small sample may have reduced the research robustness. However, integrating the independent variables provided a sustainable outlook on organizational culture and its impact on innovation.
The research may not be generalizable to other organizations, especially large companies such as successful multinationals. Use of medium-sized firms, however, was considered important to ensure that the study organizations had a reasonable degree of homogeneity of culture, and were therefore more comparable. The study also considered the risks associated with transferring team-based constructs to organizational level. Future research studies should therefore focus on large companies to allow for explicit modelling of the variables as strong versus weak cultural practices.
[bookmark: _Toc11362069][bookmark: _Toc17283240]5.5.2	Suggestions for Future Research
It is important to consider further research on organizational innovation. Few if any previous studies have examined how these organizational issues could affect the competitiveness of the firm. The aim of this study has been to extend existing literature to build a practical new model to support future research. 
It is important to study and validate the relationships between the research variables that this study has identified as influential in decisions on organizational innovation strategies. The fundamental principle of the proposed model is to enable organizations to invest resources to create an environment that promotes and strengthens innovative thinking at an institutional level. This research makes several contributions to thinking on organizational culture, leadership behavior, employee performance management and organizational innovation in the UAE.
The study was limited to companies in the oil and gas industry, so future research should include both private and public sector organizations in more industries and sectors. This would provide a more comprehensive understanding of the relationship between organizational culture, leadership behavior, employee performance management and organizational innovation in the UAE.
This analysis is amongst the first of which the researcher is aware to examine the relationships among the study constructs in the UAE and Middle East, especially in the oil and gas industry. Further comparisons and analysis should therefore be drawn not only within the oil and gas industry, but across different industries. This study was conducted in semi-governmental organizations. Future studies should therefore include organizations from other industries, such as the financial sector, energy, and infrastructure. 
The study examined only organizational-level variables. Future studies should also include individual and group-level variables. Finally, employee performance management is a very broad and comprehensive issue that involves the entire organization, so no single study can combine and examine all of its dimensions. Future studies could look at other aspects with a view to confirming whether the findings of this study are typical, or relate only to particular elements of employee performance management. 
The strength of the research lies in its intention to demonstrate the significance of organizational culture for innovativeness. The measures used for the independent variables, particularly organizational culture, and the dependent variables of radical and incremental innovation, focused on different properties of organizations. However, it may also be helpful for future researchers to examine different elements of innovation to establish a clear guideline on what to implement to optimize innovativeness. Studying different levels of employees, rather than managers, may also be helpful, because managers may be inclined to personal biases in leadership. The cultural variables need to focus on assessing lower ranking respondents based on their position as change agents and their direct interaction with cultural practices in the organization. This strategy could reduce common method bias especially when dealing with individuals. Future studies may also wish to analyze factors such as implicit theories, acquiescence, mood effects, motives, halo effects, social desirability, and leniency bias, and therefore provide a more reliable respondent analysis. Use of longitudinal and intervention studies will be necessary in future to examine the impact of culture on organizational innovativeness. Future studies need to confirm that particular cultural variables reinforce innovation, with a clear understanding about the cultural practices that need to be minimized in the process.
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