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Abstract

Purpose – This research aimed to conceptualize organizations as open and purposeful systems to study how
organizational culture (OC) influences firms’ Innovative Performance (IP). The authors proposed goal setting
and internal integration/external adaptation paradox as central to explaining OC’s mediating and suppressing
effects on IP.
Design/methodology/approach – The authors collected data from 372 Costa Rican organizations and
analyzed them with structural equations. This research used the DenisonModel instead of the usual typology-
based approaches.
Findings –Themissionhadadirect andhigh impact on IP. Themediated effect via adaptabilitywas also elevated,
as well as the suppressor effect through consistency. There was no effect on IP of involvement. According to these
results, the Open and Rational Systems Framework emerge as the main theoretical explanatory concepts.
Originality/value – Disaggregating the OC through a performance-oriented dimensional model makes it
possible to study the dynamics between the elements that compound it and facilitate integrating these findings
with other research streams.
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1. Introduction
Competition and globalization make innovation essential for an organization’s survival
(Mendoza-Silva, 2021; Murswieck, 2021; Tian et al., 2021). Furthermore, themarket’s insertion
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into global value chains depends on the firm’s competitiveness and Innovation (Mendoza-
Silva, 2020). It is also essential for countries’ development (Zeb et al., 2021).

Organizational culture (OC) is an vital antecedent of innovation (Dani and Gandhi, 2021;
Garza and L�opez, 2020; McCausland and McCausland, 2022; Mendoza-Silva, 2021, Xu et al.,
2021). Schein’s most widely accepted definition characterizes it as a shared pattern of beliefs,
values, assumptions and norms learned by groups, allowing them to solve internal
integration and external adaptation (Chatman and Choi, 2022).

Innovation can be considered a dynamic capability (DC) as long as it enables firms to
integrate, build and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly
changing environments (Parashar and Singh, 2005; Wang and Ahmed, 2005). Following
the above and along the lines of the organizational development process
perspective (Montreuil et al., 2021) and the Oslo manual (OCDE, 2005), we defined
innovation as the firm capability to adopt new or substantially improved products and
services, manufacturing processes, work organization and marketing methods.
Consequently, we measured Innovation from its outputs; therefore, we call it Innovative
Performance (IP).

Empirical research identifies various OC types that influence IP. Adhocratic (external
orientation, flexibility, risk-taking) and Clan cultures (internal cohesion, people development,
high morale, long-term orientation) boost IP (B€u schgens et al., 2013; Mendoza-Silva, 2020;
Montreuil et al., 2021; Neiva et al., 2017; Tian et al., 2021). Nevertheless, it is not well-
established that Clan culture could harm IP because it promotes a homogeneous, comfortable
and stable environment (Tian et al., 2021). On the other hand, hierarchical culture (internal
control) erodes IP (B€u schgens et al., 2013; Montreuil et al., 2021).

Researchers describe a broad scope of innovative culture (IC) characteristics (Garza and
L�o pez, 2020). To Dani and Gandhi (2021), IC stimulates creativity, autonomy, emotional
intelligence, cognitive ability and risk-taking. Montreuil et al. (2021) indicated the following
characteristics of an IC: creativity, collaboration, a challenging environment, risk-taking,
teamwork, decision-making ability, learning, external orientation, and long-term vision. To
Mendoza-Silva (2020), IC impulses openness, creativity and market orientation. Garza and L�o
pez (2020) empirically identified the following highly relevant and prevalent IC
characteristics in literature: market orientation, strategy, organizational learning, risk-
taking, autonomy, resources and organizational structure.

Two methodological strategies prevail in studying the impact of OC on IP (Neiva et al.,
2017), contributing to these gaps. The first explores the impact of universal typologies
(dominant archetypical culture (Jani�cijevi�c, 2011)) on IP. It has the risk of stereotyping OCs
and assigning them a moral valence (Jung et al., 2009). These types are antagonistic in some
ways (Morente et al., 2018), making it difficult to research how specific archetypes influence
others. The second category focuses on IC characteristics making it difficult to differentiate
between IC and IP. Indeed, the same IC elements can characterize innovative orientation and
innovation (i.e. Dobni, 2010). This approach has been criticized for lack of objectivity, making
inputs and outputs too similar (Bladier, 2016), and studying only the fun part of IC
(Pisano, 2019).

To overcome the abovementioned problems, we used a universalistic performance-
oriented dimensional model in which organizations differ in the same dimensions
(Jani�cijevi�c, 2011). It allows us to assess and compare positive and negative impacts on IP
and more complex relations. Furthermore, these models have a more distant content from
Innovation than IC. Consequently, this research avoids the problem of the input becoming
the output (Bladier, 2016) and studies only the funny part (Pisano, 2019). The use of
universalistic dimensional models to study the OC-IP relationship is scarce, and the
existing ones only evaluate the aggregate impact of all dimensions (e.g. Botelho, 2020) or
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the direct effects on IP of each factor (i.e. Abdullah et al., 2014). Therefore, we intend to
respond to the following research questions (RQs).

RQ1. What is the effect, whether positive or negative, that each dimension of the OC has
on the IP?

RQ2. What is the magnitude of these effects?

RQ3. What are the most relevant relationships between OC’s dimensions in
explaining IP?

RQ4. What is the direction and themagnitude of effect on IP of these relationships among
OC’s components?

RQ5. What is the effect of IP on OP in a developing country?

By answering these questions, we hope to contribute to advance in the understanding of the
black box of OC’s effects on IP.

This study is novel in disaggregating the dimensions of a universalistic model. It
allows us to study and compare each component’s positive and negative impact on IP and
facilitate the integration of results. Also, it permits testing fundamental mediation and
suppression relationships between cultural dimensions (based on the open and
rational system framework, goal setting theory (GST) and behavioral analysis (BA)
[1]) to address the paradox of internal integration/external adaptation highlighted by
other approaches (i.e. ambidexterity and hybrid strategies) and central in the OC’s
definition.

2. Theoretical framework
2.1 Open systems with purpose
Organizations are systems because they are more than the sum of their parts (Kast and
Rosenzweig, 1972). They are also rational systems because they are collectivities pursuing a
purpose and possessing structure (Scott and Davis, 2015). However, rationality does not refer
to the purpose; instead, it relates to the attempt to achieve it (Blaschke, 2008). Also, it helps
organizations deal with chaos (Hurth, 2017).

Open systems need more energy than they expend (negative entropy (Kast and
Rosenzweig, 1972)). Social structures are not self-sufficient and self-contained because they
need to interact with the environment; consequently, they are open systems (Katz and Kahn,
1966). They achieved negative entropy in two ways. The first is to increase the amount of
incoming energy. The second is to improve internal efficiency, which requires some
predictability to facilitate learning, simplification and repetition (Wenzel et al., 2021).
Therefore, predictability is essential to develop event routines to deliver products and
services (Katz and Kahn, 1966). These cycles are the firm’s processes that produce the desired
results (Addison et al., 2009). We named this coherence internal integration.

2.2 The Denison Model
There is a wide variety of OC models in the literature (Jung et al., 2009), and there is no
best approach (Calciolari and Prenestini, 2022). Therefore, an additional element can
always be argued (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). Consequently, Calciolari and Prenestini
(2022) suggest considering the results’ intended use. It refers to our RQs from which four
criteria emerge. First, we need a model that provides a profile susceptible to
disaggregating without losing measurement quality. Second, organizations face a
plurality of demands (i.e. stakeholders, competing strategies and goals); consequently,
a performance-oriented model enables us to study OC dimensions promoting an
organization’s effectiveness, even if they harm innovation. Third, Schein’s definition
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suggests the necessity of incorporating the firm’s internal integration/external
adaptation paradox. Fourth, a model that simultaneously includes all dimensions
requires solving tensions through synthesis and no thorough choices between poles
(L€ovst�al and Jontoft, 2017).

Jani�cijevi�c (2011) classifies OC models as idiosyncratic or universalistic. The first type
considers each OC unique (Jung et al., 2009). The second includes typological and dimensional
approaches (Jani�cijevi�c, 2011). The typological view defines prototypes (Jung et al., 2009).
A commonly used typological performance-oriented model is the OC assessment
instrument (OCAI) based on the competing value framework (CVF) widely used to study
OC’s influence on IP (see B€u schgens et al., 2013; Tian et al., 2021). Four OC types emerge from
the interaction of two axes (flexibility/stability and internal/external): clan, adhocracy,
hierarchy and market. The types are opposing (Cameron and Quinn, 2011), competing or
conflicting (Williams, 2022).

There are several dimensional models in the literature, and one of the most well-supported
is the Denison Model (Ehrhart et al., 2014), also known as Denison Organizational Culture
Survey (DOCS). It has the same axes as CVF and from its interplay emerge four traits:
mission, consistency, involvement and adaptability (Denison et al., 2012) (see Figure 1). Each
trait contains three indexes with five items each. The DOCS provides a profile, not a type
(Tan, 2019).

Figure 1.
Denison model
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The Mission is the external/stable pole expressing the organization’s purpose. Strategic
intent, goals and objectives and vision measure it. Consistency represents the internal/stable
focus apprehending the organizational capacity to coordinate activities and facilitate
consensus. Core Values, Agreement, Coordination, and Integration evaluate it. Involvement is
the external/stable focus capturing the worker’s collaboration to achieve organizational
goals. Empowerment, team orientation and capability development assess it. Adaptability
represents the external/flexible pole apprehending the company’s capacity to translate the
external demands into actions evaluated for creating change, customer focus and
organizational learning (see Figure 1) (Denison et al., 2013).

The DOCS is a process-oriented perspective and requires the development of all traits to
achieve high performance rather than representing antagonistic types (Tan, 2019).
Furthermore, adaptability and consistency allow us to assess the internal/integration and
external/adaptation paradox. Similarly, the DOCS include a firm’s purpose measure. Likewise,
it has a second-level factor structure of three subfactors per trait with five indicators (Denison
et al., 2012) that allows disaggregating without losing measurement quality. The above makes
DOCS the most appropriate OC measurement methodology for our RQs.

2.3 Paradoxes
Paradoxes refer to related factors that appear rational but generate contradictory and
interrelated demands that persist over time (Smith and Lewis, 2011;W�ojcik, 2020). Paradoxes
are consistent with the DOCS’ dynamic tensions as long as successful firms must develop the
four traits (Denison et al., 2012). Consequently, two paradoxes of our interest arise from
DOCS: internal integration/external adaptation and stability/flexibility.

The literature indicates the relevance of the stability/flexibility paradox. On the one hand,
firms do not operate in a vacuum (Hurth, 2017), needing the flexibility to adapt to an uncertain
environment in pursuing their mission. On the other hand, systems require integration for
their internal functioning (Katz and Kahn, 1966). In addition, according to Schein, OC permits
firms to adapt continuously to the environment while facilitating their internal integration,
being the integration/external adaptation paradox central in his view (Pfister, 2009). We
consider these two paradoxes (stability/flexibility; internal integration/external adaptation)
the expression of the same core paradox confronted by organizations as open and rational
systems. As Poole and Van De Ven (1989) point out, organizations are a mixture of stability
and change.

Consistency/adaptability represents the DOCS core and most challenging paradox since it
represents the extreme poles. Indeed, firms that exploit market opportunities may need help with
internal integration; onthecontrary,highly integratedandcontrolledcompanies tend tobedifficult
to change (Denison et al., 2012). Another paradox arises from mission/involvement. The mission
represents top-down communication, while involvement expresses bottom-up communication.
Nonetheless, the firm’s purpose has cognitive and emotional consequences as long as a well-
formulated and communicated mission guides and motivates behavior at all levels (Alegre et al.,
2018). A shared purpose forms an identity, guides individual actions, motivates, facilitates
cooperation, creates a personal benefit and makes collective interest more salient (Atkins et al.,
2019). Therefore, we do not consider the mission/involvement a fundamental paradox.

Scholars stressed the relevance ofmanaging paradoxes.Ambidexterity is the organization’s
capability to exploit the present resources and simultaneouslymanage the exploration to secure
the future (Kumkale, 2022), and it is associated with superior performance (Kraner, 2018).
Likewise, companies capable of deploying hybrid strategies are more successful (Sakavou,
2015). The relevance and difficulty of developing both facets are also represented in DOCS by
the concept of dynamic tensions, making this model, in our view, more consistent with the
approaches mentioned above than any typological framework. Indeed, the way we frame
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competing demands prescribes the response that could lead to either vicious (choosing the one
over the other) or virtuous (engaging both, synthesizing) cycles (W�o jcik, 2020).

2.4 Innovative Performance
We can define capability as how an organization uses resources and develops activity patterns
(Datta et al., 2021). The DCs allow for reconfiguring others’ ordinary capabilities (Vu, 2020).
Consequently, IP is a DC as long as it promotes the creation, modification and extension of firm
resources and capabilities (Breznik and Hisrich, 2014). In this regard, some studies have found
that higher innovation capabilities let to better profitability and survivance (Hugel, 2018). Other
research also reflects various effects (favorable, adverse and none) (Shouyu, 2017). Ideed, some
authors claim that research on innovation has shown mixed results (Hugel, 2018; Rousseau
et al., 2016). However, these results may be context-dependent (Block et al., 2017).

3. Hypotheses development [2]
ForSchumpeter,OCallowsorganizations tomanage theparadoxof continuityandchange (Tzeng,
2009), being IP, akindof profoundcraftsmanship transmitted fromgeneration togeneration.OC is
an enduring element with unconscious beliefs (Williams, 2022). These no-conscious elements
connect to values to guide workers’ appropriate behavior. Values and norms translate into
observable behaviors and attitudes (Chatman and Choi, 2022). According to Latham (2003), goal
setting manifests needs and values, consequently values are the foundations or antecedents of
goals (Latham and Pinder, 2005). Superordinate goals are similar to values (H€o chli et al., 2018).

Concerning the first three hypotheses, it is necessary to consider that rational systems
have a purpose represented in the DOCS by the mission trait. The goals and objectives index
is amission essential characteristic. According to GST [3], well-defined and challenging goals
motivate and guide behavior. By achieving these goals, people strengthen their self-efficacy
(Locke and Latham, 2019).

The Mission also includes Vision and Strategy indexes, which are superordinate goals
representing the expected future to achieve. They provide meaning and guidance, define
what is relevant and promote long-term goal pursuit in many contexts (H€o chli et al., 2018).

For BA, the Mission constitutes verbal expressions (called rules) that connect people with
the firm’s desired future without learning directly through consequences (Houmanfar et al.,
2015). They describe how the customers select aggregate products assembled by a broad
collection of interlocked behaviors (McGee and Crowley-Koch, 2021), guiding and
encouraging people’s behavior (Houmanfar et al., 2015). Rules favor adaptation to complex
circumstances; indeed, when vagueness exists, people generate their own Rules that, in many
cases, are counterproductive (Mattaini and Rose, 2021). Well-formulated rules are extremely
useful in shaping human behavior in organizations, even in the long run (for example, the
strategy item: This organization has a long-term project and orientation) (Malott, 1993).

Following the above, Schein (2010) indicates that people’s assumptions about mission are
an OC’s fundamental element. Consequently, mission changes trigger transformations in
other OC’s dimensions (Denison, 2001); therefore, questioning the organization’s mission
starts a crisis as long as it determines the action course (Denison et al., 2012). Accordingly, we
state the followings hypothesis.

H1a. Mission effect on consistency is positive.

H1b. Mission effect on adaptability is positive.

H1c. Mission effect on involvement is positive.

For GST and BA, a well-formulated mission improves operations, customer satisfaction and
innovation quality (Losane, 2013) by guiding and encouraging IP-related behavior. Indeed,
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Zeraatkar et al. (2020) found a positive correlation between mission and creativity because it
provides a roadmap for implementing inventive ideas (Denison et al., 2013). Also, Sadegh
Sharifirad andAtaei (2012) found evidence of the impact of themission on IP implementation.
Accordingly, this research proposes the following hypothesis.

H2. Mission effect on IP is positive.

Consistency is characteristic of exploitation profiles (Datta et al., 2021) oriented to improving
existing products, resources and competencies (Kumkale, 2022). High consistency
organizations face difficulties maintaining consumer focus and change (Denison et al.,
2012); therefore, high control, centralization and formal decision-making diminish Innovation
(Abdullah et al., 2014). Consistency enables productivity by developing standards,
managerial principles and compatible points of view among workers (Denison, 2001).
Denison et al. (2012) state that consistency is the only trait that cannot lead to IP;
consequently, we propose the following hypothesis.

H3. Consistency effect on IP in negative.

There is extensive evidence of the Adhocratic culture’s (external orientation, flexibility,
openness and risk-taking) positive impact on innovation (i.e. B€u schgens et al., 2013; Montreuil
et al., 2021; Tian et al., 2021). Denison et al. (2013) recognize the positive effect of adaptability on
innovation because it promotes flexibility, taking a risk, focusing on customers and
organizational learning. Sadegh Sharifirad and Ataei (2012) found evidence of adaptability’s
positive effect on the propensity to innovate. According to the open systems view, adaptability
constitutes a cultural mechanism allowing firms to monitor the environment, learn and
generate changes to respond effectively. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis.

H4. Adaptability effect on IP is positive.

For Denison et al. (2013), involvement cultivates IP because it promotes employee autonomy,
responsibility, teamwork and empowerment. B€uschgens et al. (2013) and Mendoza-Silva
(2020) found a positive relationship between Clan Culture (high group morality, cohesion and
personnel development) and innovation. Furthermore, innovation begins with persons’ or
groups’ creative ideas and impulses them beyond initial propositions (Amabile et al., 1996).
Also, environments with high participation reinforce knowledge exchange and promote IP
(Jim�enez and Sanz, 2005). Thus, we propose the following hypothesis.

H5. Involvement effect on IP is positive.

Firms are open systems with a purpose. Also, robust scientific theories (i.e. GST and BA) and
empirical findings support the mission’s influence on workers’ behavior (H1 to H4). Based on
the previous, we proposed mediation instead of moderation relationships. While the former
refers to how an effect occurs (underlying effect mechanism), the latter establishes when/
whom an impact occurs (Rasoolimanesh et al., 2021). Concretely we are interested in how the
perception of the strategic claims (goals and rules) emphasizes particular behavioral
repertoires (consistency, adaptability, involvement). However, consistency and adaptability
represent contradictory behavioral repertoires for IP.Wementioned earlier the central role of
internal integration/external adaptation paradox in open systems and OC frameworks,
something that ambidexterity and hybrid strategies have highlighted.

Consequently, we consider this paradox fundamental to understanding the OC’s impact
on IP. Therefore, we proposemediating effects of opposite signs that alignwith RQ1 andRQ2.
Accordingly, we proposed that the organization’s strategic actions encouraging the internal
and stable focus harm IP.

H6. The specific indirect effect of the mission on IP through consistency is negative.
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Complementary, the organization’s strategic actions devoted to boosting the flexible and
external pole drive innovation.

H7. The specific indirect effect of mission on IP through adaptability is positive.

Involvement is considered an innovation’s driver. So, the firms’ strategic actions directed at
increasing the worker’s involvement positively affect IP.

H8. The specific indirect effect of mission on IP through involvement is positive.

Organizations can improve competitiveness by stimulating Innovation in products, services,
processes and marketing strategies (Al Naqbia et al., 2020). Through innovation, enterprises
improve their product and service offerings (VU, 2020). Firms that engage inmore collaborative
and innovative activities outperform others in new products and services (Hu et al., 2017). Also,
Innovation in processes and management practices fosters cost savings by increasing
efficiency, productivity and profitability (VU, 2020). As long as different types of innovations
have complementary effects on OP (Hugel, 2018), we proposed the following hypothesis.

H9. IP effect on OP is positive.

4. Methods
4.1 Participants
The informer’s low ability, lack of experience, and poor motivation for the topic are potential
sources of common method bias (CMB) (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012). Therefore, we only
included senior professionals andmanagerswithmore than one year of working for their firms.

The sample had 372 participants from a framework of 2000 organizations registered in the
central business chambers of Costa Rica. 49.7% were women, and the age average was
38.3 years (standard deviations (SD) 5 10.6). Most participants had postgraduate studies
(57%) or university degrees (31%). Economy and Management (54%) were the primary
education fields, followed by Engineering (18%). The majority worked for manufacturing
companies (39%), with an equal proportion for commerce and service companies (31% each).
37%came from small firms, 27% formedium-sized (31–100 employees) and 36.5% from large
companies. The mean of years working for the firm was 7.81 (SD 5 7.85).

We contacted one key informant per organization to capture more interfirm variability. In line
with James et al. (2008), we consideredOCa system-level phenomenon.Therefore, it is advisable to
approximate this characteristic from the report of key informants due to their macro perspective
of the organization’s activities and culture (Hogan and Coote, 2014). This approach is widely used
to study the OC-IP link (i.e. Abdullah et al., 2014; Naranjo- Valencia et al., 2011).

4.2 Instruments
Seven interval response scales are optimal according empirical results (Krosnick, 2018);
therefore, we used it for all the scales.

For OC, we adapted the 60 items DOCS developed for Spain by Bonavia et al. (2009). We
modified the anchors to a 7-point Likert scale: 15 disagree, 45 neither agree nor disagree and
7 5 agree. We wrote four items to evaluate each innovation type of the Oslo manual (OCDE,
2005) (a. Product, b. Service, c. Marketing, d. Work methods). We incorporated an additional
item dedicated to measuring the use of the organizational resources devoted to innovation (see
items in Table 3). We used a 7-point Likert scale with the following anchors: 1 5 minimum
company commitment, 4 5 medium company commitment, 7 5 high company commitment.

There is very little public economic information about Costa Rican firms; consequently, it
was necessary to use subjective OPmeasures. We consider it a proper choice because there is
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enough evidence of its validity (see Dess and Robinson, 1984; Singh et al., 2016; Wall et al.,
2004). The most common OP measures in innovation research are profitability, sales and
market share (Sethibe and Steyn, 2016). Therefore, we translated the items of Marcoulides
and Heck (1993) (market share and profits) and Robinson and Pearce (1988) (sales growth) to
Spanish, plus a fifth dedicated to evaluating the level of compliance of the company’s
financial projections in the previous year.We used a 7-point Likert scalewith three anchors as
follows, 1 5 low; 4 5 medium and 7 5 high (see items in Table 3).

Satisfactory item quality is the primary strategy to mitigate the CMB (Podsakoff et al.,
2012). Accordingly, we followed the recommended guidelines of Krosnick (2018), including
avoiding negative items except for the DOCS, which already had eight. We used different
anchors to prevent CMB (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012). Also, we conducted fifteen
cognitive interviews to ensure appropriate writing.

4.3 Procedure
A trained assistant contacted each company of the sample frame four times at maximum.
With a response, she explained the research purpose. The anonymity and confidentiality of
the information were guaranteed. The applicator contacted the informer, emailed the
instruments and made a maximum of four reminder calls, resulting in 18.2% of responses.

4.4 Analysis
We employed covariance-based Structural Equations Modeling (SEM) with EQS 6.4 and
Mplus 8.6. A DOCS’ negative wording factor (NWF) with the Harman test (sensitive with
adequate reliabilities (Fuller et al., 2016)) evaluated the CMB. We used two kinds of control
variables. The first was the number of workers, a proxy of firm size, and the second
corresponded to the informers, specifically education and years of service. For mediation
analysis, we followed Nitzl et al.’s (2016) three-step recommendation.

5. Results
All models exhibited the absence of multivariate normality (Mardia Index>5.99);
consequently, we calculate robust indices (Kline, 2016) [4]. Model 1 evaluated the
psychometric properties of DOCS items. It showed a poor global fit (Kline, 2016) (see
Table 1). The positive wording items (52) had good loadings (λ5 0.53 to 0.90, p < 0.05), while
the negative ones (7) exhibited unsatisfactory saturations (λ 5 �0.03 to 0.90, p > 0.05).

SB χ2 DF
p SB
χ2 CFI RMSEA

IC 90%
RMSEA

Model 1: All the 60 DOCS items 2533.19 1692 0.001 0.88 0.038 [0.035; 0.041]
Model 2: All the 60 DOCS items plus NWFa 2307.42 1685 0.001 0.91 0.033 [0.029; 0.036]
Model 3: DOCS (52 items) 1745.02 1256 0.001 0.92 0.03 [0.029; 0.037]
Model 4b: Freely correlated model with the
substantive factors (DOCS, IP, OP) and NWFc

constrained

551.87 308 0.001 0.94 0.048 [0.042; 0.055]

Model 5b: All constructs freely correlated 300.12 174 0.001 0.96 0.046 [0.037; 0.055]
Model 6: Structural model 559.14 238 0.001 0.93 0.060 [0.054; 0.067]

Note(s): aNegative wording factor
bDOCS with parcels plus IP and OP
cThe NWF allows the evaluation of the common method bias
Source(s): Elaborated by the authors

Table 1.
Models fit indexes
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Model 2 included the newNWF inwhichwe loaded the negative items.We also loaded them
with their respective trait no longer being congeneric. Themodel fit improved substantially, the
positive wordings item’s saturations remained satisfactory (λ5 0.54 to 0.90, p < 0.05), and the
loadings of the negative items with the NWF were high (44–56, p < 0.05). In contrast, the
saturations of these negative items with the traits were very low (�0.03 to �0.26, p < 0.05),
indicating that the poor fit ofModel 1was due to the unsatisfactory performance of the negative
items (see Table 1). Kam (2018) suggests that the negative wording effect may be scale specific,
but as far as we know, the literature about DOCS does not report something similar. So, it may
be related to de Costa Rican context. Accordingly, we eliminated the negative wording items.

Model 3 was a DOCSmeasurementmodel without the NWF. It fits satisfactorily, despite the
high number of items (52 positive statements) (see Table 1). The OC’s high order factors (HOFs)
(mission, consistency, involvement and adaptability) loadings on the subdimensions [5] were
high (λ 5 0.73 to 0.95, p < 0.05). The average extracted variance (AVE), compound reliability
(CR), and α were adequate (Hair et al., 2019) (see Table 2). The HOFs’ correlations were high
(r5 0.81 to 0.93, p < 0.05). The first-order factors loadings with its correspondence items were
higher than the lowest acceptable (0.50) (Hair et al., 2019) (λ5 0.50 to 0.93, p< 0.05). The CR and
α were adequate (see Table 2). The AVEs were good, with only capability development and
agreement narrowly lower than required (0.50) (Hair et al., 2019). The results above suggest an
adequate 52-itemDOCSperformance enablingus to use parcels,which ismore appropriatewith
our hypothesis’ conceptual analysis of OC (traits level) (see Williams et al., 2009).

To examine the CMB Model 4 included OC’s subdimension as parcels of each trait to
assemble a freely correlated of all substantive factors (DOCS, IP, OP) plus NWF as a market
construct (Williams et al., 2010). Therefore, NWF items had cross-loading to the substantive
constructs. The model fits satisfactorily (see Table 1). The substantive construct’s
saturations were adequate (λ 5 0.51 to 0.95, p < 0.05). Correlations between the cultural

Model 3a Model 5b SM
αaCR AVE α CR AVE CR AVE

Involvement 0.88 0.71 0.89 0.72 0.92
Empowerment 0.81 0.41 0.74 0.78
Team Orientation 0.85 0.53 0.83 0.85
Capability Development 0.79 0.48 0.81 0.80
Consistency 0.90 0.73 0.90 0.74 0.88
Core Values 0.80 0.51 0.75 0.80
Agreement 0.77 0.46 0.72 0.80
Coordination and Integration 0.82 0.53 0.80 0.82
Adaptability 0.88 0.71 0.89 0.72 0.93
Organizational Learning 0.79 0.50 0.82 0.93
Customer Focus 0.87 0.57 0.84 0.87
Creating Change 0.87 0.57 0.82 0.82
Mission 0.91 0.78 0.92 0.80 0.96
Vision 0.86 0.60 0.77 0.86
Goals and Objectives 0.92 0.70 0.91 0.92
Strategic Directions 0.90 0.67 0.88 0.89
Innovative Performance 0.91 0.59 0.91 0.58 0.87
Organization Performance 0.85 0.58 0.85 0.58 0.84

Note(s): a Based on 52 DOCS items
b Based on DOCS parcels plus items of Innovative Performance (five statements) and Organizational
Performance (four statements)
cThis value is identical in both models (Model 5 and SM) because they are estimated based on the same items
Source(s): Elaborated by the authors

Table 2.
Composite reliability

(CR), extracted
variance (AVE) and

cronbach’s alphas (α)
of the main models
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factors were high (r5 0.85 to 0.97, p < 0.05). As expected, their correlations with IP and OP
were lower (r5 0.41 to 0.78, p < 0.05). Likewise, the OP/IP correlation were relevant but not
very high (r5 0.66, p< 0.05). The NWFnegative items saturationwere good (44–56, p< 0.05),
as well as, the α (0.64). However, the NWF constrained cross-loadings were small (0.04) and ns
(p < 0.05) reflecting no CMB. Furthermore, we reinforce the previous results by applying the
Harman test (the explained variance for the unique factor was 40%).

Model 5 was a freely correlated factor analysis with the substantive constructs. It fits very
well (see Table 1), the loadingswere satisfactory (λ5 0.64 to 0.95, p< 0.05) (see Table 3) as well
as the CR, AVE and α (see Table 2). The DOCS’ correlations factors were high (λ5 0.85 to 0.97,
p < 0.05). As expected, the correlations between OC’s traits and IP/OP were slightly more
moderate (λ5 0.42 to.77, p < 0.05). The correlation between IP/OP was 0.69 (p < 0.05). With an
adequate measurement model, we proceeded to estimate the descriptive statistics (see Table 3).

Model 6 was the Structural Model (SM). Its fit was adequate (see Table 1) (Wang and
Wang, 2020), the loadings were high (see Table 3), and the CR/AVE and α were good (see
Table 2). The pattern was similar to Model 5.

Themission’s effect on consistency was positive and high (Γ5 0.91, z5 47.16, p< 0.05, 95%
CIs [0.87,0.94]), supporting the H1a. The mission also had a high and positive impact on
adaptability (Γ5 0.93, t5 49.94, p< 0.05, 95%CIs [0.89,0.96]), supporting H1b. Themission also
exerted a strong and positive influence on involvement (Γ 5 0.93, t 5 44.5, p < 0.05, 95% CIs

Construct ME SD M5 λ SM λ R2a

Involvement 5.57 1.07 �1%
Empowerment 5.62 1.1 0.85* 0.87*
Team Orientation 5.67 1.20 0.83* 0.85*
Capability Development 5.40 1.27 0.84* 0.83*
Consistency 5.47 1.12 �12%
Core Values 5.55 1.29 0.84* 0.87*
Agreement 5.38 1.24 0.86* 0.86*
Coordination and Integration 5.44 1.22 0.86* 0.85
Adaptability 5.53 1.01 39%
Organizational Learning 5.37 1.01 0.87* 0.88*
Customer Focus 5.80 1.15 0.83* 0.85*
Creating Change 5.39 1.27 0.83* 0.82*
Mission 5.56 1.28
Vision 5.51 1.30 0.83* 0.90* 35%
Goals and Objectives 5.57 1.36 0.95* 0.93*
Strategic Directions 5.63 1.40 0.86* 0.85*
Innovative Performanceb 5.60 1.26 61%
Item 1: Introduction of new products or services into the market 0.64* 0.66*
Item 2: Use of new methods of manufacturing or service provision 0.76* 0.75*
Item 3: Use of new methods of work organization 0.80* 0.80*
Item 4: Incorporation of significant improvements in the forms and
methods used to market products or services

0.76* 0.76*

Item 5: Improvement in the use of resources devoted to the
development of innovations

0.85* 0.83*

Organization Performance b 5.14 1.24 45%
Item 1: Growth in sales or income from service provision 0.73* 0.74*
Item 2: Company utilities 0.85* 0.85*
Item 3: Market share 0.67* 0.68*
Item 4: Fulfillment of annual financial forecasts 0.79* 0.77*

Note(s): aThe negative symbol indicates a suppressive effect
bWritten in Spanish due to the was relocated in Costa Rica
Source(s): Elaborated by the authors

Table 3.
Principal models’
loadings (λ), constructs
averages (ME) and
standard deviations
(SD) for both samples,
as well as, structural
model’s variance
decomposition
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[0.89,0.97]), confirming H1c. These results confirm that changes in strategic components directly
affect the remaining OC factors. The mission’s effect on IP was positive and high (Γ 5 0.62,
t5 11.68, p<0.05, 95%CIs [0.53,0.73]), sustainingH2. Consistency had a negative effect on the IP
(β 5 �0.47, t5 �2.76, p < 0.05, 95% CIs [�0.83,�0.16]), supporting H3 (see Figure 2).

Adaptability had the most elevated positive effect on IP (B5 0.57, t5 3.07, p < 0.05, 95%
CIs [0.23, 0.96]), supporting H4. Involvement impact on IP was ns (β5 0.01, t5 0.05, p> 0.05,
95% CIs [0.36,�0.5]) not supporting H5. It is a remarkable finding we will closer analyze later
because the literature commonly claims the positive influence of Involvement on IP. All the
control variables showed ns effects (see Figure 2).

Results support H1 to H5, achieving a relevant explanation of IP (η25 0.61, t 5 10.63,
p < 0.05). However, as MacKinnon (2008) points out, the negative effect suppresses the total
variance explained (R2) by subtracting effects; consequently, it is essential to decompose it.
Table 3 shows the highest impact of adaptability followed by mission. The consistency’s
explanatory level is lower than the previous traits; however, it is still substantial. The R2 of
involvement is very low, but given that the coefficient of H5 is ns, we do not consider it
different from zero.

The specific indirect effect of mission through consistency is negative (b* 5 �0.43,
t5�2.71, p < 0.05, 95% CIs [�0.77,�0.15]), supporting H6. Data also sustain H7 (b*5 0.53,
t 5 2.96, p < 0.05, 95% CIs [0.22, 0.91]). The direct effect of mission on Involvement was ns,
and the specific indirect effect supported it (b* 5 0.01, t 5 0.04, p > 0.05, 95% CIs [�0.33,
0.48]). The data do not sustain H8. IP positively influences OP (b*5 0.66, t5 14.43, p < 0.05,
95% CIs [0.56,0.73]) and support H9. The magnitude of the explained variance is high
(η2 5 0.43, t 5 8, p < 0.05), making IP a notable OP driver (see Figure 2).

Table 4 summarizes the results.
We did not point out a formal hypothesis about the specific indirect effect until OP;

however, it’s valuable to report them (see Table 5).

Figure 2.
Structural model

results
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6. Discussion and conclusions
The elevated Mission’s effect on the other OC’s dimensions (H2, H3 and H4) strengthens the
importance of viewing organizations as open and rational systems. Likewise, it supports the
statement that the change in the mission leads to variations in the remains OC elements. This
substantial impact is consistent with GST and BA. Also, it had an elevated effect on IP (H4)
(see Figure 2). Therefore, it is a mistake to consider mission a mere formal element; on the
contrary, it is a powerful tool for culture change and innovation.

Moreover, mission is a vital mechanism for motivating general worker behavior. The
findings also reveal the importance of effectively integrating innovation into the strategic
management of organizations. In this sense, innovative projects should be aligned with and
supported by the top management of organizations to improve their chances of success.

The internal integration/external adaptation paradox represented by consistency/
adaptability exhibited substantial explanatory power (51% IP’s variance). These results are
consistent with the literature. In this line, this paradox is essential to Schein’s definition of OC
and represents a central challenge for open systems, something ambidextrous organizations
and hybrid strategies literature also point out. More specifically, the adaptability’s positive
effect (H7) is the largest, explaining 39% of IP’s variance. Consequently, innovation’s primary
driver is the firm’s ability to recognize customer needs, learn from them and translate them into
changes. Our findings encourage firms and top managers to promote adaptability to achieve
higher levels of performance and success in their innovation-led projects.

On the other hand, it is essential to highlight the consistency (H2) effect due to its
magnitude and sign (�12%). Rather than denying a relationship between consistency and IP
stated byDenison et al. (2012), our results move beyond to confirm a negative impact.We also
should remember that consistency is a relevant dimension of efficiency (Denison et al., 2012).

Mission’s effects through adaptability and consistency are consistent with the previous
paragraph. Accordingly, strategic efforts to accentuate adaptability (H9) significantly affect

Hypothesis Statement Result

H1a Mission effect on Consistency is positive Supported
H1b Mission effect on Adaptability is positive Supported
H1c Mission effect on Involvement is positive Supported
H2 Mission effect on IP is positive Supported
H3 Consistency effect on IP in negative Supported
H4 Adaptability effect on IP is positive Supported
H5 Involvement effect on IP is positive Not supported
H6 The specific indirect effect of the Mission on IP through Consistency is

negative
Supported

H7 The specific indirect effect of Mission on IP through Adaptability is positive Supported
H8 The specific indirect effect of Mission on IP through Involvement is positive Not supported
H9 IP effect on OP is positive Supported

Source(s): Elaborated by the authors

Effect Parameter 95% CIs

Mission → Consistency → IP → OP �0.28 [�0.51, 0.10]
Mission → Adaptability→ IP → OP 0.006 [�0.22, 0.33]
Mission → Involvement → IP → OP 0.35 [0.15, 0.61]
Mission → IP → OP 0.41 [0.33, 0.50]

Source(s): Elaborated by the authors

Table 4.
Synthesis of
hypothesis findings

Table 5.
Standardized specific
indirect effects until OP
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IP (b* 5 0.43). In contrast, the mission’s effect through consistency (H8) was lower but
negative (b* 5 �0.20) (see Figure 2). In other words, strategic efforts to improve customer
knowledge and translate it into change have a much more positive IP impact than the
negative effect of favoring a set of rules that facilitate internal agreement and integration (see
Figure 2). Changing an internal and stable trait may be more complex than an external and
flexible one. In this sense, it also allows firms needing to improve their Consistency to
compensate for their adverse impact on IP, enhancing adaptability.

An adequate analysis of how the market behaves and evolves is essential for adaptability
and mission to become the backbone of an OC conducive to innovation. However, it does not
necessarily imply a radical transformation of the organization’s design since most
organizations perform marketing and strategic functions that help formalize external and
market analysis (Trott, 2021). We are not claiming this is a simple task; the point is that it
requires the development of functions that most firms already perform. Nevertheless, it
implies transforming these functions into a mindset of everyone at the firm.

These results, taken together, indicate that to improve innovative projects’ outcomes,
practitioners should overcome internal organizational and cultural barriers related to
consistency while boosting the levels of mission and adaptability in their organizations. We
have proved that the mission’s positive impact on IP through adaptability more than
counteracts the negative effect through consistency, and this finding represents a substantial
theoretical contribution. However, consistency’s adverse effects on innovation impose a
challenge on firms because it may undermine the entrepreneurial spirit and the open-
mindedness needed to carry out innovative projects. The results suggest that managers
should be cautious about consistency levels to ensure that positive effects on efficiency
(Denison et al., 2012) are more convenient for firms than the negative ones on IP.

In line with Flynn and Chatman (2001) arguments concerning differentiating conformity
to a norm from its content and considering the core values subdimension, a practical way to
mitigate the negative effect of consistency (without losing its benefits) could be to promote
values that encourage IP. empirical results (see the review of Arieli et al., 2020) indicate a
positive association between the personal value of openness to change and creativity at work.
Specifically, people who attach greater importance to self-direction, novelty and stimulation
[6] values report higher levels of creativity at work. In contrast, values related to conservation
(tradition, conformity and security) correlate negatively with creativity. Moreover, there is
evidence that the values of managers influence OC; for that reason, people with personal
values aligned with innovation (e.g. openness to change) must occupy these positions.

Since personal values are stable and desirable for people, they are difficult to change
(Sagiv and Roccas, 2017); therefore, selection processes must consider these to make possible
development of people in a direction that promotes IP. With a common framework of values
related to the IP, developing an agreement, coordination and integration around innovation
through training and performance management processes would be easier.

Except for theNWF,most of our findings are consistentwith the academic literature.However,
a remarkable exception is the involvement’s absence of effect on IP (H8) (seeFigure 2).This finding
contradicts Sadegh Sharifirad and Ataei (2012), who found evidence of involvement’s positive
impact on the propensity to innovate.We proposed two possible explanations. First, involvement
is more related to following behavior than disruption in the Costa Rican context. In this sense,
employees’ level of commitment would be more determined by complying with the status quo
than by promoting change. It does notmean involvement is unnecessary, but its potential benefits
do not transmit through the IP, and it could be through other mechanisms.

Second, there is a substantial difference between the DOCS conceptualization of
involvement and the job involvement construct. DOCS assess three practices that foster
worker involvement: a. empowerment, d. teamwork, c. capability development (Denison,
2001). Nevertheless, job Inivolvement alludes to the importance of work to a person’s
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self-concept, reflected in an attitude of being focused and concerned about one’s job
(Diefendorff et al., 2021). While one outcome of involvement is innovative behavior (Huang
et al., 2019), the two constructs differ substantially. In comparison, DOCS focuses on the
perception of organizational practices (system level), while job involvement in attitudes
(individual level). Moreover, the antecedents of job involvement go beyond what the DOCS
captures. It includes personality traits, job characteristics, leadership, organizational
practices and stressors, among others (Diefendorff et al., 2021).

Concerning IP’s impact, results showed a substantial effect on the OP. In this sense, in the
Costa Rican context, one way to improve the organization’s competitiveness is to promote its
IP, and the impact is considerable. The specific indirect effect on OP indicates that the best
way to improve OP through IP is to boost mission (b* 5 0.33) and adaptability (b* 5 0.29).
Interestingly, the strategic efforts to consolidate consistency affect IP; however, they do not
impact OP significantly. Compared to the extant literature (VU, 2020; Hu et al., 2017; Rousseau
et al., 2016), our study offers a much more refined analysis and provides critical clues on how
to amplify the impact of IP over OP. However, in the future, it will be necessary to evaluate the
IP impact on a broader range of performance measures to get a more comprehensive
panorama.

The most reasonable way to evaluate what we know with this research we did not know
before is to contrast the findings against our RQs. Regarding RQ1 (What is the effect, whether
positive or negative, that each dimension of the OC has on the IP?) mission and adaptability
positively affect IP. In contrast, consistency has a negative impact. Concerning to RQ2 (What
is the magnitude of these effects?), adaptability has the greatest effect (β 5 0.59, t 5 3.18),
followed closely by the mission (Γ 5 0.50, t 5 4.14). Consistency was the smallest and
negative influence (β 5 0.24, t 5 �1.84).

Contrary to expectations, the involvement did not influence the IP. These findings do not
indicate that consistency is not necessary. On the contrary, we should remember that the four
DOCS dimensions promote the OP. Specifically consistency is a relevant dimension for
efficiency (Denison et al., 2012). Its negative effect on innovation imposes a challenge to firms in
order management OC.

Regarding the RQ3 (What are the most relevant relationships between OC’s dimensions in
explaining IP?) and RQ4 (What is the direction and the magnitude of effect on IP of these
relationships among OC’s components?), the impact of the goals (specific and superordinate)
or rules, represented by the mission on adaptability (Γ 5 0.83, t 5 29.54) and consistency
(Γ 5 0.83, t5 30.32) is remarkably relevant. These traits mediated in opposite directions the
effects [7] of the mission. The indirect impact of mission through adaptability is much higher
than through consistency. Concerning RQ5 (What is the effect of IP on OP in a developing
country?), the innovation effect on the economic performance of Costa Rican companies is
considerable since it accounts for 47% of the OP.

On the other hand, it is necessary to point out some research limitations. Despite efforts to
limit the CMB, it is crucial to promote longitudinal studies. It would be an extremely novel and
pioneering approach in the field; it would definitively confirm the tentative casual links
proposed in this study. Replicating the study in other geographical areas and focusing on
specific sectors, such as manufacturing or services, might be fruitful. Also, it is advisable the
use multidimensional reflective measures or composites (Henseler, 2021). Both strategies
would increase the scope of elements included in the instruments, potentially leading to new
insights.

Finally, using a universalistic dimensional approach allows us to overcome some
limitations of previous literature in understanding the OC’s impact on IP. Also, systems
thinking with a view of paradoxes faced by organizations constitute fruitful terrain to
comprehend how organizations can impulse or hinder their IP.
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Notes

1. Behaviorism is a Philosophy of Science that argues that Psychology should be an experimental
science focused on behavior. The application of its empirical principles is called Applied Behavior
Analysis, which the authors called for clarity Behavior Analysis.

2. To explain the mediation relationships that account for the overall effect of OC on IP, we applied the
segmentation approach (Rasoolimanesh et al., 2021).

3. GST is a dominant motivation scientific approach (Van den Broeck et al., 2019).

4. Due to the lack of multivariate normality for the measurement models, we provided z values with
robust standard errors (REE). For the structural model (SM), theMplus 8.6 software does not perform
maximum likelihood estimation with REE and bootstrapping (Wang and Wang, 2020).
Consequently, p values were estimated based on unadjusted standard errors. However, we
evaluate the statistical significance of all SM parameters based on 5,000 Bootstrapping confidence
intervals, which is also the advisable technique for mediation (Nitzl et al., 2016).

5. They are second-level loads

6. Stimulation is a personal value related to excitement, novelty and challenge (Rounds and
Armstrong, 2005)

7. The writing aims to facilitate the understanding of readers. However there is no term such as
“negative mediation”. The correct term is “suppressor effect” since the specific negative indirect
effects are subtracted from the total, thereby suppressing their final value.

References

Abdullah, N., Shamsuddin, A., Wahab, E. and Hamid, N. (2014), “The relationship between
organizational culture and product innovativeness”, Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences,
Vol. 129, pp. 140-147, doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.659.

Addison, R., Haig, C. and Kearny, L. (2009), Performance Architecture: the Art and Science of
Improving Organizations, Wiley, San Francisco, CA.

Al Naqbia, E., Alshuridehb, M., AlHamadc, A. and Al, B. (2020), “The impact of innovation on firm
performance: a systematic review”, International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change,
Vol. 14 No. 5, pp. 31-58.

Alegre, I., Berbegal-Mirabent, J., Guerrero, A. and Mas-Machuca, M. (2018), “The real mission of the
mission statement: a systematic review of the literature”, Journal of Management and
Organization, Vol. 24 No. 4, pp. 456-473, doi: 10.1017/jmo.2017.82.

Amabile, T., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J. and Herron, M. (1996), “Assessing the work environment for
creativy”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 39 No. 5, pp. 1154-1184, doi: 10.5465/256995.

Arieli, S., Sagiv, L. and Roccas, S. (2020), “Values at work: the impact of personal values in
organizations”, Applied Psychology, Vol. 69 No. 2, pp. 230-275, doi: 10.1111/apps.12181.

Atkins, P.W., Wilson, D.S. and Hayes, S.C. (2019), Prosocial: Using Evolutionary Science to Build
Productive, Equitable, and Collaborative Groups, New Harbinger Publications.

Bladier, R. (2016), Innovation and Technology Policy, Queensland Resources Council, Queensland.

Blaschke, S. (2008), “Organizations as rational, natural, and open systems”, Structures and Dynamics
of Autopoietic Organizations: Theory and Simulation, pp. 7-57, doi: 10.1007/978-3-8349-9809-5_2.

Block, J., Fisch, C. and Van Praag, M. (2017), “The Schumpeterian entrepreneur: a review of the
empirical evidence on the antecedents, behaviour and consequences of innovative
entrepreneurship”, Industry and Innovation, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 61-95, doi: 10.1080/13662716.
2016.1216397.

Bonavia, T., Prado, G. and Barber�a, T. (2009), “Adaptaci�on al castellano y estructura factorial del
Denison Organizational Culture Survey”, Psicothema, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 633-638.

Organizational
culture and
innovation

189

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.03.659
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2017.82
https://doi.org/10.5465/256995
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12181
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-8349-9809-5_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1216397
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2016.1216397


Botelho, C. (2020), “The influence of organizational culture and HRM on building innovative
capability”, International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, Vol. 69 No. 7,
pp. 1373-1393, doi: 10.1108/IJPPM-05-2019-0228.

Breznik, L. and Hisrich, R.D. (2014), “Dynamic capabilities vs. innovation capability: are they related?”,
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 21 No. 3, pp. 368-384, doi: 10.1108/
JSBED-02-2014-0018.

B€uschgens, T., Bausch, A. and Balkin, D. (2013), “Organizational culture and innovation: a meta-
analytic review”, The Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 763-781,
doi: 10.1111/jpim.12021.

Calciolari, S. and Prenestini, A. (2022), “Values-based methods for measuring organizational culture:
logic, evidence and critique”, in Newton, C. and Knight, R.R. (Eds), Handbook of Research
Methods for Organisational Culture, Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 69-91.

Cameron, K. and Quinn, R. (2011), Diagnosing and Changing Organizational Culture: Based on the
Competing Values Framework, Wiley, San Francisco, CA.

Chatman, J.A. and Choi, A. (2022), “Measuring organizational culture: converging on definitions and
approaches to advance the paradigm”, in Knight, R. and Newton, C. (Eds), Handbook of
Research Methods for Organisational Culture, Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 92-107, doi: 10.
4337/9781788976268.

Dani, M. and Gandhi, A. (2021), “Understanding the drivers of innovation in an organization:
a literature review”, International Journal of Innovation Science, Vol. 14 Nos 3/4, pp. 476-505,
doi: 10.1108/IJIS-10-2020-0201.

Datta, S., Roy, S. and Kutzewski, T. (2021), Unlocking Strategic Innovation: Competitive Success in a
Disruptive Environment, Routledge, New York.

Denison, D.R. (2001), “Organizational culture: can it be a key lever for driving organizational change”,
in Cooper, C.L., Cartwright, S. and Christopher Earley, P. (Eds), The International Handbook of
Organizational Culture and Climate, Wiley, pp. 347-372.

Denison, D., Ko, I., Kotbra, L. and Nieminen, L. (2013), “Drive an innovative culture”, Chief Learning
Officer, Vol. 12 No. 6, pp. 70-72.

Denison, D., Neiminen, L. and Kotbra, L. (2012), “Diagnosing organizational culture: a conceptual and
empirical review of effectiveness surveys”, European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psycology, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 1-17, doi: 10.1080/1359432X.2012.713173.

Dess, G. and Robinson, R. (1984), “Measuring organizational performance in the absence of objective
measures: the case of privately-held firm and conglomerate business unit”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 265-273.

Diefendorff, J.M., Nolan, M.T., Tseng, S.T., Kenworthy, M.E. and Fiorentino, N.L. (2021), “Job
involvement”, in Valerie, S. and Bowling, N. (Eds), Essentials of Job Attitudes and Other
Workplace Psychological Constructs, Routledge, pp. 129-155, doi: 10.4324/9780429325755.

Dobni, C. (2010), “The relationship between an innovation orientation and competitive strategy”, International
Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 331-357, doi: 10.1142/S1363919610002660.

Ehrhart, M.G., Schneider, B. and Macey, W.H. (2014), Organizational Climate and Culture: An
Introduction to Theory, Research, and Practice, Routledge.

Flynn, F. and Chatman, J. (2001), “Strong cultures and innovation: oxymoron or opportunity?”, in
Cooper, C., Cartwright, S. and Early, C. (Eds), The International Handbook of Organizational
Culture and Climate, Wiley, pp. 263-287.

Fuller, C.M., Simmering, M., Atinc, G., Atinc, Y. and Babin, B. (2016), “Common methods
variance detection in business research”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 69 No. 8,
pp. 3192-3198, doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.008.

Garza, R. and L�opez, A. (2020), “Measuring innovation culture: a Synthesis of the innovation culture
construct and identification of its research clusters”,Multidisciplinary Business Research Review,
Vol. 13 No. 1, pp. 43-55, doi: 10.35692/07183992.13.1.5.

EJMBE
33,2

190

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-05-2019-0228
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-02-2014-0018
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-02-2014-0018
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12021
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788976268
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788976268
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJIS-10-2020-0201
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.713173
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429325755
https://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919610002660
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.12.008
https://doi.org/10.35692/07183992.13.1.5


Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., Anderson, R. and Tatham, R. (2019), Multivariate data Analysis, Cengage.

Henseler, J. (2021), Composite-based Structural Equation Modeling: Analyzing Latent and Emergent
Variables, Guilford, New York.

H€ochli, B., Br€ugger, A. and Messner, C. (2018), “How focusing on superordinate goals motivates
broad, long-term goal pursuit: a theoretical perspective”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 9
No. 1879, doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01879.

Hogan, S.J. and Coote, L.V. (2014), “Organizational culture, innovation, and performance: a test of
Schein’s model”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 67 No. 8, pp. 1609-1621.

Houmanfar, R., Alavosius, M., Morford, Z., Herbst, S. and Reimer, D. (2015), “Functions of
organizational leaders in cultural change: financial and social well-being”, Journal of
Organizational Behavior Management, Vol. 35 Nos 1-2, pp. 4-27.

Hu, D., Wang, Y., Huang, J. and Huang, H. (2017), “How do different innovation forms mediate the
relationship between environmental regulation and performance?”, Journal of Cleaner
Production, Vol. 161, pp. 466-476, doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.05.152.

Huang, W., Yuan, C. and Li, M. (2019), “Person–job fit and innovation behavior: roles of job
involvement and career commitment”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 10, pp. 1-9.

Hugel, S. (2018), Innovation in Service Industries: and investigation or the lateral and external
organizational context from the laboratory of Real Estate, Springer, doi: 10.1007/978-3-658-27179-4.

Hurth, V. (2017), “Organizations as open systems that need purpose and integrated thinking”, Board
Leadership, Vol. 2017 No. 150, pp. 1-8.

James, L., Choi, C., Ko, C., McNeil, P., Minton, M., Wright, M. and Kim, K. (2008), “Organizational and
psychological climate: a review of theory and research”, European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 5-32.

Jani�cijevi�c, N. (2011), “Methodological approaches in the research of organizational culture”, Economic
Annals, Vol. 56 No. 189, pp. 69-99, doi: 10.2298/EKA1189069J.

Jim�enez, D. and Sanz, R. (2005), “Innovation and human resource management fit: an empirical
study”, International Journal ofManpower, Vol. 26No. 4, pp. 364-381, doi: 10.1108/01437720510609555.

Jung, T., Scott, T., Davies, H., Bower, P., Whalley, D., McNally, R. and Mannion, R. (2009),
“Instruments for exploring organizational culture: a review of the literature”, Public
Administration Review, Vol. 69 No. 6, pp. 1087-1096.

Kam, C. (2018), “Why do we still have an impoverished understanding of the item wording effect? An
empirical examination”, Sociological Methods and Research, Vol. 47 No. 3, pp. 574-597, doi: 10.1177/
0049124115626177.

Kast, F. and Rosenzweig, J. (1972), “General systems theory: applications for organization and
management”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 15 No. 4, pp. 447-465.

Katz, D. and Kahn, R. (1966), The Social Psychology of Organizations, Wiley, New York.

Kline, R. (2016), Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, Guilford, New York.

Kraner, J. (2018), Innovation in High Reliability Ambidextrous Organizations: Analytical Solutions
toward Increasing Innovative Activity, Springer, Cham.

Krosnick, J.A. (2018), “Improving question design to maximize reliability and validity”, in
Vannethe, D.L. and Krosnick, J.A. (Eds), The Palgrave Handbook of Survey Research,
Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 95-101, doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-54395-6_13.

Kumkale, _I. (2022), Organizational Mastery: the Impact of Strategic Leadership and Organizational
Ambidexterity on Organizational Agility, Springer, Singapore City.

Latham, G. (2003), “Goal setting: a five-step approach to behavior change”, Organizational Dynamics,
Vol. 32 No. 3, pp. 309-318.

Latham, G.P. and Pinder, C.C. (2005), “Work motivation theory and research at the dawn of the
twenty-first century”, Annual Review of Psychology, Vol. 56 No. 1, pp. 485-516.

Organizational
culture and
innovation

191

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01879
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.05.152
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-27179-4
https://doi.org/10.2298/EKA1189069J
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437720510609555
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124115626177
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124115626177
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-54395-6_13


Locke, E. and Latham, G. (2019), “The development of goal setting theory: a half century
retrospective”, Motivation Science, Vol. 5 No. 2, pp. 93-105, available at: https://psycnet.apa.org/
doi/10.1037/mot0000127

Losane, L. (2013), “Innovation culture–determinant of firms sustainability”, International Journal of
Economics and Management Engineering, Vol. 7 No. 10, pp. 2755-2760.

L€ovst�al, E. and Jontoft, A.M. (2017), “Tensions at the intersection of management control and
innovation: a literature review”, Journal of Management Control, Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 41-79.

MacKenzie, S. and Podsakoff, P. (2012), “Common method bias in marketing: causes, mechanisms, and
procedural remedies”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 88 No. 4, pp. 542-555.

MacKinnon, D. (2008), Introduction to Statistical Mediation Analysis, Taylor & Francis, New York.

Malott, R. (1993), “A theory of rule-governed behavior and organizational behavior management”,
Journal of Organizational Behavior Management, Vol. 12 No. 2, pp. 45-65.

Marcoulides, G. and Heck, R. (1993), “Organizational culture and performance: proposing and testing a
model”, Organization Science, Vol. 4 No. 2, pp. 209-225.

Mattaini, M. and Rose, K. (2021), “Organization and leadership in resistance movements”, in
Houmanfar, R.A., Fryling, M. and Alavousius, M. (Eds), Applied Behavior Science in
Organizations, Routledge, pp. 245-259.

McCausland, T. and McCausland, T. (2022), “Culture to support innovation”, Research-Technology
Management, Vol. 65 No. 2, pp. 73-75, doi: 10.1080/08956308.2022.2024711.

McGee, H. and Crowley-Koch, B. (2021), “Behavioral systems analysis in organizations”, in
Houmanfar, R., Fryling, M. and Alavousius, M. (Eds), Applied Behavior Science in
Organizations, Routledge, pp. 99-127.

Mendoza-Silva, A. (2020), “Innovation capability: a systematic literature review”, European Journal of
Innovation Management, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 707-734, doi: 10.1108/EJIM-09-2019-0263.

Mendoza-Silva, A. (2021), “Innovation capability: a sociometric approach”, Social Networks, Vol. 64,
pp. 72-82, doi: 10.1016/j.socnet.2020.08.004.

Montreuil, V., Lauzier, M. and Gagnon, S. (2021), “A closer look at determinants of organizational
capability to innovate (OCI): a dynamic capabilities perspective”, European Journal of
Innovation Management, Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 820-847, doi: 10.1108/EJIM-05-2019-0127.

Morente, F., Ferr�as, X. and Zizlavsky, O. (2018), “Innovation cultural models: review and proposal for
next steps”, Revista Universidad y Empresa, Vol. 20 No. 34, pp. 53-81, doi: 10.12804/revistas.
urosario.edu.co/empresa/a.5433.

Murswieck, R. (2021), Innovation Performance in the 21st Century, Springer, Wiesbaden, doi: 10.1007/
978-3-658-34761-1.

Naranjo-Valencia, J.C., Jim�enez-Jim�enez, D. and Sanz-Valle, R. (2011), “Innovation or imitation?
The role of organizational culture”, Management Decision, Vol. 49 No. 1, pp. 55-72.

Neiva, E.R., Medoca, H., Ferreira, M.C. and Francischeto (2017), “Innovation in organizations: main
research results and their practical implications”, in Neiva, E.R.C., Torres, V. and Mendoca, H.
(Eds), Organizational Psychology and Evidence-Based Management, Springer, pp. 157-185.

Nitzl, C., Roldan, J. and Cepeda, G. (2016), “Mediation analysis in partial least squares path modeling:
helping researchers discuss more sophisticated models”, Industrial Management and Data
Systems, Vol. 116 No. 9, pp. 1849-1864, doi: 10.1108/IMDS-07-2015-0302.

OCDE (2005), Manual de Oslo. Gu�ıa para la recogida e interpretaci�on de datos sobre Innovaci�on. La
medida de las actividades cient�ıficas y tecnol�ogicas, Organizaci�on de Cooperaci�on y Desarrollo
Econ�omico, Madrid.

Parashar, M. and Singh, S.K. (2005), “Innovation capability”, IIMB Management Review, Vol. 17 No. 4,
pp. 115-123.

EJMBE
33,2

192

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/mot0000127
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/mot0000127
https://doi.org/10.1080/08956308.2022.2024711
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2019-0263
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2020.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-05-2019-0127
https://doi.org/10.12804/revistas.urosario.edu.co/empresa/a.5433
https://doi.org/10.12804/revistas.urosario.edu.co/empresa/a.5433
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-34761-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-34761-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-07-2015-0302


Pfister, J. (2009), Managing Organizational Culture for Effective Internal Control: from Practice to
Theory, Springer, New York.

Pisano, G. (2019), “The hard truth about innovative”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 97 No. 1,
pp. 62-71.

Podsakoff, P., MacKenzie, S. and Podsakoff, N. (2012), “Sources of method bias in social science
research and recommendations on how to control it”, Annual Review of Psychology, Vol. 63,
pp. 539-569.

Poole, M. and Van de Ven, A.H. (1989), “Using paradox to build management and organization
theories”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 562-578.

Rasoolimanesh, S., Wang, M., Rold�an, J. and Kunasekaran, P. (2021), “Are we in right path for
mediation analysis? Reviewing the literature and proposing robust guidelines”, Journal of
Hospitality and Tourism Management, Vol. 48, pp. 395-405, doi: 10.1016/j.jhtm.2021.07.013.

Robinson, R.B. and Pearce, J.A. (1988), “Planned patterns of strategic behavior and their relationship
to business-unit performance”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 9, pp. 43-60.

Rounds, J. and Armstrong, P. (2005), “Assessment of needs and values”, in Brown, S. and Lent, R.
(Eds), Career Development and Counseling, Wiley, pp. 305-329.

Rousseau, M., Mathias, B., Madden, L. and Crook, T. (2016), “Innovation, firm performance, and
appropriation: a meta-analysis”, International Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 20
No. 3, 1650033.

Sadegh Sharifirad, M. and Ataei, V. (2012), “Organizational culture and innovation culture: exploring
the relationships between constructs”, Leadership and Organization Development Journal,
Vol. 33 No. 5, pp. 494-517, doi: 10.1108/01437731211241274.

Sagiv, L. and Roccas, S. (2017), “What personal values ares and what they are not: taking a Cross-
Cultural Perspective”, in Roccas, S. and Sagiv, L. (Eds), Values and Behavior, Springer, pp. 3-13.

Sakavou, H. (2015), “Competitive strategies and their shift to the future”, European Business Review,
Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 80-99, doi: 10.1108/EBR-04-2013-0073.

Schein, E. (2010), Organizational Culture and Leadership, Wiley, CA.

Scott, W. and Davis, G. (2015), Organizations and Organizing: Rational, Natural and Open Systems
Perspectives, Routledge, New York.

Sethibe, T. and Steyn, R. (2016), “Innovation and organisational performance: a critical review of the
instruments used to measure organisational performance”, The Southern African Journal of
Entrepreneurship and Small Business Management, Vol. 8 No. 1, doi: 10.4102/sajesbm.v8i1.50.

Shouyu, C. (2017), “The relationship between innovation and firm performance: a literature review”,
2017 7th International Conference on Social Network, Communication and Education (SNCE
2017), Atlantis Press, pp. 648-652, doi: 10.2991/snce-17.2017.132.

Singh, S., Darwish, T. and Poto�cnik, K. (2016), “Measuring organizational performance: a case for
subjective measures”, British Journal of Management, Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 214-224, doi: 10.1111/
1467-8551.12126.

Smith, W.K. and Lewis, M.W. (2011), “Toward a theory of paradox: a dynamic equilibrium model of
organizing”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 381-403.

Tan, B. (2019), “In search of the link between organizational culture and performance: a review from
the conclusion validity perspective”, Leadership and Organization Development Journal, Vol. 40
No. 3, pp. 356-368, doi: 10.1108/LODJ-06-2018-0238.

Tian, M., Deng, P. and Wu, B. (2021), “Culture and innovation in the international context: a literature
overview”, The European Journal of Social Science Research, Vol. 34 No. 4, pp. 426-453.

Trott, P. (2021), Innovation Management, 7th ed., Pearson, Harlow.

Tzeng, C. (2009), “A review of contemporary innovation literature: a Shumpeterian perspective”,
Innovation: Management, Policy and Practice, Vol. 11 No. 3, pp. 73-394, doi: 10.5172/impp.11.3.373.

Organizational
culture and
innovation

193

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2021.07.013
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437731211241274
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-04-2013-0073
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajesbm.v8i1.50
https://doi.org/10.2991/snce-17.2017.132
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12126
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12126
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-06-2018-0238
https://doi.org/10.5172/impp.11.3.373


Van den Broeck, A., Carpini, J.A. and Diefendorff, J. (2019), “How much effort will I put into my work?
It depends on your type of motivation”, in Ryan, R. (Ed.), Oxford Handbook of Human
Motivation, 2nd ed., Wiley, pp. 354-372, doi: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190666453.013.27.

Vu, H. (2020), “A review of dynamic capabilities, innovation capabilities, entrepreneurial capabilities
and their consequences”, The Journal of Asian Finance, Economics, and Business, Vol. 7 No. 8,
pp. 485-494, doi: 10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no8.485.

Wall, T., Michie, J., Patterson, M., Wood, S., Sheehan, M., Clegg, C. and West, M. (2004), “On the
validity of subjective measures of company performance”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 57 No. 1,
pp. 95-118.

Wang, C. and Ahmed, P. (2005), “The development and validation of the organizational
innovativeness construct using confirmatory factor analysis”, European Journal of
Innovation Management, Vol. 7 No. 4, pp. 303-313, doi: 10.1108/14601060410565056.

Wang, J. and Wang, X. (2020), Structural Equation Modeling: Applications Using Mplus, Wiley, Oxford,
doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-54395-6.

Wenzel, M., Rauch, M., Adegbile, A., Bogodistov, Y., C�enophat, S., Hartmann, M., Wagner, D. and
Wohlgemuth, V. (2021), “Dynamic capabilities: celebrating the plurality of understandings of
the concept”, in Bay�on, T., Eisend, M., Koch, J., S€ollner, A., Vodosek, M. and Wagner, H.T. (Eds),
Dynamic Capabilities and Relationships: Discourses, Concepts, and Reflections: Discourses,
Concepts, and Reflections, Springer, pp. 1-28, doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-83182-0.

Williams, P. (2022), “Organisational culture: definitions, distinctions and functions”, in Newton, C. and
Knight, R.R. (Eds), Handbook of Research Methods for Organizational Culture, Edward Elgar
Publishing, pp. 5-22.

Williams, L., Vandenberg, R. and Edwards, J. (2009), “Structural equation modeling in management
research: a guide for improved analysis”, The Academy of Management Annals, Vol. 3 No. 1,
pp. 543-604, doi: 10.5465/19416520903065683.

Williams, L., Hartman, N. and Cavazotte, F. (2010), “Method variance and marker variables: a review
and comprehensive CFA marker technique”, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 13 No. 3,
pp. 477-514.

W�ojcik, P. (2020), “Paradoxical nature of dynamic capabilities research: a content analysis of
literature”, Baltic Journal of Management, Vol. 15 No. 5, pp. 727-755, doi: 10.1108/BJM-08-
2019-0289.

Xu, X., Arrieta, V. and Fey, C. (2021), “Dynamic capabilities and drivers of innovation: a meta-
analytical review”, Academy of Management Proceedings, Vol. 2021 No. 1, 15745, doi: 10.5465/
AMBPP.2021.15745abstract.

Zeb, A., Akbar, F., Hussain, K., Safi, A., Rabnawaz, M. and Zeb, F. (2021), “The competing value
framework model of organizational culture, innovation and performance”, Business Process
Management Journal, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 658-683, doi: 10.1108/BPMJ-11-2019-0464.

Zeraatkar, M., Roudneshin, M. and Sobhanallahi, M. (2020), “The effect of organisational culture on
creativity and innovation processes. International”, Journal of Business Information Systems,
Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 80-102.

Corresponding author
Tom�as Vargas-Halabi can be contacted at: tomas.vargas@ucr.ac.cr

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

EJMBE
33,2

194

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190666453.013.27
https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no8.485
https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-54395-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-83182-0
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903065683
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-08-2019-0289
https://doi.org/10.1108/BJM-08-2019-0289
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2021.15745abstract
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMBPP.2021.15745abstract
https://doi.org/10.1108/BPMJ-11-2019-0464
mailto:tomas.vargas@ucr.ac.cr

	Organizational culture and innovation: exploring the “black box”
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Open systems with purpose
	The Denison Model
	Paradoxes
	Innovative Performance

	Hypotheses development [2]
	Methods
	Participants
	Instruments
	Procedure
	Analysis

	Results
	Discussion and conclusions
	Notes
	References


