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Abstract 

Innovation is widely recognized as a critical determinant of an organization’s sustained competitiveness and long-term performance. 

Prior research consistently emphasizes that the presence of an organizational culture conducive to innovation is a fundamental 

prerequisite for achieving innovative outcomes. This study introduces and empirically validates a structured approach—referred to as 

the Innovative Culture Enhancement Framework (ICEF)—designed to systematically strengthen innovation capabilities by aligning them 

with organizational culture. The framework begins by applying the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) to identify 

the prevailing levels of dominant culture types within an organization. Subsequently, the Community Innovation Survey (CIS) is 

employed to assess the organization’s performance across different categories of innovation. In the third phase, multiple linear regression 

analyses are conducted to examine the influence of each cultural dimension on various innovation types. The fourth phase involves 

benchmarking the organization’s current innovation profile against targeted innovation levels defined by senior management. Finally, 

ICEF prescribes targeted adjustments to the existing cultural configuration to foster the desired innovation outcomes. The applicability 

and robustness of the framework were tested through its implementation in three medium-sized enterprises, where it demonstrated 

operational feasibility and produced statistically significant results. Further validation was achieved through structured interviews with 

industry experts to assess the relevance and coherence of ICEF’s dimensions. Statistical evaluation of the interview data revealed strong 

item-to-total correlations and a high Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, confirming the framework’s reliability and internal consistency. The 

findings support the effectiveness of ICEF as a practical tool for leveraging organizational culture to enhance innovation. Future research 

is encouraged to further investigate the strategic role of organizational culture as a catalyst for innovation across diverse organizational 

contexts. 
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Introduction 

In today’s rapidly changing business environment, organizations must respond swiftly and innovatively to external pressures 

in order to remain viable and avoid obsolescence. Innovation—commonly understood as the transition from existing 

knowledge, practices, products, or principles to new or significantly improved alternatives—enables organizations to maintain 

a competitive advantage. It encompasses novel approaches to technological development, marketing practices, and evolving 
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consumer behaviors. Innovation may originate internally within organizations or be acquired from external sources and can 

manifest in either radical or incremental forms. While radical innovation typically involves higher levels of uncertainty and 

implementation risk, it may be more conducive to long-term growth. In contrast, incremental innovation is generally easier to 

implement and supports continuous, gradual improvement [1-9].  

Research on organizational innovation capability, initially advanced by Burns and Stalker [10], spans multiple disciplines but 

has not converged on a unified framework explaining how organizations can consistently enhance their innovativeness [11]. 

Managing innovation remains a complex endeavor due to the involvement of multiple interdependent functional activities. 

Consequently, reliance on conventional approaches—such as substantial investment in research and development—does not 

always guarantee successful innovation outcomes [12]. Moreover, prior studies have highlighted the importance of identifying 

and evaluating contextual factors, such as organizational culture, that influence innovation, as well as understanding the 

relationships among these factors [13, 14].  

Over recent decades, organizational culture has received increasing scholarly and managerial attention because of its potential 

to shape organizational performance and future success [15-18]. Watson [19] noted that the concept of culture originated from 

the metaphor of organizations as entities that are “cultivated.” More broadly, culture is commonly defined as a shared system 

of values, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors transmitted among members of a group over time [20]. Contemporary research 

emphasizes the role of these intangible elements in guiding decision-making processes and organizational development. In 

this context, organizational culture is often described as the set of norms, practices, and social dynamics that shape how 

individuals interact and contribute to organizational growth [18]. 

Scholars also recognize two primary patterns of cultural configuration within organizations. In some cases, a single, coherent 

culture may dominate across the entire organization [21, 22]. In other instances—particularly within large or diversified 

organizations—multiple subcultures may coexist across departments or units. As a result, cultural variation is likely to emerge, 

prompting management either to address culture at the organizational level or to examine subcultural differences to identify 

shared values and practices [22, 23]. 

A substantial body of empirical research has demonstrated a strong relationship between organizational culture and innovation 

outcomes [14, 24, 25]. For example, Tellis et al. [14], using survey and archival data from 759 firms across 17 countries, 

found that corporate culture represents the most influential determinant of radical innovation across firms and national 

contexts. 

Similarly, Jaskyte and Kisieliene [26] and Schein [18] emphasized that the impact of organizational culture on innovation is 

contingent upon the specific cultural attributes present. Consequently, cultivating an innovation-oriented culture is essential 

to enable organizational members to actively explore new products, services, and processes [27]. Innovation, therefore, 

requires a supportive cultural environment and patterns of innovative behavior that foster creativity and experimentation [14, 

17, 28, 29]. 

Based on an extensive review of the literature examining the relationship between organizational culture and innovation, 

scholars have identified four core cultural attributes that are particularly conducive to fostering innovation: creativity, 

autonomy, collaboration, and willingness to take risks [30, 31]. Prior studies also indicate that organizations often attempt to 

strengthen innovation-supportive cultural attributes by building on their existing cultural foundations and operational contexts. 

Such attributes include resource availability, customer orientation, employee involvement, interdepartmental cooperation, 

continuous learning, and organizational flexibility [29, 31]. 

Despite these insights, and to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the existing literature lacks a comprehensive and systematic 

framework that explicitly guides organizations in enhancing specific types of innovation through deliberate and targeted 

modifications of organizational culture. For instance, Hartnell et al. [32] examined the relationship between organizational 

culture and overall organizational effectiveness rather than innovation per se. Although their findings broadly supported the 

notion that different culture types influence organizational outcomes, they did not clearly articulate the mechanisms through 

which culture can be strategically aligned to support particular innovation objectives—a limitation also highlighted by Hogan 

and Coote [6]. Addressing this gap, the present study seeks to develop a structured model, termed the Innovative Culture 

Enhancement Framework (ICEF), aimed at strengthening desired innovation outcomes, and to empirically validate its 

applicability. 

Framework Development 

As outlined previously, the primary objective of this research is to design a framework capable of assisting organizations in 

enhancing targeted forms of innovation in order to strengthen their competitive position. The initial stages of the framework 

involve identifying the organization’s prevailing cultural configuration and assessing its current innovation profile. 

To determine organizational culture types, the framework adopts the Competing Values Framework (CVF), a widely 

recognized and extensively applied model in organizational studies [16]. Originally developed by Quinn and Rohrbaugh [33], 

the CVF conceptualizes organizational effectiveness along four dimensions: human relations, open systems, rational goals, 
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and internal processes. Since its introduction, numerous empirical studies have employed the CVF to categorize and analyze 

organizational culture types [34].  

The CVF evaluates organizational culture by examining competing demands along two primary dimensions: organizational 

focus (internal versus external orientation) and structural preference (stability versus flexibility) [35]. Building on this model, 

Cameron and Quinn [23] refined the framework by defining four dominant culture types: adhocracy culture (emphasizing 

creativity and innovation), market culture (focused on competitiveness and results), hierarchy culture (characterized by 

formalization and control), and clan culture (centered on collaboration and cohesion). To operationalize this model, the authors 

also developed the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI), which enables systematic assessment of culture 

types within organizations. 

Within ICEF, the OCAI is employed to identify the existing cultural profile of an organization. The instrument consists of 24 

statements grouped across multiple organizational dimensions. Respondents are asked to express the extent to which each 

statement reflects their organization. These statements capture perceptions related to organizational environment, leadership 

style, management practices, cohesion mechanisms, strategic emphasis, and definitions of success. Specifically, the statements 

address whether the organization is perceived as family-like and supportive, entrepreneurial and risk-oriented, performance-

driven and competitive, or structured and rule-governed. They also assess leadership behaviors ranging from mentoring and 

innovation to control and coordination, as well as management styles emphasizing participation, individual initiative, 

competitiveness, or stability. 

In addition, the instrument evaluates the underlying values that bind the organization together, such as trust and loyalty, 

commitment to innovation, achievement orientation, or reliance on formal rules and procedures. Strategic priorities—such as 

human development, exploration of new opportunities, market competitiveness, or operational efficiency—are also captured. 

Finally, the OCAI examines how organizational success is defined, whether in terms of employee development and teamwork, 

innovation leadership, market dominance, or efficiency and cost control. 

OCAI is used in ICEF to determine existing culture types. In OCAI, respondents are asked to indicate their agreement or 

disagreement with the following 24 statements: 

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

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

•The organization is very results oriented. A major concern is with getting the job done. People are very competitive and 

achievement oriented. 

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

•The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify mentoring, facilitating, or nurturing. 

•The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify entrepreneurship, innovation or risk taking. 

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

•The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify coordinating, organizing, or smooth-running 

efficiency. 

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

•The management style in the organization is characterized by individual risk taking, innovation, freedom, and uniqueness. 

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

•The management style in the organization is characterized by security of employment, conformity, predictability, and 

stability in relationships. 

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

•The glue that holds the organization together is commitment to innovation and development. There is an emphasis on being 

on the cutting edge. 

•The glue that holds the organization together is the emphasis on achievement and goal accomplishment. 

•The glue that holds the organization together is formal rules and policies. Maintain a smooth-running organization is 

important. 

•The organization emphasizes human development. High trust, openness, and participation persist. 

•The organization emphasizes acquiring new resources and creating new challenges. Trying new things and prospecting for 

opportunities are valued. 

•The organization emphasizes competitive actions and achievement. Hitting stretch targets and winning in the marketplace 

are dominant. 

•The organization emphasizes permanence and stability. Efficiency, control, and smooth operations are important. 

•The organization defines success on the basis of the development of human resources, teamwork, employee commitment, 

and concern for people. 

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

innovator. 
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•The organization defines success on the basis of winning in the marketplace and outpacing the competition. Competitive 

market leadership is key. 

•The organization defines success on the basis of efficiency. Dependable delivery, smooth scheduling, and low-cost 

production are critical. 

In the second phase of the Innovative Culture Enhancement Framework (ICEF), the English version of the Community 

Innovation Survey (CIS) is employed. Originally developed by the European Union and administered in the United Kingdom 

by the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills [36], the CIS is a well-established instrument for assessing innovation 

activities within organizations. The survey consists of 28 items organized into 12 thematic sections and is designed to identify 

prevailing innovation types across organizations. Specifically, the CIS categorizes innovation into four main dimensions: 

product innovation, which focuses on the development of new or improved products or services; process innovation, which 

targets improvements in operational procedures; marketing innovation, which seeks to enhance competitive positioning in the 

marketplace; and organizational innovation, which aims to improve business practices and organizational structures [3, 8, 37, 

38].  

During the application of the CIS, two key limitations were identified, prompting modifications to the original instrument. 

First, a significant proportion of the CIS items were formulated as binary (yes/no) questions. Such response formats may limit 

respondents’ ability to express nuanced perceptions. To address this issue, a 10-point Likert scale was adopted for selected 

items, allowing for a more precise measurement of respondents’ views, consistent with recommendations in scale 

development literature [39]. Second, the original survey was relatively lengthy and included several questions that were overly 

broad, repetitive, or only indirectly related to innovation. As a result, certain items were removed or reworded to streamline 

the questionnaire and enhance its clarity and practicality. 

The revised CIS instrument, adapted from the DBIS [36] version and excluding definitional content, required participants to 

evaluate 12 key innovation-related statements. Responses were provided using a 10-point Likert scale, where a score of 1 

indicated a very weak presence of the innovation attribute and a score of 10 indicated a very strong presence. The complete 

modified questionnaire is presented in Appendix A. 

The third stage of ICEF focuses on analyzing the relationship between organizational culture and innovation by examining 

the extent to which each cultural dimension contributes to different types of innovation. This relationship is explored through 

multiple regression analysis. The fourth stage involves benchmarking the organization’s current innovation levels against the 

target levels defined by senior management. In the final stage, the framework proposes strategic adjustments to existing 

cultural characteristics to facilitate the achievement of the desired innovation outcomes. 

Methodology 

The research methodology adopted in this study can be summarized in three main phases: 

1.  Development of a conceptual framework comprising the following sequential steps to enhance targeted innovation 

outcomes within organizations: 

2.  Identification of existing organizational culture types using the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI). 

3.  Assessment of current innovation types using the Community Innovation Survey (CIS). 

4.  Examination of the relationships between culture types and innovation types through multiple regression analysis and 

correlation analysis. 

5.  Comparison of current innovation levels with desired levels as defined by organizational leadership. 

6.  Formulation of recommendations to modify specific cultural dimensions in order to achieve the targeted innovation profile. 

7.  Implementation and empirical validation of the proposed framework across three organizations. 

8.  Expert-based validation, involving the collection and analysis of feedback from industry specialists to assess the 

framework’s relevance, coherence, and applicability. 

The overall structure of the proposed framework is depicted in Figure 1 and is discussed in greater detail in the subsequent 

validation section. 
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Figure 1. Illustrates the structure of the developed Innovative Culture Enhancement Framework (ICEF) 

 

It is important to recognize that organizational culture is not static but evolves over time. Consequently, to ensure that the 

targeted innovation type is achieved and sustained at the desired level following the implementation of ICEF-driven 

interventions, organizations may repeat the framework’s assessment and adjustment cycle after a defined period, typically 

every two to three years 

ICEF Implementation and Validation 

To evaluate the practicality and validity of the proposed framework, ICEF was applied in three medium-sized organizations 

located in Abu Dhabi, the capital of the United Arab Emirates. These organizations operated in distinct sectors: information 

technology, construction and design, and media. The framework was implemented consistently across all three organizations 

following a structured five-stage process. 

First, employees were contacted and invited to participate in the study, with recruitment conducted on a departmental basis. 

Second, during the implementation stage, consenting participants were provided with online access to the Organizational 

Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) followed by the Community Innovation Survey (CIS). To reduce potential response 

bias, the two surveys were administered on separate occasions, with a minimum interval of two weeks between them. Third, 

a statistical analysis phase was conducted using linear regression techniques, where organizational culture types served as 

independent variables and innovation types were treated as dependent variables. This analysis identified the extent to which 

each cultural dimension contributed to specific innovation outcomes. Fourth, the comparison phase involved company 

management reviewing the current level of the targeted innovation type and determining whether enhancement was required. 

Finally, during the adjustment phase, organizations implemented targeted strategies to modify their cultural characteristics in 

ways that would support the achievement of the desired innovation outcomes. 

To minimize redundancy, a detailed account of the framework’s implementation is presented only for the first organization, 

while a summary of outcomes is provided for the second and third organizations. The first organization, an information 

technology firm employing 781 staff members, comprised several core departments: sales and marketing, finance, services, 

delivery, human resources, and a miscellaneous group that included drivers, maintenance personnel, security staff, and 

procurement employees. 

For the purposes of this study, employees from the human resources and miscellaneous departments were excluded, as their 

roles were not directly associated with the organization’s core business activities. Consequently, 489 employees from the 

remaining four departments—those directly involved in core operations—were invited to participate. Of these, 372 employees 

completed the surveys, yielding a response rate of 76.1%. The distribution of respondents across the four departments is 

presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Summarizes the allocation of participating employees among the four departments in the first organization 

Department No. of employees No. of responses Percentage 

Sales and marketing 7 7 100 

Finance 41 41 100 

Services 108 96 88.9 

Delivery 333 228 68.5 

Total 489 372 76.07 
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The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) consists of six core dimensions encompassing a total of 24 items. 

Within each dimension, respondents are required to allocate percentage scores across four organizational culture types—clan 

culture (CC), adhocracy culture (AC), market culture (MC), and hierarchy culture (HC)—such that the combined total equals 

100%. The overall score for each culture type is then computed by averaging the percentage allocations across the six 

dimensions. 

This procedure is subsequently repeated to capture employees’ perceptions of the preferred future cultural profile of their 

organization. As a result, both current and desired cultural configurations are obtained. The outcomes reflecting the existing 

and preferred levels of the four culture types are presented in Table 2. 

The findings reported in Table 2 indicate that the organization’s prevailing culture is characterized by a mix of 26% clan 

culture, 20% adhocracy culture, 25% market culture, and 29% hierarchy culture. In contrast, respondents expressed a 

preference for a future cultural composition consisting of 28% clan culture, 21% adhocracy culture, 24% market culture, and 

27% hierarchy culture. 

Table 2. OCAI questionnaire results in the first company 

Dimension Existing % Preferred % 

CC 26 28 

AC 20 21 

MC 25 24 

HC 29 27 

Total 100 100 

 

The results of the Community Innovation Survey (CIS), which was administered more than two weeks after the completion 

of the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI), revealed that employees attributed the highest relative 

importance to organizational innovation, accounting for 26.98% of the total innovation profile. This was followed by 

marketing innovation at 25.60%, product innovation at 25.55%, and process innovation at 21.95%. 

Subsequently, multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationships between organizational culture 

types and innovation outcomes. In this analysis, the four culture types served as independent variables, denoted by j=1,2,3,4, 

while the four innovation types were treated as dependent variables, denoted by i=1,2,3,4 The relationship between these 

variables was modeled using the following regression equation: 

yi = 𝛽0 + ∑𝛽𝑗𝑥𝑗 + 𝜖 (1) 

where β0 represents the intercept, βj represents the coefficient of xj and 𝜖 represents regression error. 

The hypotheses for each innovation type relationship with culture types are as follows: 

Ho: β1 = β2 = β3 = β4 = 0 meaning that there no relation between culture types and innovation type. 

H1: at least one βj ≠ 0, meaning that at least one of the culture types is useful in predicting or explaining this innovation type. 

The regression analyses conducted for all four innovation categories produced statistically significant results (p < 0.05), 

leading to the rejection of the null hypothesis (H₀) in each case. These findings indicate that at least one organizational culture 

type significantly contributes to explaining variation in each innovation type. Separate regression models were estimated for 

product, process, organizational, and marketing innovation, yielding the following equations along with their corresponding 

adjusted R² values: 

• Product innovation 

• = 6.108 + 0.280CC + 1.627AC − 2.816MC + 1.085HC 

• (adjusted R² = 0.717) 

• Process innovation 

• = 7.554 − 0.078CC + 1.212AC − 2.496MC + 0.988HC 

• (adjusted R² = 0.827) 

• Organizational innovation 

• = −2.890 + 0.496CC + 2.190AC − 0.698MC + 1.458HC 

• (adjusted R² = 0.695) 

• Marketing innovation 

• = −0.156 + 0.552CC + 2.083AC − 0.879MC + 0.776HC 

• (adjusted R² = 0.532) 

Each of these regression equations includes four unknown variables corresponding to the four organizational culture types: 

clan culture (CC), adhocracy culture (AC), market culture (MC), and hierarchy culture (HC). By assigning specific values to 

the dependent variables—that is, the innovation types—based on managerial priorities, it becomes possible to derive a cultural 

configuration that best supports a targeted innovation outcome. 

To determine these priorities, a follow-up meeting was held with the three most senior managers of the organization, during 

which they were informed of the framework’s progress and asked to define the relative importance of each innovation type. 
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The management team agreed that enhancing product innovation was the organization’s primary strategic objective and 

decided that it should receive twice the emphasis of the remaining innovation types. Accordingly, product innovation was 

assigned a weight of 40%, while process, organizational, and marketing innovation were each assigned weights of 20%. It is 

important to note that other organizations may assign different weightings depending on their strategic goals and innovation 

priorities. 

Solving the resulting system of four equations with four unknowns yielded the following values for the culture types: CC = 

−8, AC = 2.24, MC = −3.40, and HC = −4.11. The absolute values of these coefficients were then converted into percentage 

form to represent the desired cultural composition required to support the prioritized innovation profile, as presented below. 

𝐶𝐶 =
8

8 + 2.24 + 3.40 + 4.11
𝑥100 = 45% (2) 

𝐴𝐶 =
2.40

8 + 2.24 + 3.40 + 4.11
𝑥100 = 13% (3) 

𝑀𝐶 =
3.40

8 + 2.24 + 3.40 + 4.11
𝑥100 = 19% (4) 

𝐻𝐶 =
4.11

8 + 2.24 + 3.40 + 4.11
𝑥100 = 23% (5) 

 

The current and target levels of the four organizational culture types are presented in Table 3. Based on these results, it is 

recommended that company management implement strategic interventions aimed at achieving the proposed cultural 

configuration—namely, 45% clan culture (CC), 13% adhocracy culture (AC), 19% market culture (MC), and 23% hierarchy 

culture (HC)—in order to establish an organizational environment conducive to strengthening product innovation. In practical 

terms, the ICEF outcomes suggest that the organization should substantially reinforce its clan-oriented culture, increasing it 

from the existing level of 26% to 45%, while simultaneously reducing the prevalence of the remaining three culture types to 

the specified target levels to support the desired innovation outcome. 

When these findings and recommendations were communicated to senior management, the same three executives involved 

earlier confirmed their agreement with the framework’s conclusions. Following this, they reported the formation of a dedicated 

internal committee tasked with developing and implementing a company-wide strategy designed to strengthen clan culture 

while moderating the influence of adhocracy, market, and hierarchy cultures, with the ultimate objective of enhancing product 

innovation performance. 

An additional observation arising from the implementation phase relates to the consistency between the framework’s 

recommendations and employees’ cultural preferences as measured by OCAI. As shown in Table 2, employees indicated a 

preference for a modest increase in clan culture and a corresponding slight decrease in the other cultural dimensions. Although 

the magnitude of change desired by employees differed from that prescribed by ICEF, the direction of change was fully 

aligned. This convergence provides indirect support for the validity and practical relevance of the framework’s outcomes 

within the organization. 

The application of ICEF in the remaining two organizations produced similarly meaningful results, with adjusted R² values 

ranging between 0.5 and 0.8 across all innovation models. Management teams in both organizations also expressed their 

intention to act upon the framework’s recommendations in order to enhance their respective targeted innovation outcomes. 

Validation of ICEF Through Expert Opinion 

In studies of this nature, it is critical to complement empirical implementation with both face and content validation to ensure 

that the proposed framework is comprehensive, meaningful, and internally consistent. Content validity refers to the extent to 

which the elements of an instrument adequately represent the construct being measured [40], while face validity concerns 

whether an instrument appears, on the surface, to measure what it is intended to measure [41]. To assess these forms of 

validity, Netemeyer et al. [42] recommend consulting subject-matter experts to evaluate the representativeness and adequacy 

of survey instruments, including conceptual definitions, item wording, response formats, scale anchors, and instructions. 

Previous studies developing comparable frameworks have relied on expert panels ranging in size from as few as one to more 

than nine individuals, depending on expert availability and domain specificity (e.g., Cheaitou et al. [43]; Li et al. [44]). In the 

present study, feedback was solicited from seven experts. These individuals were senior managers and engineers actively 

engaged in strategic decision-making across a range of manufacturing and service industries. Detailed demographic and 

professional information about the experts is provided in Table 4. 

Each expert participated in an individual face-to-face interview during which they were asked to evaluate the conceptual 

structure underpinning both the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) and the Community Innovation 

Survey (CIS). For OCAI, the experts reviewed the five core dimensions defined by Cameron and Quinn [45], namely: the 

relationship between employees and the workplace environment, leadership style, mechanisms that foster organizational 
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cohesion, organizational strategy, and criteria for success. For CIS, the experts assessed the extent to which the questionnaire 

effectively captures the four innovation types and accurately reflects their respective levels within organizations. 

The experts were specifically asked to assess the adequacy and representativeness of the questionnaire items, response 

formats, and scaling approaches associated with each dimension. Their evaluations were recorded using a 10-point Likert 

scale, which was deemed appropriate for capturing expert judgments, attitudes, and beliefs with sufficient sensitivity [39]. 

Framework reliability was assessed as part of the validation process using two established measures: Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient [46] and item-to-total correlations. According to guidelines proposed by Nunnally and Bernstein [47] and DeVellis 

[39], a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.70 or higher indicates acceptable internal consistency. Given the lack of a universally 

accepted threshold for item-to-total correlations, correlations exceeding 0.60 were considered indicative of strong associations 

in this study. 

The evaluations provided by the seven experts regarding the adequacy of the two questionnaires are summarized in Table 5. 

As shown, the majority of item-to-total correlations were strong, and the overall Cronbach’s alpha value was calculated as 

0.928. These results provide strong evidence of the framework’s reliability and confirm that ICEF effectively measures the 

constructs it was designed to assess. 

Table 3. Existing and desired levels of each culture type 

Culture type Existing level (from OCAI) 
Desired level 

(from multiple linear regression analysis) 
Dif. 

CC 26% 45% +19 

AC 20% 13% −7 

MC 25% 19% −6 

HC 29% 23% −6 

 

Table 4. Background information of the seven experts 

No. Position Qualification Experience 

1 CEO BSc in Computer Science, MBA 10 

2 Sales and marketing director BSc in Marketing 12 

3 Data center manager BSc and MSc in Computer Science 10 

4 Service manager BSc in Computer Engineering, MSc in Engineering Management 8 

5 Senior networking engineer BSc in Internet Technology 15 

6 Head of project management office BSc in Computer Engineering, PMI certified 10 

7 Head of R&D department PhD in Computer Science 14 

 

Table 5. Mean, standard deviation and item-to-total correlation of items 

Questions Item Mean SD 
Item-to-total 

correlations 

Does OCAI describe employee’s relation with the 

workplace? Demonstrates relation between 

employees and workplace 

environment 

4.8571 1.34519 0.899 Does OCAI describe the employee’s emotions during 

the work? 

Does OCAI consider workplace rules? 

Does OCAI describe leadership style within the 

organization? 
Demonstrates relation between 

employees and organization 

leadership 

5.0000 0.81650 0.626 
Does OCAI consider the relation between employees 

and their leaders? 

Does OCAI consider the appropriateness of 

management styles applied in the organization? Finds out the reason that keeps 

organization employees together 
5.5714 1.27242 0.921 

Does OCAI describe most important management 

styles applied in the organization? 

Does OCAI consider the organization strategy and 

objectives of the business? 

Examines organization strategy in 

general 
4.5714 0.97590 0.869 

Does OCAI consider the criteria needed by the 

management to succeed? 

Examines success keys of the 

organization 
5.7143 1.11270 0.850 

Does CIS cover the most important points of product 

innovation? Demonstrates product innovation in 

the organization 
4.2857 0.75593 0.671 

Does CIS demonstrate the services offered by your 

organization? 

Does CIS consider the most important processes 

within the organization and how to develop them? 

Demonstrates process innovation in 

the organization 
4.4286 1.39728 0.949 
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Does CIS describe the most important methods and 

practices that will improve performance of the 

organization? 

Demonstrates organizational 

innovation in the organization 
5.4286 0.97590 0.271 

Does CIS consider marketing strategies and 

concepts? 

Demonstrates marketing innovation 

in the organization 
5.0000 0.81650 0.626 

Discussion 

Organizational culture plays a critical role in shaping creativity and innovation within firms. A number of previous studies 

have examined the relationship between culture and innovation. For instance, Naranjo-Valencia et al. [48] analyzed 

organizational culture types in Spanish firms and explored their association with overall innovation performance. Similarly, 

Hogan and Coote [6] investigated this relationship using an alternative cultural framework. While these studies contributed 

valuable empirical insights, their findings largely characterized the culture–innovation relationship in broad positive or 

negative terms, without offering concrete, actionable guidance on how organizations might deliberately modify their cultural 

profiles to achieve specific innovation objectives. Moreover, these studies typically focused on a single dominant culture type, 

thereby overlooking the coexistence of multiple cultural dimensions within organizations, which often operate simultaneously 

at varying levels. 

Conversely, another stream of research has focused on the influence of different innovation types on organizational 

performance (e.g., Hassan [49]; Karabulut [50]). However, such studies generally did not incorporate organizational culture 

as a mediating or enabling factor, resulting in an incomplete understanding of the mechanisms through which innovation 

outcomes are shaped. 

The Innovative Culture Enhancement Framework (ICEF) addresses these limitations by explicitly accounting for the existing 

distribution of multiple culture types within an organization and by identifying the cultural configuration required to 

strengthen a targeted form of innovation. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, ICEF represents the first empirically grounded 

framework in the literature that provides a systematic mechanism for enhancing specific innovation types through deliberate 

and data-driven adjustments to organizational culture. Furthermore, the framework’s application across three organizations, 

combined with validation through expert evaluation, yielded positive evidence regarding its feasibility, reliability, and 

practical relevance. 

Conclusions 

The primary objective of this study was to develop a structured framework—the Innovative Culture Enhancement Framework 

(ICEF)—to assist organizations in strategically adjusting their cultural profiles in order to enhance specific types of 

innovation. The framework begins by assessing existing organizational culture using the Organizational Culture Assessment 

Instrument (OCAI), followed by the evaluation of innovation types and their relative prevalence through a modified version 

of the Community Innovation Survey (CIS). ICEF then quantifies the extent to which each culture type contributes to each 

innovation type, enabling organizations to identify the cultural adjustments necessary to support their innovation priorities. 

The framework was empirically tested in three medium-sized organizations to assess its practicality and effectiveness. In all 

cases, the implementation produced positive outcomes, supporting the conclusion that ICEF is both workable and adaptable 

across different organizational contexts. Additional validation was achieved through expert assessment of the framework’s 

concepts and measurement instruments. Statistical analysis of expert feedback revealed strong item-to-total correlations across 

all evaluated dimensions and a high Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.928, indicating excellent internal consistency and 

reliability. These results confirm that ICEF effectively fulfills its intended purpose. 

Collectively, the findings suggest that systematically modifying organizational culture in line with the ICEF methodology can 

serve as a powerful mechanism for enhancing targeted innovation outcomes. Although cultural transformation is inherently 

gradual and may require sustained effort over several months or even years, fostering innovation remains a critical requirement 

for long-term organizational survival and competitiveness. 

Nevertheless, the proposed framework and its current validation should be interpreted with caution. As ICEF represents an 

initial contribution in this research domain, further refinement and validation are warranted. Future studies may extend the 

framework by incorporating additional organizational factors or refining its analytical components. Moreover, longitudinal 

validation—entailing repeated cycles of implementation, adjustment, and reassessment over extended periods (e.g., three 

years)—is necessary to fully evaluate the framework’s long-term effectiveness. While such analysis was beyond the scope of 

the present study, it represents a promising direction for future research. 
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