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Abstract—At the turn of the twenty-first century, discourse 

on outsourcing has been shifted from production capabilities to 

innovation capabilities. Known as one of the outsourcing 

powerhouses of the world, India has so far come across a 

unique transition from production to innovation. However, the 

transformation was yet complete. This study aimed to explore 

barriers to innovation among Indian post-outsourcing firms in 

information technology industry. Through interpretivst lens, 

qualitative research technique was adopted, and cultural 

dimension and organizational culture theirs were employed to 

explore the transitional stage. The findings showed that 

national culture, business environment, endangered social 

capital, intolerance of failure and risk aversion, and hierarchy 

and social order were altogether were the blockades. 

Nevertheless, this problem was transitory since new generation 

with more open work values have entered the industry. 

 
Index Terms—Innovation, information technology, India, 

outsourcing, organizational culture. 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

NDIA, a very top outsourcing destination country, has 

greatly benefited from technological technology and 

knowledge spillovers which could ultimately ignite 

innovation as India has globally attracted a large array of 

companies in various industries, especially those IT-enabled. 

An influx of multinational companies has not only 

contributed to India’s economic growth, but also the 

spillovers. However, while such spillovers could be 

absorbed, innovation is more of sustainability of creation 

than merely absorption. 

Originated in the 1950s, outsourcing began to receive 

intense attentions from corporate world three decades ago. 

Outsourcing has been recognized as one of the most 

disruptive industrial paradigm shift of the century since it 

transformed global business practices [1] as it reduced cost, 

improved production efficiency, and therefore increased the 

business baseline [2]. Outsourcing referred to a transfer of 

manufacturing or business processes to external parties 

though sub-contractual agreement [3-5] which has been 

widely adopted by a variety of industries [6-8].  

India, along with China, has become an outsourcing 

heaven since Indian government relaxed control on certain 
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economic sectors through deregulation and privatization in 

the early 1980s. As a result, Indian has attracted countless of 

large multinational corporations from all over the world such 

as GE, HP 3M, Boeing, etc., especially the companies in 

high tech industries. Consequently, the capital and 

technology spillovers have contributed to the economic and 

technological growths [5, 9-15]. Many empirical studies 

have shown that the spillovers raised national welfare by 

increasing the volume and efficiency of investment through 

improved competitiveness, technological diffusion, 

accelerated spillover effects and the accumulation of human 

capital [13, 16-24]. So far, Indian information technology 

companies have grown out from being outsourcing firms and 

become innovative such as Infosys, Tata, Wipro, CSC, etc. 

At the turn of the twenty-first century, the discourse on 

outsourcing firms has however shifted to innovation 

capabilities, for it was the source of competitive advantage. 

Since the 1980’s, the markets have been unified and become 

increasingly competitive; therefore, companies were 

inevitably focused on their business strategies and 

innovation in order to survive and compete [25]. Besides, 

the pressure from increasing costs, pressing delivery time, 

and complex technology has added new dimensions of 

necessity for firms to innovate [26]. 

Although technology spillovers have helped India to enjoy 

knowledge transfer and absorption, fostering creativity and 

innovation is another story. This study was to identifier 

cultural characteristics that contributed or barricaded 

innovation in Indian post-outsourcing firms in IT sector. 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Organizational Culture 

Culture was nebulously defined by many social scientists. 

Culture can be illustrated as an invisible body of an iceberg 

with components of intrinsic values [27]. However, Hofstede 

defined culture as a “collective programing of the mind 

which distinguishes the members of one group or category of 

people from another (p. 25)” [28] while Robbins and 

Langton [29] argue that culture delivers an aggregation of 

common mentality and values that were shared and compel 

individuals to pursue certain causes. In organizational world, 

culture is a unified set of belief and assumption strong that 

instilled and roots in an organization [27], hence internal 

integration and coordination [30].  

Moreover, culture can be influenced particular historical 

phenomena and in turn having an impact upon the culture 

itself. Based on Keesing’s work [31], Allaire and Firsirotu 

[32] argued that culture, in historical-diffusionist view, was 
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“consisting of temporal, interactive, super-organic and 

autonomous configurations or forms produced by historical 

circumstance (p. 197).” In other words, culture was 

historical and longitudinal in nature. Based on Malinoski’s 

work [33], Allaire and Firsirotu [32] argued that culture is 

“an instrumental apparatus by which a person is put in a 

better position to cope with the concrete specific problems 

faced in the course of need satisfaction (p. 197).” 

Perhaps, Schein’s functionalist view is the most 

recognized organizational framework to study organizational 

culture phenomenon. Schein [34, 35] identified that culture 

was a combination of artifacts, values, and assumptions. 

Artifacts are visible organizational practices, process, and 

structure whereas value represented strategic justification 

that serve underlying assumption which was in fact a set of 

belief and spirit subconsciously residing individuals [34]. In 

addition, Schein argue that actual organizational culture is 

truly reflected from the underlying assumption layer. 

The theory has been widely adopted in information system 

studies. Among those were an empkirical examination of the 

influence of organizational culture on knowledge 

management practices [36], information systems success in 

the context of different corporate cultural types [37], the 

inertial impact of culture on it implementation, the 

relationship between organizational culture and the 

deployment of systems development methodologies [38], 

organizational culture and advanced manufacturing 

technology implementation [39], the impact of 

organizational culture on time-based manufacturing and 

performance [40], just to name a few. 

 

Artifact

Espoused Values

Basic Underlying 

Assumption

§ Visible organizational structures 

and process

§ Strategies, goals, philosophies 

(espoused justification)

§ Unconscious, taken-for-granted 

beliefs, perception, thoughts, 

and feelings (ultimate source of 

values and actions)

 
Fig. 1.  Schein’s three layers of organizational culture. 

B. Creativity and Innovation 

A large body of contemporary innovation studies has 

concentrated on capacity of the firm to better apprehend the 

development of innovation in the firm [41-48]. Many studies 

have confirmed the interplays between innovation and 

organizational performance in technology improvement [49-

53], process development [54, 55], productivity [50, 51, 53, 

56-60], economic growth [51, 54, 56, 59, 61, 62], and 

knowledge management [49, 55]. In addition, nurturing of 

organizational innovation is quite elusive [63-67] because of 

its complex and multi-dimensional nature [68-73].  

Often cited interchangeably, innovation and creativity 

have overlapped and shared common characteristics [74]. 

Creativity takes place when a unprecedented method of 

working is invented [75] or a new valuable idea is generated 

[76] whereas innovation is a collection of processes of 

transforming a creativity into implemented commercializable 

product or service [77]. In other words, creativity is a 

dispensable subset of innovation [78, 79].  

James et al. [80] argued that individual’s intrinsic 

motivation was adequate to ignite innovation, but it also 

needed leadership and managerial apparatus to drive the 

innovation. McLean [76] accentuated the importance of 

courageous working climate that positively contributed 

towards organizational innovation such as sufficient resource 

[81], encouragement from peers [74, 82-84], support from 

the management [74, 75, 77, 84-86], relaxing of control [74, 

75, 81, 84, 85, 87], and independency [75].  

C. Organizational Culture and Innovation 

Culture was one of the influencing factors that contribute 

to organizational innovation since it was capable of 

“molding” employee’s attitude and behavior into motivation 

to innovate [29, 86, 88-96]. The key success of 

organizational innovation heavily depended on 

organizational culture [96]. According to Martins and 

Terblanche [97], innovation and creativity were made 

possible by certain organizational cultural factors in two 

facets: bottom-up organizational socialization process [98] 

and institutionalization of underlying shared mental model 

[99].  

Hurley & Hult [100] found the connection between 

cultural characteristics and innovation behaviors in a variety 

of business processes such as marketing, collaboration, 

communication, conflict management, and decision making. 

Furnham & Gunter [30] argued that organizational culture 

unifies and migrated the mentalities of employees to the 

common, shared goal and direction.  

III. METHODOLOGY 

A. Theoretical Perspective 

This research employed an interpretivist view of inquiry 

to study the phenomenon. The assumption of interpretivist 

epistemological perspective was that human knowledge was 

obtained through a combination of cultural artifacts, and it 

was used for create social theorization [101]. 

According to Glynn [79], the transitional stage from 

individual intelligence to organizational innovation was 

situated upon certain individual and organizational  contexts: 

motivation, personality, expectation, task’s novelty and 

challenge, innovation orientation, structure, technology, 

learning, and problem novelty & challenge. The transition 

was captured to draw the basic underlying assumption about 

innovation mindset along indigenous cultural framework  

[102, 103]. In this regard, the basic underlying assumption 

was in fact the source of organizational culture [34, 35, 104], 

and therefore there were links between organizational 

culture on organizational attitudes and change [88, 105-

107], hence innovation attitude. Toward the data analysis 

and the conclusion, the barriers to innovation were explored 

and discussed. 

B. Data Collection 

Sixteen senior executives in post-outsourcing high tech 

companies in India were interviewed with semi-structured 

questions. Qualitative interview enabled investigators to 
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access to the phenomenon studied with the subjects through 

their perspective and experience [108]. The semi structured 

interview questions were flexible enough to allow new 

themes and information discovery to emerge. 

The interviews were conducted at the participant sites, 

and electronic communication, e-mail, was used to follow up 

with certain questions needed more clarification. All of the 

subjects had been working for outsource companies and/or 

multinational companies in a variety of industries such as 

information technology, aerospace, pharmaceutical, 

consulting, etc. Moreover, the subjects had witnessed socio-

economic changes in nature of outsourced and multinational 

companies had evolved and grown out to be, if not so, 

innovation over the last decade.  

C. Data Analysis 

Data analysis was guided by Schein’s organizational 

culture theory [34] and Glynn’s conceptual framework [79]. 

Data were analyzed using theoretical technique and open-

coding technique to analyze and discover the findings. In so 

doing, collecting, noticing, and analyzing were recursively 

exercise, and these activities are at the heart of qualitative 

data analysis [109]. Moreover, content analysis was 

employed to facilitate the coding and the summarizing the 

data. In addition, content analysis practice and procedure in 

detail are found in [110-114]. 

IV. BARRIERS TO INNOVATION 

A. National Culture  

Hofstede [103] argued that culture was “the collective 

programming of mind which distinguishes the members of 

one group or category of people from another (p. 260),” and 

compartmentalized culture into four dimensions which were 

power distance (PD), individualism (IDV), uncertainty 

avoidance (UA), and masculinity (MAS). Hofstede 

explained each dimension as follows: 

 
IDV:  “The degree of interdependence a society maintains 

among its members” 

PD:  “The extent to which the less powerful members of 

institutions and organizations within a country expect and 

accept that power is distributed unequally” 

MAS:  “What motivates people, wanting to be the best 

(masculine) or liking what you do (feminine)” 

UA:  “The extent to which the members of a culture feel 

threatened by ambiguous or unknown situations and have 

created beliefs and institutions that try to avoid these” 

 

In comparison with United States, India scored 77 on PD, 

56 on MAS, 48 on IDV, and 40 on UA, according to 

Hofstede’s Country Comparison [102]. Compared with the 

United States, First, India was highly structure, hierarchical, 

and preserving of social order. Members of the society 

strictly assumed roles and responsibilities assigned. Second, 

Indians wanted to be the best at what they did, so they would 

put time and effort as much as they could in order to thrive 

personally and professionally. Third, India relatively was a 

collectivist society that valued group cohesion and caring 

over individual success and competitiveness. Forth, Indians 

circumvented dealing with unprecedented problems or new 

ideas. 

B. Business Environment 

Business environment in the context of this study referred 

to the way that outsourced firms in India operated. India had 

been an outsourcing destination for almost decades, and the 

majority of Indian IT vendor arranged their operations and 

business in a way that they could best serve their client’s 

orders. Vendor employee’s job descriptions and 

responsibilities were strictly designed to only fulfill the 

specifications.  

 

“Business environment in the way that business 

is conducted. I face a command and control 

environment from the leadership perspective.” 

Tony, an IT vendor executive 

 

As a result, there was no room for an individual creativity 

to emerge. 

 

“Indian firms tend to emphasize documentation 

and processes to reduce ambiguity; other 

locations on the other hand tend to have a free 

flow environment without as much process.” 

Tony, an IT vendor executive 

 

India vendors had been treated as outsourced facilities 

established to serve client’s specific needs. Thus, some of 

indigenous vendors were having problem realizing their 

long-term goal and mission. This tricked them into failing to 

actualize their full potential organic growth. Unfortunately, 

the employees immersed themselves wholly in this context. 

 

“There is a mindset challenge. The perception of 

the Indian team members that he or she is raw 

and unsophisticated.” 

Nathan, an IT vendor executive 

 

C. Endangered Social Capital 

As for Indian workforce, working in an outsourced vendor 

was considered insured. Therefore, the workforce mobility 

was high since everybody was always looking for a more 

secured job that gave him or her career development. Such 

situation prevented employees from established trust, 

relationship, collaboration, and thus knowledge sharing. 

Once they quit their job, the work (tacit) knowledge just 

walked out the door with them, hence corporate memory 

loss. 

 

“Longevity in a job is very low in India 

compared to other areas. Indian workers have a 

lack of trust in getting just the basics to survive 

is here is tough and this lack of trust tends to 

reduce the sharing that happens from Indian 

team members.” 

Kathy, an IT vendor executive 

 

“[Our] staff turnover averages 27-28%. This 

leads team members to feel that they are back 

office only and the buffers in place perpetuate 

this feeling.” 
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Jimmy, an IT vendor executive 

 

D. Intolerance of Failure and Risk Aversion 

In the western world, most of scientific discoveries, 

inventions, and research were made possible by learning 

from countless failures. However, Indian society had 

different opinion. Failure was the label, and most of the 

Indian would rather shy away from it than learn from it. 

Moreover, certain new areas could not be taught through 

training, but only through trial and error.  

 

"Here, failure isn't seen as the first step toward 

success. [We] don't have the subject matter skills 

needed to provide mentoring to wannabe 

entrepreneurs.” 

Laura, an IT executive 

 

Therefore, a common innovation model could not apply to 

certain Indian firms as it was considered as a risk that might 

cause production and capital loss. 

 

“Unfortunately, innovations such as this are 

often difficult due to the ecosystem where 

managers of enterprises and owners of money 

are two different groups - the stock market and 

its emphasis on quarterly results constrains truly 

unique offerings, and makes risk taking less 

attractive.” 

Wisa, an IT executive 

E. Hierarchy and Social Order 

It was important for generating new ideas and 

brainstorming to get everybody’s voice heard. 

Unfortunately, it did not work that way in particular culture 

where social hierarchy was placed in between people 

different social status. As India has modernized, social class 

system however was still “out there” and carried on to work 

settings. This could be perceived as a treat to open 

communication, collaboration, and thus innovation. 

 

“[The] junior workers are not comfortable 

speaking against the boss or of voicing their own 

opinions, in general. [I] see that some in the IT 

industry are breaking this habit as the industry 

matures.” 

Chandra, an IT executive 

 

Apart from social class system, British Imperialist 

mentality residual was still present in the older generation 

workforce. However, the younger generations seemed not to 

subscribe. 

 

The traditional influence of the British "Bapu 

(Babu) culture" which governed the approach 

Indians took to westerners. Roughly translated to 

"sir." the Bapu culture created a sense of 

obedience and has been the bane of previous 

generations. [I] believe that the current younger 

generations are less influenced by this, but [I] 

see the strains that this approach leaves in the 

workforce.” 

Sandeep, an IT executive 

 

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Barriers to innovation among IT outsourcing firms in 

India lied in basic organizational and individual assumption 

that constituted organizational culture in the firms. It was 

found that national culture, business environment, 

endangered social capital, intolerance of failure and risk 

aversion, and hierarchy and social order were altogether a 

major impediment to individual creativity and organizational 

innovation. The national culture permeated the Indian firms 

and thus the workforce; the high power distance was linked 

to the fact that hierarchy and social order was absorbed and 

carried out in workplace. In this regards, sharing ideas in a 

bottom-up approach was a discomfort and therefore 

discouraging. Any new idea proposed could turn out a 

disaster if the idea was unsuccessful, for Indian society had 

little tolerance for failure while failure was acceptable as 

part of innovation journey through trial and error the western 

world. Innovate could not take place in risk-averse 

atmosphere. 

Moreover, the nature of outsourcing business environment 

fosters “made-to-order” mentality that the firm and its 

workforce had cherished for decades. Therefore, creativity 

seemed not belonging in such environment while the 

workforce felt that their routinized jobs could not make their 

career development. Many employees decided to pursue a 

better career opportunity. They left the company with tacit 

knowledge and went back to the job market. It was a 

corporate memory loss for the firm, the memory that was 

necessary for R&D and innovation.  

However, good news was India’s socio-economic 

paradigm has gradually shifted as news generations with 

new, open work values joined the industry. Tata group, for 

example, was the proof that innovation culture already took 

place in India, so soon many to come.  

REFERENCES 

[1] P. F. Drucker, Peter Drucker on the profession of management: 

Harvard Business Press, 1998. 

[2] J. B. Quinn, J. J. Baruch, and K. A. Zien, Innovation explosion: 

using intellect and software to revolutionize growth strategies: 

Simon & Schuster, 1997. 

[3] L. Ellram and C. Billington, "Purchasing leverage considerations in 

the outsourcing decision," European Journal of Purchasing & 

Supply Management, vol. 7, pp. 15-27, 2001. 

[4] J. Hagel and J. S. Brown, The only sustainable edge: Why business 

strategy depends on productive friction and dynamic specialization: 

Harvard Business Press, 2005. 

[5] M. C. Lacity and R. Hirschheim, "The information systems 

outsourcing bandwagon," Sloan Management Review, vol. 34, 2012. 

[6] J. B. Quinn, "Outsourcing innovation: the new engine of growth," 

Sloan Management Review, 2000. 

[7] S. J. Carson, "When to give up control of outsourced new product 

development," Journal of Marketing, vol. 71, pp. 49-66, 2007. 

[8] E. Dahan and J. R. Hauser, "Managing a dispersed product 

development process," Handbook of Marketing, B. Weitz und R. 

Wensley, Eds. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc, 2002. 

[9] M. Blomström and H. Persson, "Foreign investment and spillover 

efficiency in an underdeveloped economy: evidence from the 

Mexican manufacturing industry," World development, vol. 11, pp. 

493-501, 1983. 

Proceedings of the World Congress on Engineering and Computer Science 2014 Vol II 
WCECS 2014, 22-24 October, 2014, San Francisco, USA

ISBN: 978-988-19253-7-4 
ISSN: 2078-0958 (Print); ISSN: 2078-0966 (Online)

WCECS 2014



 

[10] A. Kokko, "Technology, market characteristics, and spillovers," 

Journal of development economics, vol. 43, pp. 279-293, 1994. 

[11] A. Kokko, "Productivity spillovers from competition between local 

firms and foreign affiliates," Journal of International Development, 

vol. 8, pp. 517-530, 1996. 

[12] A. Kokko, R. Tansini, and M. C. Zejan, "Local technological 

capability and productivity spillovers from FDI in the Uruguayan 

manufacturing sector," The Journal of Development Studies, vol. 32, 

pp. 602-611, 1996. 

[13] E. Borensztein, J. De Gregorio, and J.-W. Lee, "How does foreign 

direct investment affect economic growth?," Journal of 

international Economics, vol. 45, pp. 115-135, 1998. 

[14] F. Sjöholm, "Exports, imports and productivity: results from 

Indonesian establishment data," World development, vol. 27, pp. 

705-715, 1999. 

[15] F. Sjöholm, "Productivity growth in Indonesia: the role of regional 

characteristics and direct foreign investment," Economic 

Development and Cultural Change, vol. 47, pp. 559-584, 1999. 

[16] A. Chakrabarti, "The determinants of foreign direct investments: 

Sensitivity analyses of cross‐country regressions," Kyklos, vol. 54, 

pp. 89-114, 2001. 

[17] E. Asiedu, "On the determinants of foreign direct investment to 

developing countries: is Africa different?," World development, vol. 

30, pp. 107-119, 2002. 

[18] J. B. Durham, "Absorptive capacity and the effects of foreign direct 

investment and equity foreign portfolio investment on economic 

growth," European economic review, vol. 48, pp. 285-306, 2004. 

[19] S. Lall and P. Streeten, Foreign investment, transnationals, and 

developing countries: Macmillan London, 1977. 

[20] R. O. Jenkins, Transnational corporations and industrial 

transformation in Latin America: Macmillan London, 1984. 

[21] R. Rasiah, "Foreign capital and industrialization in Malaysia," Rajah 

Rasiah (1995) Foreign Capital and Industrialization in Malaysia, 

Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1995. 

[22] E. B. Kapstein, Virtuous Circles?: Human Capital Formation, 

Economic Development and the Multinational Enterprise: OECD, 

2002. 

[23] M. Blomström and A. Kokko, Human capital and inward FDI vol. 

3762: Centre for Economic Policy Research, 2003. 

[24] L. R. De Mello and K. Fukasaku, "Trade and foreign direct 

investment in Latin America and Southeast Asia: temporal causality 

analysis," Journal of International Development, vol. 12, pp. 903-

924, 2000. 

[25] D. Kuratko and R. Hodgetts, Entrepreneurship: a contemporary 

approach. Fort Worth, TX: Dryden Press, 1998. 

[26] T. Ritter and H. G. Gemunden, "The impact of a company's business 

strategy on its technological competence, network competence and 

innovation success," Journal of Business Research, vol. 57, pp. 548-

556, 2004. 

[27] J. Martin, Organizational culture: Mapping the terrain. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage, 2002. 

[28] G. H. Hofstede, Culture's consequences: International differences in 

work-related values. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, 1984. 

[29] S. P. Robbins and N. Langton, Organizational behavior: Concepts, 

controversies, and applications. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-

Hall, 1983. 

[30] A. Furnham and B. Gunter, Corporate assessment: Auditing a 

company's personality. New York: Routledge, 1993. 

[31] R. M. Keesing, "Theories of culture," Annual review of 

anthropology, pp. 73-97, 1974. 

[32] Y. Allaire and M. E. Firsirotu, "Theories of organizational culture," 

Organization Studies, vol. 5, pp. 193-226, 1984. 

[33] B. Malinowski, A scientific theory of culture and other essays. New 

York: Galaxy Books, 1944. 

[34] E. H. Schein, Organizational culture vol. 45: American 

Psychological Association, 1990. 

[35] E. H. Schein, Organizational Culture and Leadership, 2 ed. San 

Francisco: CA: Jossey-Bass, 1992. 

[36] M. Alavi, T. R. Kayworth, and D. E. Leidner, "An empirical 

examination of the influence of organizational culture on knowledge 

management practices," Journal of Management Information 

Systems, vol. 22, pp. 191-224, 2006. 

[37] R. V. Bradley, J. L. Pridmore, and T. A. Byrd, "Information systems 

success in the context of different corporate cultural types: an 

empirical investigation," Journal of Management Information 

Systems, vol. 23, pp. 267-294, 2006. 

[38] J. Iivari and M. Huisman, "The relationship between organizational 

culture and the deployment of systems development methodologies," 

MIS Quarterly, pp. 35-58, 2007. 

[39] C. M. McDermott and G. N. Stock, "Organizational culture and 

advanced manufacturing technology implementation," Journal of 

Operations Management, vol. 17, pp. 521-533, 1999. 

[40] A. Y. Nahm, M. A. Vonderembse, and X. A. Koufteros, "The impact 

of organizational culture on time‐based manufacturing and 

performance," Decision Sciences, vol. 35, pp. 579-607, 2004. 

[41] M. A. Hitt, R. D. Ireland, S. M. Camp, and D. L. Sexton, "Guest 

Editors' Introduction to the Special Issue Strategic Entrepreneurship: 

Entrepreneurial Strategies for Wealth Creation," Strategic 

Management Journal, vol. 22, pp. 479-491, 2001. 

[42] G. Pinchot, Intrapreneuring: why you don't have to leave the 

corporation to become an entrepreneur. New York: Harper & Row, 

1985. 

[43] Á. Cuervo, D. Ribeiro, S. Roig, H. H. Stevenson, and J. C. Jarillo, 

"A Paradigm of Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial Management," in 

Entrepreneurship, ed Berlin, Germany: Springer, 2007, pp. 155-170. 

[44] F. Damanpour, K. A. Szabat, and W. M. Evan, "The relationship 

between types of innovation and organizational performance," 

Journal of Management Studies, vol. 26, pp. 587-602, 1989. 

[45] F. Damanpour and W. M. Evan, "Organizational Innovation and 

Performance: The Problem of "Organizational Lag"," Administrative 

Science Quarterly, vol. 29, pp. 392-409, 1984. 

[46] F. Damanpour, "Organizational complexity and innovation: 

developing and testing multiple contingency models," Management 

Science, vol. 42, pp. 693-716, 1996. 

[47] T. Koc and C. Ceylan, "Factors impacting the innovative capacity in 

large-scale companies," Technovation, vol. 27, pp. 105-114, 2007. 

[48] F. T. Mavondo, J. Chimhanzi, and J. Stewart, "Learning orientation 

and market orientation: relationship with innovation, human 

resource practices and performance," European Journal of 

Marketing, vol. 39, pp. 1235-1263, 2005. 

[49] J. Darroch, "Knowledge management, innovation and firm 

performance," Journal of Knowledge Management, vol. 9, pp. 101-

115, 2005. 

[50] V. Ghosal and U. Nair-Reichert, "Investments in modernization, 

innovation and gains in productivity: Evidence from firms in the 

global paper industry," Research Policy, vol. 38, pp. 536-547, 2009. 

[51] B. Hall, F. Lotti, and J. Mairesse, "Innovation and productivity in 

SMEs: empirical evidence for Italy," Small Business Economics, vol. 

33, pp. 13-33, 2009. 

[52] E. Kirner, S. Kinkel, and A. Jaeger, "Innovation paths and the 

innovation performance of low-technology firms--An empirical 

analysis of German industry," Research Policy, vol. 38, pp. 447-

458, 2009. 

[53] S. Thornhill, "Knowledge, innovation and firm performance in high- 

and low-technology regimes," Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 

21, pp. 687-703, 2006. 

[54] P. Koellinger, "The relationship between technology, innovation, and 

firm performance--Empirical evidence from e-business in Europe," 

Research Policy, vol. 37, pp. 1317-1328, 2008. 

[55] S. Salomo, K. Talke, and N. Strecker, "Innovation Field Orientation 

and Its Effect on Innovativeness and Firm Performance," Journal of 

Product Innovation Management, vol. 25, pp. 560-576, 2008. 

[56] G. Cainelli, R. Evangelista, and M. Savona, "Innovation and 

economic performance in services: a firm-level analysis," 

Cambridge Journal of Economics, vol. 30, pp. 435-458, May 2006 

2006. 

[57] R. Griffith, E. Huergo, J. Mairesse, and B. Peters, "Innovation and 

Productivity Across Four European Countries," Oxford Review of 

Economic Policy, vol. 22, pp. 483-498, Winter 2010. 

[58] B. Hall, F. Lotti, and J. Mairesse, "Employment, innovation, and 

productivity: evidence from Italian microdata," Industrial and 

Corporate Change, vol. 17, pp. 813-839, August 1, 2008 2006. 

[59] H. Lööf and A. Heshmati, "On the relationship between innovation 

and performance: A sensitivity analysis," Economics of Innovation 

& New Technology, vol. 15, pp. 317-344, 2006. 

[60] M. Rochina-Barrachina, J. Mañez, and J. Sanchis-Llopis, "Process 

innovations and firm productivity growth," Small Business 

Economics, vol. 34, pp. 147-166, 2010. 

[61] A. Coad and R. Rao, "Innovation and firm growth in high-tech 

sectors: A quantile regression approach," Research Policy, vol. 37, 

pp. 633-648, 2008. 

[62] M. A. Mansury and J. H. Love, "Innovation, productivity and growth 

in US business services: A firm-level analysis," Technovation, vol. 

28, pp. 52-62, 2008/2// 2008. 

Proceedings of the World Congress on Engineering and Computer Science 2014 Vol II 
WCECS 2014, 22-24 October, 2014, San Francisco, USA

ISBN: 978-988-19253-7-4 
ISSN: 2078-0958 (Print); ISSN: 2078-0966 (Online)

WCECS 2014



 

[63] D. Dougherty and C. Hardy, "Sustained Product Innovation in Large, 

Mature Organizations: Overcoming Innovation-to-Organization 

Problems," The Academy of Management Journal, vol. 39, pp. 

1120-1153, 1996. 

[64] M. Jelinek and C. Schoonhoven, The innovation marathon: Lessons 

from high technology firms: Blackwell, 1990. 

[65] A. P. Usher, A history of mechanical inventions. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press, 1954. 

[66] C. Herstatt and B. Verworn, The “Fuzzy Front End” of Innovation. 

Houndmills and New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2004. 

[67] M. M. Montoya-Weiss and T. M. O'Driscoll, "From experience: 

applying performance support technology in the fuzzy front end," 

Journal of Product Innovation Management, vol. 17, pp. 143-161, 

2000. 

[68] A. H. V. d. Ven, "Central Problems in the Management of 

Innovation," Management Science, vol. 32, pp. 590-607, 1986. 

[69] M. Callon, "Society in the making: the study of technology as a tool 

for sociological analysis," in The social construction of 

technological systems: New directions in the sociology and history 

of technology, W. E. Bijker, T. P. Hughes, and T. J. Pinch, Eds., ed 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1987, pp. 83-103. 

[70] D. Dougherty, "Interpretive Barriers to Successful Product 

Innovation in Large Firms," Organization Science, vol. 3, pp. 179-

202, 1992. 

[71] A. Hargadon and R. I. Sutton, "Technology Brokering and 

Innovation in a Product Development Firm," Administrative Science 

Quarterly, vol. 42, pp. 716-749, 1997. 

[72] I. Nonaka and H. Takeuchi, The knowledge creating company. New 

York: Oxford University Press, 1995. 

[73] J. P. Davis, K. M. Eisenhardt, and C. B. Bingham, "Complexity 

theory, market dynamism, and the strategy of simple rules," 

Administrative Science Quarterly, vol. 54, pp. 413–452, 2009. 

[74] D. P. Angel, "The labor market for engineers in the US 

semiconductor industry," Economic Geography, pp. 99-112, 1989. 

[75] T. M. Amabile, "How to Kill Creativity," Harvard Business Review, 

vol. 76, pp. 76-87, 1998. 

[76] L. D. McLean, "Organizational Culture's Influence on Creativity and 

Innovation: A Review of the Literature and Implications for Human 

Resource Development," Advances in Developing Human 

Resources, vol. 7, pp. 226-246, May 1, 2005 2005. 

[77] T. M. Amabile, R. Conti, H. Coon, J. Lazenby, and M. Herron, 

"Assessing the work environment for creativity," Academy of 

Management Journal, pp. 1154-1184, 1996. 

[78] R. W. Woodman, J. E. Sawyer, and R. W. Griffin, "Toward a Theory 

of Organizational Creativity," The Academy of Management Review, 

vol. 18, pp. 293-321, 1993. 

[79] M. Glynn, "Innovative genius: A framework for relating individual 

and organizational intelligences to innovation," Academy of 

Management Review, vol. 21, pp. 1081-1111, 1996. 

[80] K. James, K. Clark, and R. Cropanzano, "Positive and negative 

creativity in groups, institutions, and organizations: A model and 

theoretical extension," Creativity Research Journal, vol. 12, pp. 

211-226, 1999. 

[81] T. M. Amabile, "A model of creativity and innovation in 

organizations," Research in organizational behavior, vol. 10, pp. 

123-167, 1988. 

[82] D. Ancona and C. L. Chong, "Entrainment: Pace, cycle, and rhythm 

in organizational behavior," Research in organizational behavior, 

vol. 18, pp. 251-284, 1996. 

[83] G. J. Feist, "The influence of personality on artistic and scientific 

creativity," in Handbook of creativity, R. J. Sternberg, Ed., ed 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1999, pp. 273–296. 

[84] R. M. Kanter, The change masters: Innovations for productivity in 

the American corporation. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1983. 

[85] G. R. Oldham and A. Cummings, "Employee Creativity: Personal 

and Contextual Factors at Work," The Academy of Management 

Journal, vol. 39, pp. 607-634, 1996. 

[86] P. Tesluk, J. Farr, and S. Klein, "Influences of organizational culture 

and climate on individual creativity," Journal of Creative Behavior, 

vol. 31, pp. 27-41, 1997. 

[87] J. R. Kimberly, "Managerial Innovation," in Handbook of 

organizational design, P. C. Nystrom and W. H. Starbuck, Eds., ed 

Oxford, England: Oxford University Press, 1981, pp. 84–104. 

[88] P. K. Ahmed, "Culture and climate for innovation," European 

Journal of Innovation Management, vol. 1, pp. 30-43, 1998. 

[89] M. M. Johnson, "Finding creativity in a technical organization," 

Research Technology Management, vol. 3a, pp. 9-11, 1996. 

[90] W. Judge, G. Fryxell, and R. Dooley, "The New Task of R&D 

Management: Creating Goal-Directed Communities for Innovation," 

California Management Review, vol. 39, 1997. 

[91] D. Pheysey, Organizational cultures: types and transformations. 

London: Routledge, 1993. 

[92] E. C. Martins, "Building organisational culture that stimulates 

creativity and innovation," European Journal of Innovation 

Management, vol. 6, p. 64, 2003. 

[93] H. Pienaar, "Die kreatiewe en innoverende universiteits 

biblioteek/The creative and innovative university library," DPhil 

thesis, University of Pretoria, Pretoria, 1994. 

[94] F. Schuster, The Schuster report: The proven connection between 

people and profits. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1986. 

[95] T. W. Shaughnessy, "Organizational Culture in Libraries: -- Some 

Managment Perspectives," Journal of Library Administration, vol. 

9, pp. 5 - 10, 1988. 

[96] M. Tushman and C. O'Reilly, Winning through innovation: A 

practical guide to leading organizational change and renewal. 

Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Publishing, 1997. 

[97] E. Martins and F. Terblanche, "Building organisational culture that 

stimulates creativity and innovation," European Journal of 

Innovation Management, vol. 6, pp. 64-74, 2003. 

[98] J. A. Chatman, "Matching people and organizations: Selection and 

socialization in public accounting firms," in Academy of 

Management Proceedings, 1989, pp. 199-203. 

[99] M. R. Louis, "Surprise and sense making: What newcomers 

experience in entering unfamiliar organizational settings," 

Administrative Science Quarterly, pp. 226-251, 1980. 

[100] R. F. Hurley and G. T. M. Hult, "Innovation, Market Orientation, 

and Organizational Learning: An Integration and Empirical 

Examination," The Journal of Marketing, vol. 62, pp. 42-54, 1998. 

[101] H. Klein and M. Myers, "A classification scheme for interpretive 

research in information systems," in Qualitative research in IS: 

Issues and trends, E. M. Trauth, Ed., ed Hershey, PA: Idea Group 

Publishing., 2001, pp. 218-239. 

[102] G. Hofstede, G. J. Hofstede, and M. Minkov, Cultures and 

Organizations: Software of the Mind. Revised and Expanded 3rd 

Edition. New York: McGraw-Hill, 2010. 

[103] G. Hofstede, G. J. Hofstede, and M. Minkov, Cultures and 

organizations: McGraw-Hill New York, 1997. 

[104] E. H. Schein, "Defining organizational culture," in The Leadership 

Companion: Insights on Leadership Through the Ages, J. Wren, 

Ed., ed New York: Free Press, 1995, pp. 271-281. 

[105] J. Silvester, N. R. Anderson, and F. Patterson, "Organizational 

culture change: An inter‐group attributional analysis," Journal of 

Occupational and Organizational Psychology, vol. 72, pp. 1-23, 

1999. 

[106] A. L. Lorenzo, "A framework for fundamental change: Context, 

criteria, and culture," Community College Journal of Research and 

Practice, vol. 22, pp. 335-348, 1998. 

[107] S. W. Pool, "Organizational culture and its relationship between job 

tension in measuring outcomes among business executives," Journal 

of Management Development, vol. 19, pp. 32-49, 2000. 

[108] S. Kvale, Interviews: An introduction to qualitative research 

interviewing. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 1996. 

[109] J. V. Seidel. (1998, January 20, 2011). Qualitative data analysis. The 

Ethnograph v5.0: A Users Guide (Appendix E. Colorado Springs, 

Colorado: Qualis Research). Available: 

http://www.qualisresearch.com/ 

[110] GOA, Ed., Content Analysis: A Methodology for Structuring and 

Analyzing Written Material. Program Evaluation and Methodology 

Division, United States General Accounting Office, Washington: 

GAO/PEMD-10.3.1 (U.S. General Accounting Office), 1996, p.^pp. 

Pages. 

[111] K. Krippendorff, Content analysis: An introduction to its 

methodology. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, 2004. 

[112] K. A. Neuendorf, The content analysis guidebook. Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage, 2002. 

[113] R. G. Orwin, "Evaluating coding decisions," in The handbook of 

research synthesis, H. Cooper and L. V. Hedges, Eds., ed New 

York: Russell Sage, 1994, pp. 139-162. 

[114] R. P. Weber, "Basic Content Analysis. Quantitative Applications in 

the Social Sciences, vol 49," ed: Sage Publications: Beverly Hills, 

California, 1990. 

 

 

Proceedings of the World Congress on Engineering and Computer Science 2014 Vol II 
WCECS 2014, 22-24 October, 2014, San Francisco, USA

ISBN: 978-988-19253-7-4 
ISSN: 2078-0958 (Print); ISSN: 2078-0966 (Online)

WCECS 2014

http://www.qualisresearch.com/



