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Sammanfattning 
Innovation har blivit allt viktigare för att bibehålla företags konkurrenskraft. Bland de faktorer 
som ofta framförts som drivkraft för innovation återfinns till exempel innovationsstrategier,  
-processer, -verktyg och -metoder. Vid sidan av dessa traditionella metoder finns det också ett 
uttalat fokus på innovationsklimat och -kultur. Organisationskultur har fastslagits som en 
viktig faktor för att förklara innovation i företag, i synnerhet hos högpresterande och 
innovativa företag som Google och Apple. Det finns allt fler bevis som pekar på att 
företagskultur som stöder nya produktutvecklingsprocesser kan främja innovativa beteenden 
(Jassawalla och Sashittal, 2002). Denna stödjande organisationskultur kan definieras som en 
innovationskultur. Trots sin uppenbara betydelse finns det dock förhållandevis lite forskning 
som undersöker sambandet mellan innovation och organisationskultur (McLean, 2005). 
Denna studie syftar till att beskriva en innovationskultur, samt hitta de inbördes relationer 
finns mellan innovationskultur och innovation. 

Baserat på en omfattande litteraturstudie inom organisationskultur utvecklades ett analytiskt 
ramverk. Följande kulturella faktorer som påstås stimulera innovation inkluderades; 
utmanande arbete, samarbete, tävling, egenmakt, uppmuntran till förändring, frihet, 
innovationssupport, organisatorisk uppmuntran, öppen kommunikation, och risktagande. 
Dessutom utvecklades ett ramverk för att mäta innovationsprestanda där den delades upp 
enligt fyra faser i innovationsprocessen; Ideation, Ideation output, Implementation och 
Output. Studien är en fallstudie och använder sig av både kvalitativa och kvantitativa metoder 
för insamling av data i form av 38 intervjuer och 620 enkätsvar från 13 olika företag. 
Resultaten från intervjuerna sammanfattades och analyserades within-case och cross-case. 
Resultat från enkäten analyserades med en regressionsanalys för att hitta eventuella relationer 
mellan de kulturella faktorerna och innovationsprestandan. 

Betydande resultat från studien är bland annat resultatet från regressionsanalysen som 
bekräftar fem av de tio kulturella faktorer signifikanta för innovationsarbetet; tävling, 
uppmuntran till förändring, innovationssupport, organisatorisk uppmuntran och risktagande. 
Vidare bekräftar studien att vissa faktorer inom innovationskultur har större påverkan på 
innovationsprestandan i specifika faser än andra. Genom att klargöra sambanden mellan 
innovationsprestanda i specifika faser och olika aspekter av innovationskulturen, kan en 
identifiering av en bristfällig innovationsprestanda i en av faserna öppna upp för förändringar 
i innovationskulturen.  Detta möjliggör implementering av stödjande processer, rutiner och 
roller för att nå konkreta resultat.  

Nyckelord: företagskultur, innovationskultur, innovationsprestanda  
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Abstract 
Innovation has become increasingly important for organizations to sustain their competitive 
advantage. Among the factors frequently put forward as drivers of innovation are for instance 
innovation strategies, -processes, -tools, and –methods. Alongside these traditional managerial 
means, there is also explicit focus on innovation climate and –culture. Organizational culture 
has been proposed as a key factor in explaining innovation in firms, in particular in the light 
of high-performing and innovative firms such as Google and Apple. There is growing 
evidence implying that cultures supporting new-product development processes can foster 
innovative behaviors (Jassawalla and Sashittal, 2002). This supportive organizational culture 
can be defined as an innovation culture. Nevertheless, despite its apparent importance there is 
limited research investigating the relationship between innovation performance and 
organizational culture (McLean, 2005). This study aims to describe an innovation culture and 
the potential inter-relations there are between innovation culture and innovation performance.  

The study based on an extensive literature study within the area of organizational culture from 
where an analytical framework was developed including the following cultural factors, which 
are proclaimed to stimulate innovation; challenging work, collaboration, competition, 
empowerment, encourage change, freedom, innovation support, open communication, 
organizational encouragement and risk-taking. Moreover, a framework for measuring 
innovation performance was developed where the innovation performance was divided into 
four dimensions in the innovation process; Ideation, Ideation Output, Implementation and 
Output. The study uses both qualitative and quantitative methods for collecting data in terms 
of 38 interviews and 510 useful survey answers from 13 organizations. Results from the 
interviews were summarized and analyzed within-case and cross-case, while the survey 
results were analyzed with a regression analysis for uncovering potential relations between 
the cultural factors and innovation performance.  

Main findings from the study are the outcome from the regression analysis confirming five of 
the ten cultural factors to be significant for innovation performance; competition, encourage 
change, innovation support, organizational encouragement and risk-taking. Further the study 
confirms a few specific factors of the innovation culture that have higher impact on the 
innovation performance in specific dimensions than others. By clarifying inter-relationships 
between innovation performance in specific dimensions and different aspects of innovation 
culture, an identification of a deficient innovation performance dimension opens up for 
changes in the innovation culture, enabling to deploy supportive processes, procedures and 
roles to reach concrete output. 

Keywords: organizational culture, innovation culture, innovation performance  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter presents the background of this study followed by a problem description where a 
gap of knowledge is identified. Followed by a presentation of the purpose of the study, research 
questions and delimitations. 

Background and Problem definition 
Innovation has become increasingly important for companies to sustain their competitive 
advantage, and consequently there is an abundance of literature highlighting different factors that 
lead to higher innovation performance in firms (e.g. Jassawalla and Sashittal, 2002, Davila, 
Epstein and Shelton, 2006). Among the factors frequently put forward as drivers of innovation 
are innovation strategies, -processes, -tools, and –methods. Alongside these traditional 
managerial means, there is also an explicit focus on innovation climate and –culture. 
Nevertheless, there is limited research attending to the relationship between innovation and 
organizational culture. The relationship concerning innovation and organizational climate is more 
widely researched (McLean, 2005). However, studies actually addressing organizational culture 
and innovation tend to be at a rather general level and of an interpretive nature with limited 
ambitions to guide managerial and organizational practice. Organizational culture is by many 
researchers argued to be a key to organizational excellence (Schein, 1984), but there is a 
complexity in culture that is difficult to capture in measurable concepts and there is still only 
limited empirical evidence on its actual impact on innovation performance. Various researchers 
have defined organizational culture one very well cited, Schein (1984), defines organizational 
culture as “The deeply seated, and often subconscious, values and beliefs shared by employees at 
all levels, and it is manifested in the characteristics (call them traits) of the organization”. 
Furthermore, Alvesson and Sveningsson (2012) describe culture as the perceptions, implications 
and the values that are common to a collective. Culture is not the behavior itself but what is 
behind and guides the specific behavior. Nevertheless, organizational culture can support or 
prevent a strategy but also affect how management thinks and prioritizes in strategic matters. 
Culture should therefore not stand for social structures, behaviors, customs, etc., but for the 
mental phenomena, such as how individuals in a particular organization (or a profession or a 
particular society) in similar ways interpret and evaluate reality and what distinguishes them from 
individuals in other organizations. Associated to organizational culture is the concept of 
organizational climate, which can be related to culture as the visible manifestation of culture and 
similar to the terms by Schein (1984) as a “cultural artifact and behavior”. 

The notion of organizational climate is studied in a greater depth by authors such as Amabile et 
al. (1996) and Ekvall (1996), who both have developed and validated methods to measure the 
creative climate in organizations with focus on measuring the creative climate. Amabile et al. 
(1996) developed an instrument, KEYS, for assessing perceived stimulants or obstacles to 
creativity in organizational work environment meaning that creativity has a significant impact for 
idea generating, the front end of innovation. Moreover, the importance of a creative culture is 
argued by Ekvall (1996), who also developed ten dimensions in the organizational culture 
important to creativity. Nevertheless, there can be observed that creativity is arguably one of the 
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main components in idea generation, but creativity might not be as important to the rest of the 
innovation process. Both Ekvall (1996) and Amabile et al. (1996) focus on creativity, but 
creativity is actually only covering a part of the innovation process. Hence, previous research on 
creative climate has some clear limitations. As the frequently used perspective on the innovation 
process based on the seminal work of March (1991) comprises both the creation of new ideas and 
opportunities (exploration), and the realization of a selection of these (exploitation), it is clear 
that the strict focus on the former part of the process may be misleading. A benefit of the climate 
studies are that they narrow down the climate factors to a limited number of measurable 
dimensions. At the same time this approach to capturing a vital few components related to the 
overall domain of organizational culture may lead to insufficient attention to other organizational 
aspects of importance for innovation in firms.  

Organizational culture has been proposed as a key factor explaining innovation in firms, in 
particular in the light of high-performing innovating firms such as Google and Apple. There is 
growing evidence implying that cultures supporting new-product development processes can 
foster innovative behaviors (Jassawalla and Sashittal, 2002). This supportive organizational 
culture can be defined as an innovation culture. Despite its apparent importance there is however 
limited research investigating the relationship between innovation and organizational culture 
(McLean, 2005). However, researchers such as Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002), O’Cass and Viet 
Ngo (2007), Claver et al. (1998), and Martins and Terblanche (2003) are all trying to capture 
innovation culture and elements in the organizational culture important for innovation. 
Nevertheless, it appears as though existing empirical studies do not provide sufficient support for 
establishing the links between innovation culture and innovation performance. This is a perfect 
incentive for this research to investigate the relationship between organizational culture and 
innovation performance. 

Purpose 
Given the shortcomings in the present state of knowledge, this study aims to add to the 
understanding of innovation culture and its impact on innovation performance. More specifically, 
the study intends to explore inter-relationships between various aspects of innovation culture and 
innovation performance. Additional, the intention is to define and describe an innovation culture 
to find out what factors in an organizational culture constituting an innovation culture. Moreover, 
the study aims is to give a further managerial contribution in what to change in an innovation 
culture to achieve a higher innovation performance.  

This leads to the following research questions:  

RQ 1: What factors constitute innovation culture? 

RQ 2: What inter-relationships are there between innovation culture and innovation 
performance? 

In order to address these research questions are conducted by mapping the innovation culture at 
the ASSA ABLOY Group for attaining a description of innovation culture as well as identifying 
the inter-relationships between innovation culture and innovation performance. Additionally 
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giving recommendations to the ASSA ABLOY Group on possible changes to components of 
their formal organizational culture for improving their innovation performance.  

Delimitations 
Given the focus on what inter-relations there are between innovation culture and innovation 
performance, this study will solely incorporate investigating the elements in an organizational 
culture that are of importance for the innovation performance. More specifically, excluding 
investigation of additional elements in an innovation culture.  

Moreover, investigations of the innovation culture will be conducted at in total 12 sites within the 
ASSA ABLOY group, due to the time-constrains. Further, the recommendations will be given to 
the ASSA ABLOY group will solely focus on how to take actions excluding any implementation 
plans. For external benchmarking only one external company is incorporated, due to time-
constraints, this benchmarking company will be investigated following the same approach. 
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2 FRAME OF REFERENCE 
This chapter presents the concept of organizational culture and its impact on the performance of 
organizations followed by innovation and its importance for creating and maintaining 
competitive advantage. Further, the concept of innovation culture is introduced, presenting 
previous studies highlighting organizational culture factors supporting innovation and creativity. 
Finally, a chapter about innovation performance and the concept of measuring innovation is 
presented.  

Organizational Culture 
Organizational culture has been described by several researchers. Schein (1984) defines culture 
as “The deeply seated (and often subconscious) values and beliefs shared by employees at all 
levels, and it is manifested in the characteristics (call them traits) of the organization”. The same 
author states that organizational culture is the key to organizational excellence culture and can be 
divided into three levels; Artifacts and Behavior, Norms and Values and Underlying 
Assumptions, see Figure 1. 

• Artifacts and Behavior - What we see 
What a newcomer, visitor or consultant would notice (e.g., dress, organization charts, 
physical layout, degree of formality, logos, mission statements) (Schein, 1984) 

• Norms and Values - What they say 
What the organization should say is the reason why things are the way they are and how it 
should be. Company philosophy, norms and justifications. (Schein, 1984) 

• Underlying Assumptions - What they deeply believe and act on 
Unconscious beliefs about the organization and its work/purpose, about people, rewards and 
punishments.  (Schein, 1984) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
Figure 1 Three levels of culture (Schein, 1984). 
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Alvesson and Sveningsson (2012) describe culture as the perceptions, implications and values 
common to a collective. Culture is what drives the specific behavior and not the behavior itself.   

Associated to organizational culture is the concept of organizational climate, which can be 
related to culture as the visible manifestation of culture and compared to the terms by Schein 
(1984) as a “cultural artifact and behavior”. Furthermore, organizational culture can be defined as 
shared assumptions and values, while climate stands for the shared perceptions (Ashforth, 1985). 
Moreover, Schneider and Rentsch (1988) describe culture descriptively as "why things happen 
the way they do" versus climate, "what happens around here". Further, the concept of 
organizational climate has been widely studied by various researchers, where researchers such as 
Ekvall (1996) describe his work on climate as the artifacts and behavior within Schein’s triangle.  

Organizational culture has been proposed as a key factor explaining innovation in firms, in 
particular in the light of high-performing innovating firms such as Google and Apple. There is 
growing evidence implying that cultures supporting new-product development processes can 
foster innovative behaviors (Jassawalla and Sashittal, 2002). A strong culture provides shared 
values ensuring that everyone in the organization is on the same track (Robbins, 1996). Hence, 
organizational culture requires focus from the management for reaching organizational 
excellence. For understanding the inter-relations between organizational culture on innovation 
performance, there is of importance to obtain knowledge about innovation and the innovation 
process. 

Innovation  
Innovation has in many industries become the most important driver to maintain competitive 
advantage (Shilling, 2010) and has emerged to become the only way to sustain competitive 
advantage over time (Davila, Epstein and Shelton, 2006). Success is not found in a technology, 
market position, or business model, it dwells in a company’s ability to innovate and be ahead of 
its competitors (Davila, Epstein and Shelton, 2006). One of the first to recognize the importance 
of innovation was Schumpeter (1934), defining five different aspects of innovation; 

1. The introduction of a good (product), which is new to customers, or one of increased 
quality than was available in the past. 

2. Methods of production, which are new to a particular branch of industry. These are not 
necessarily based on scientific discoveries and may have already been used in other 
industrial sectors. 

3. The opening of new markets. 

4. The use of new sources of supply. 

5. New forms of competition, which lead to the re-structuring of an industry. 

In line with Schumpeter (1934), Porter (1990) defines innovation as “to include both 
improvements in technology and better methods or ways of doing things. It can be manifested in 



7 

 

product changes, process changes, new approaches on marketing, new forms of distribution and 
new concepts of scope”. Consistent with the definitions and aspects by Schumpeter (1934) and 
Porter (1990), innovation can be categorized into different types, requiring different underlying 
knowledge and having different kinds of impacts (Schilling, 2010). There are many types of 
innovation defined, however, following types are included in this study:  

• Product and service innovations - the outputs or results from an organization – its products or 
services (Shilling, 2010).   

• Process innovation - innovations in the way the organization conducts its business, such as in 
the techniques of producing or marketing goods or services. With the focus of improving the 
effectiveness or efficiency of the production. (Shilling, 2010).   

• Radical innovation - an innovation that is new and different from prior solutions (Schilling, 
2010). 

• Incremental innovation - an innovation that makes a relatively minor change from (or 
adjustment to) existing practices (Schilling, 2010). 

• Business model innovation - innovation within the company’s business model which 
according to Chesbrough (2007) defines a series of activities, from production to satisfying 
the final consumer, which yields a new product or service in such a way that there is net value 
created throughout the various activities.  

• Disruptive innovation - an innovation that helps create a new market and value network, and 
eventually goes on to disrupt an existing market and value network (Christensen, 2013). 

Moreover, a central concern for the innovation process is the relation between the creation of 
new ideas and opportunities (exploration) and the realization of a selection of these 
(exploitation). Exploration includes terms such as search, risk-taking, experimentation, play, 
flexibility, discovery and innovation, while exploitation includes terms such as refinement, 
choice, production, efficiency, selection, implementation and execution. (March (1991). Hence, 
the innovation process is more than generating creative ideas; it is the implementation of these 
ideas into something new (Schilling, 2010). Further, innovation is found to not be an individual 
activity, ideas emerge and develops through exposure and interaction between people. Hence, 
top-management is in charge of setting the organization’s innovation strategy as well as creating 
the right culture and the right conditions for the employees to innovate. (Davila, Epstein and 
Shelton, 2006). 

Introducing Innovation culture 
As mentioned earlier, innovation culture is defined as a culture supporting innovation. This 
section aims to highlight cultural factors, defined by previous researchers and proposed to be 
significant for creating an innovation culture. The cultural factors presented will be used for 
investigating the inter-relationship between organizational culture and innovation performance. 
Initially, previous studies within innovation culture will be presented, followed by a presentation 
of the cultural factors in these studies identified to stimulate an innovation culture. Finally, 
possible obstacles to an innovation culture identified in these studies are presented.  
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Studies of innovation culture 
Two well-cited researchers within the prior mentioned concept of organizational climate are 
Ekvall (1996) and Amabile et al. (1996) who each has developed a framework for investigating 
organizational climate. Even though these two authors’ work relates to the concept of 
organizational climate, they are considered relevant for this study due to the prior reasoning that 
climate is the artifact in organizational culture. Further, the following authors address the notion 
of organizational culture and its influence on innovation and creativity, O´Cass and Viet Ngo 
(2007), Martins and Terblanche (2003), Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) and Claver et al. (1998). 
The authors and their studies can be found in Table 1. 

 Table 1 Previous studies of innovation culture 

 

Author(s) Study 

Amabile et al.(1996) Developed the framework KEYS, constituted by six factors in a stimulant 
scale and two factors in an obstacle scale. KEYS were created to assess 
perceptions of the work environment that in previous research and theory 
have been suggested important when it comes to creativity in organizations 

Claver et al. (1998) Described the need for a clear corporate culture since the technical side of 
technological innovation would not develop satisfactory without it. The 
authors state that an innovative attitude is one of the key factors when it 
comes to success for these corporations. For reaching corporate culture based 
on technological innovation, the authors described necessary conditions based 
on empirical and theoretical studies. 

Ekvall (1996) Created a ten factorial instrument concerning organizational conditions that 
stimulate creativity and innovation. Each factor originating from a 
combination of theory, field research and experience of consultancy within 
the area of organizational psychology.  

Jassawalla and Sashittal 
(2002) 

Established illustrations including distinctive elements in the organizational 
culture central for creating an innovation-supportive culture. The illustrations 
emerge from an exploratory qualitative study of new product development 
processes in ten high-technology industrial manufacturing firms 

Martins and Terblanche 
(2003) 

Developed a model illustrating several factors, derived from previous studies 
within the topic, describing the organizational culture as stated to influence 
both creativity and innovation. Moreover, the authors explained that firms 
that aim strive to be technologically innovative must also eliminate cultural 
barriers for change since this otherwise would make them lose their 
competitive advantage 

O'Cass and Viet Ngo 
(2007) 

Described innovative culture as internally-focused and competitive advantage 
seeking, since it encourages openness to new ideas and cultivates internally 
based capabilities to adopt new ideas, processes or products successfully. The 
authors developed a 12-item scale to measure innovative culture based on 
earlier work of Deshpandé et al. (1993) focusing on the innovative aspects 
from a cultural perspective. The scale includes a couple of statements, tested 
and measured using a survey that from organizations in Australia. 
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Stimulants for an innovation culture 
From the previous studies within innovation culture, several factors or elements can be stressed. 
In the framework by Ekvall (1996) the notion of challenge is identified, indicating the emotional 
involvement of everyone in the organization in both operations and goals. The high-challenge 
climate is connected to employees feeling joy and meaningfulness in their jobs and thereof a low-
challenge work environment is instead connected to hostility and insignificance, which creates a 
lack of interest in the job. In line with Ekvall’s (1996) studies, the importance of challenge in 
terms of challenging work is argued by Amabile (1996) to be a stimulant for creativity. 
Challenging work is further described by the same author as working with important projects, 
which can be associated to the following item in the 12-item scale by O´Cass and Viet Ngo 
(2007), communicating how each person’s work contributes to the firm’s “big picture”, 
highlighting the importance of having a purpose in the work one carry out.  

Collaboration appears to be another factor stressed by several researchers where O´Cass and Viet 
Ngo (2007) argues for the importance of stressing teamwork among departments for creating an 
innovation culture. The same authors also emphasize the importance of improving 
communication between departments. The importance of teamwork is further stressed by Claver 
et al. (1998) and also highlighted in KEYS by Amabile et al. (1996) in terms of work group 
supports.  The latter described as a diversely skilled work group in which people communicate 
well, are open to new ideas, constructively challenge each other’s work, trust and help each other 
as well as feel committed to the work they are doing. Collaboration is further stressed by Martins 
and Terblanche (2003) highlighting the importance of cooperative teams and group interactions, 
which is additionally argued by Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) illustrating an innovation-
supportive culture as co-creative and collaborative.  

An organization stimulating creativity is further described by Ekvall (1996) as an organization 
allowing debates and where many voices are heard and people are keen on putting forward their 
ideas. Associated to allowing debates and expressing ideas is another factor by Ekvall (1996) 
called trust/openness, describing openness in the environment where a strong level of trust 
contributes to an organization where everyone dares to put forward ideas and opinions. The 
importance of trusting participants is also stressed by Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) who also 
highlight the importance of being vulnerable and open to feedback for reaching an innovation-
supportive culture. Finally, open communication is found in the model by Martins and 
Terblanche (2003) identifying the requirement of an open and transparent communication for 
achieving creativity and innovation.  

Innovation culture is moreover described by Ekvall (1996) as an environment with good idea 
support where people listen to each other and encourage initiatives as well as letting employees 
have the possibility to try out new ideas. Related to idea support is another factor in the 
framework by Ekvall (1996) called idea time, which relates to the time people have for exploring 
new ideas. In addition, found in the KEYS by Amabile et al. (1996) is the requirement of 
sufficient resources in the organization including funds, material, facilities and information, 
providing support to, for instance, innovation. The importance of resources is highlighted by 
Martins and Terblanche (2003) stressing the availability of resources where personnel are 
allowed to, for instance, generating ideas or working on their favorite projects. Moreover, the 
authors mention other resources or support for facilitating the work with innovation, such as 
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information technology.  Support is moreover argued by Martins and Terblanche (2003) 
mentioning the importance of encouraging employees to generate ideas and support them rather 
than focusing on what is viable. The support of creativity and idea generating is further 
highlighted by Claver et al. (1998), Martins and Terblanche (2003) and O´Cass and Viet Ngo 
(2007) stating that in an innovation culture organizations should support and stimulate creative 
people.  

The concept of freedom is argued by several researches to be a stimulant for creating an 
innovation culture. Claver et al. (1998) describe an innovation-supportive organization where 
employees are reasonable free to follow their inclinations in technological innovation. In 
addition, the factor can be found in the framework by Ekvall (1996) described as letting people in 
an organization take contact with others and give and receive information. Moreover, according 
to Amabile et al. (1996) studies shows that employees produce more creative work when they 
perceive themselves as having the freedom on how they perform their given tasks. Freedom is 
further highlighted by Martins and Terblanche (2003) as an essential factor for creativity and 
innovation meaning that employees should be free to achieve their goals in an automatic and 
creative way within guidelines. Finally, found in the 12-item scale by O´Cass and Viet Ngo 
(2007) is the importance of allowing individuals to adopt their own approach to the job, which 
would require a certain amount of freedom. 

Further, a high tolerance of uncertainty within an organization, termed risk-taking, is according to 
Ekvall (1996) necessary for a creative culture, which is further stressed by Jassawalla and 
Sashittal (2002) as a stimulant for also innovation. Moreover, the promotion and encouragement 
of risk-taking recurs in the KEYS by Amabile et al. (1996) as well as in the work by Claver et al. 
(1998) and Martins and Terblanche (2003). Additionally, Claver et al. (1998) and Martins and 
Terblanche (2003) mention the importance of experimentation, which might include a certain 
amount of risk-taking and thereby a matter of constant learning, also stressed by the same 
authors.   Moreover, Martins and Terblanche (2003) describes the importance of having tolerance 
for mistakes, which presumably contributes to a higher degree of risk-taking. Furthermore, 
related to the willingness and openness to take risks O´Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) argue for 
evaluating the effectiveness more than adherence to rules and procedures for stimulating 
innovation.  

Furthermore, an innovation culture includes a high dynamism/liveliness, more specifically, full 
speed with lots of new projects and plans (Ekvall, 1996). Related to this is the work by Martins 
and Terblanche (2003) highlighting the importance of flexibility, such as making use of job 
rotation for reaching a high creativity as well as innovation.  Furthermore, support for change is 
argued by the same authors as a positive factor for creativity and innovation and can be created 
by looking for new and improved ways of working, creating a vision that emphasizes change and 
revealing a positive attitude towards change. Additionally, Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) 
describe an innovation-supportive culture as being receptive to changes, rather than resisting 
them. Associated is the item being receptive to new ways of doing things  found in the scale by 
O´Cass and Viet Ngo (2007). Continuing this line of statements, Claver et al. (1998) describe an 
innovation-supportive organization as an organization with the ability to act swiftly and flexible 
and where changes are accepted. 
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Established in KEYS by Amabile et al. (1996) is the dimension organizational encouragement 
including a fair and supportive evaluation of ideas as well as reward and recognition for creative 
work are built in. Associated is another dimension by Amabile et al. (1996), supervisory 
encouragement, relating to the goal clarity, open interactions between managers and employees 
as well as supervisory support of a team´s work and ideas. In line with previous statements is the 
work by Martins and Terblanche (2003) highlighting reward and recognition as stimulants for a 
creative an innovative culture. Moreover, the same authors argue for reward and recognition not 
only encouraging the personnel for their work with well-proven and fault-free methods, but for 
risk-taking and creative thinking.  

Further, Martins and Terblanche (2003) highlight the importance of empowering the personnel 
rather than controlling them along with believe in them and letting them participate in decision-
making to reach a highly creative and innovative environment. Continuing this line O´Cass and 
Viet Ngo (2007) emphasize the importance of delegating decisions to lowest possible level and 
thereof reaching a high degree of empowerment, hence stimulating innovation. Moreover, the 
same authors highlight the importance of explaining reasons for decisions to subordinates for 
creating an understanding and lower the empowerment. Furthermore, Jassawalla and Sashittal 
(2002) emphasize that all participants should be equal stakeholders and included early in the 
product-development process for reaching an innovation-supportive culture. Claver et al. (1998) 
emphasize the importance of giving the employees a considerable degree of autonomy and 
initiative as well as work for shared responsibility. Another aspect concerning empowerment is 
addressed by Claver et al. (1998) stating that “what matters is the quality of the idea, not the 
power and authority of the person who proposed it”.  

Obstacles for an innovation culture 
Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) describe that cultures not supporting innovation are cultures with 
a strong hierarchy and where decisions have a long way to go within the organization. Moreover, 
Amabile et al. (1996) defines challenging work in terms of workload to be one of the obstacles 
for creativity. The same authors describe another obstacle for creativity as organizational 
impediments, implying that internal conflict, conservatism, and formal management structures 
will hinder creativity where individuals are likely to perceive each factors as controlling which 
might lead to increases in individuals’ extrinsic motivation, and corresponding decreases in the 
intrinsic motivation that is necessary for creativity. Furthermore, the factor Conflicts found in the 
framework by Ekvall (1996) describes the presence of personal and emotional tension in an 
organization. When the organization has high conflict the individuals in the organization dislike 
each other, and the climate has high rivalry, which is proposed to have a negative influence on 
creativity and innovation. However, Martins and Terblanche (2003) describe that when there is 
conflict between different ideas, perceptions and ways the process of handling conflict should be 
handled constructively to promote creativity and innovation. 

Given the above-mentioned stimulants and obstacles for creating an innovation culture, this study 
will investigate the impact of an innovation culture on the innovation performance, which is 
further described below. 
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Innovation performance 
Innovation performance is defined as the entire innovation produced by an organization, such as 
the generation and commercialization of ideas for new products/services, new or improved 
processes and underlying processes (Goffin and Mitchell, 2010).  

Measuring innovation performance 
One of the main challenges of innovation management is finding a method for measuring 
innovation (Majaro, 1991). Two main methods to determine performance are quantitative 
performance measures and use an innovation audit; the latter takes in account the less tangible 
aspects of innovation performance. For measuring performance, a fundamental approach is 
viewing all management processes as inputs and outputs (Tidd, Bessant and Pavitt, 2001). 
Further, when measuring innovation performance, the input-output model is a suitable approach 
including three stages in the innovation process; input, throughput and output. Since innovation is 
a process including different requirements in different stages of the process, measuring the entire 
innovation will presumably provide an incorrect measurement.  

Input is the time and resources required for the work with innovation, such as human resources, 
financial recourses or equipment used for the manufacturing processes. However, this dimension 
does not measure how effectively these resources are used by the company. Effectiveness is 
however included in Output and directly related to the commercial impact of innovations, for 
instance cost savings, revenues generated by new products and number of generated ideas. 
Throughput indicates the efficiency of the innovation process within the organization by 
measuring, such as, required time-to-market. Relatedly, percentage of generated ideas being 
commercialized is a useful indicator for the relevance of the ideas as well as the efficiency of 
implementing them. (Goffin and Mitchell, 2010). 

Further, for measuring innovation performance, it is crucial to include all of the three stages. 
Measuring solely input will provide a measurement of the recourses and ability to innovate, but 
neglects the commercial aspect of innovation. However, output measures can make an 
organization aware of their commercial situation, but not about the process itself or if there is 
potential for improvement. Measuring the efficiency of the innovation process is required, which 
throughput measures will contribute with.  

Quantitative measures 
Quantitative measures are based on several quantitative financial performance measurements and 
includes, in this study; Share of sales from new products, Return on innovation, Revenues 
reinvested in R&D and patents. Multiple measures are important since any measure used singly 
may not give a fair representation of the firm’s overall innovation performance (Schilling, 2010).  

Share of sales  
Share of sales from new products is a measure used globally by ASSA ABLOY, defining new 
products as less than 3 years on the market.  

Return on Innovation  
A common measure used by a variety of economists is R&D expenditures as a percentage of 
sales. However, this measurement is an input measure rather than a measure of results (Goffin 
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and Mitchel, 2010). As an output measure, return on innovation is used, constituted by the margin 
from the sales, generated from new products (less than 3 years on the market), divided by total 
expenditures for new products. The total expenditures should contain all components of all costs 
including; research costs, development costs, incremental production costs and initial 
commercialization and prelaunch costs. (Kuczmarski, 2000). However, this study will solely 
include R&D costs in the expenditures for simplifying the measurement.  

Revenues reinvested in R&D 
Revenues reinvested in R&D provides an input measure of the innovation performance since 
revenues invested in R&D will provide resources (Goffin and Mitchell, 2010). 
 
Patents  
Patents have long been a known indicator for measuring innovation and technical change (Hall, 
Jaffe and Trajtenberg, 2005) and is a measure obtainable for many companies and industries 
(Goffin and Mitchell, 2010).  

Archibugi and Pianta (1996) identifies many advantages in using patents as a metric for 
measuring innovation performance. Patents are a direct outcome of the innovation process and 
are expected to have a commercial impact for the company. Obtaining patent protection is time-
consuming and expensive, where applications are expected to provide benefits and profits that 
outweigh these costs. Nevertheless all inventions are not patentable, such as software, which are 
generally legally protected by copyright. Many firms chose not to patent inventions and use 
alternative methods of protection, such as industrial secrecy. Moreover, not all patented 
inventions become innovations (Archibugi and Pianta 1996) and many patents actually end up 
being worthless (Goffin and Mitchel, 2010).  

Finally, this study will use the patent metric by measuring the number of patent applications per 
year and percentage of those applications approved. However, since the patent metric has several 
disadvantages and deficiencies it will be used together with the previous described 
measurements. 

Innovation audit 
To cover the three stages in the innovation process, input, throughput, output, an innovation audit 
is used to understand how the performance was achieved (a throughput measure). An innovation 
audit is useful for companies wanting to increase their innovation performance. Since an 
innovation audit incorporates all aspects of innovation management using audit questions to be 
answered by all types of employees, such as in production, marketing, R&D and so on.  

The questions an innovation audit can be difficult to answer based on facts, such as innovative 
attitude, and will be answered by employees and managers based on their own conceptions. 
Many aspects of innovation that are difficult to capture can be obtain by collecting the 
employees’ views on innovation performance using a perceptional scale. This range of subjective 
answers from people in the organization can help identify weaknesses and strengths within the 
organization.  

Innovation audits collect a mix of qualitative and quantitative data using surveys and interviews, 
which are ordinarily conducted by outsiders who can remain neutral.  The purpose of conducting 
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an innovation audit are to identify an organization’s strengths and weaknesses from an innovation 
perspective, through gaining the views of representatives from the organization as well as to 
collect ideas on how to make improvements. (Goffin and Mitchell, 2010).  

 

 

 

 

 

   



15 

 

3 METHOD 
The following chapter describes the research setting incorporating the approach of how the 
research was conducted, followed by the research design presenting the methods used for the 
study. Finally, the development of the analytical framework is described in which a cultural 
framework, a framework for measuring innovation performance and the survey and interview 
questions are included 

Research setting 
An extensive literature study was conducted within the area of organizational culture, resulting in 
many interesting aspects. However, the lack of extensive research within this area of innovation 
culture created indigence and an opportunity to further investigate the subject. Two research 
questions were developed for researching the inter-relations between organizational culture and 
innovation performance as well as to describe an innovation culture. Further, to uncover the 
research questions the study was executed at the ASSA ABLOY Group from where the empirical 
data was collected. The ASSA ABLOY Group made up for a representative example due to their 
presence worldwide and their work with innovation. Additionally, for a more extensive 
understanding for innovation culture, an external company was included in the study for an 
external benchmark and gaining insight in innovation culture from an alternative perspective.   

The ASSA ABLOY Group 
Formed in 1994 by a merge of Swedish ASSA and Finnish ABLOY the company grew rapidly 
with over 43,000 employees in 2013. The rapid growth is partly an effect of many acquisitions 
resulting in a decentralized company spread worldwide with operations in over 70 countries. 
ASSA ABLOY is divided into 5 divisions, three regional; Americas, EMEA and APAC, together 
with two global; Entrance Systems and Global Technologies. The latter can be split into two 
smaller divisions; Hospitality and HID Global, which result in 6 divisions in total. Additional, 
there is a technical support function; Shared Technologies, building advanced technical platforms 
for all divisions. 

ASSA ABLOY’s vision is to be The global leader in door opening solutions and to keep their 
competitive advantage and maintain their leadership in door opening solutions innovation is a 
significant focus for the company.  Their work with innovation is led by the Global Innovation 
Council consisting of team-leaders from all divisions working with innovation goals and 
strategies. In line with many researches, ASSA ABLOY defines innovation as “creating value by 
generating and implementing new ideas” and their constant work with innovation has paid off as 
they were ranked as number 78 at Forbes’s list “World´s most innovative companies in 2013”. 
Moreover, every year a theme is chosen by ASSA ABLOY, which is of importance their 
continued work with innovation and the upcoming year/years is spent focusing on the theme to 
improve the work and processes related to it. The theme for 2014 is Culture in Leadership for 
Innovation, aiming to investigate the culture’s affection on innovation.  
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ASSA ABLOY’s strong focus on innovation together with this year’s focus on Culture for 
Leadership in Innovation provides an interesting and suitable organization for investigating 
culture as a drive for innovation. In addition, ASSA ABLOY’s decentralized organization spread 
worldwide provided an interesting variation of cultures. 

External benchmarking  
The benchmarking company included in this study, Alfa Laval, was chosen based on their high 
ranking, as number 78, on the Top 100 Global Innovators (Thompson Reuters, 2011) and is 
considered to be a highly innovative company. Their willingness and openness for interviews and 
surveys and geographical accessibility were also significant in the selection. Alfa Laval is also a 
company with a similar organizational structure as ASSA ABLOY, with a highly global presence 
and a relatively decentralized structure.  

Research design 

The research approach is an abductive case study, neither following the pattern of pure deduction 
nor of pure induction (Kirkeby, 1990), where one case is defined as one of the participating site 
within ASSA ABLOY, further described in data sample. Moreover, the benchmarking company, 
Alfa Laval, is also defined as one case.  

For unveiling the research question, an analytical framework was developed in which cultural 
factors and questions for measuring innovation performance and the cultural factors were 
included. 10 cultural factors were developed based on prior studies found in the literature review 
considered significant for creating an innovation culture. The innovation performance was 
measured using both quantitative measures as well as an innovation audit inspired method.  

The collection of data was conducted both qualitative and quantitative, which according to 
Hofstede (2001) and Sackman (1991) is required for studying organizational culture. The 
qualitative data collection, constituted by interviews, examines the underlying values, 
assumptions and beliefs that make up the culture and is an appropriate method for investigating 
culture (McLean, 2005). The quantitative part, constituted by a survey, aims to provide a 
perspicuous picture of the organizational culture as well as uncovering the potential inter-
relations between organizational culture and innovation performance. The survey questions were 
developed based on already developed and validated questions from prior studies, aimed to 
measure these 10 cultural factors as well as the innovation performance 

Development of Analytical Framework 
In the following section, the development of the analytical framework is described, which 
includes a cultural framework and a framework for measuring innovation is described. Moreover, 
the development of survey questions and interview guide based on those two frameworks is 
presented.  

Innovative Cultural Factors 
The cultural framework is based on prior research and intends to define factors in the 
organizational culture that supports innovation. The basis to the framework constitutes by work 
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from Ekvall (1996), Amabile et al. (1996), Claver et al. (1998), Martins and Terblanche (2003), 
O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) and Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002), who all are highlighting factors 
in the organizational culture significant for innovation or creativity.  

When developing the cultural framework, all factors included in the above-mentioned prior 
studies were listed to provide an overall view, see Appendix B. Further; the listed factors were 
reduced by investigating whether, and to what degree, the factors supported an innovation 
culture. Moreover, the reappearing of a specific factor within several studies, and a proven impact 
on innovation were taken into consideration during the reduction. Additionally, the reduction was 
conducted by analyzing whether the factors were possible to measure in a reliable manner.  As a 
third reduction, clustering was conducted between similar factors and clusters were given a 
general name. After the three reduction sequences, a cultural framework containing 10 cultural 
factors was developed, see Table 3.  
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Table 2 Cultural factors with references 
Cultural factors References 

   Challenging work  
 
Collaboration 
Cooperative teams and group interaction 
Shared responsibility 
Work Group Support 
 
Competition 
 
Empowerment 

Amabile et al. (1996), Ekvall (1996) 
 
 
Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002), O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 
Martins and Terblanche (2003) 
Claver et al. (1998) 
Amabile et al. (1996) 
 
Amabile et al. (1996) 
 
Claver et al. (1998) 

Delegating decision making to lowest possible level O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 
Explaining decisions to subordinates O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 
All participants are important, equal stakeholders Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) 

  
Encourage change Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002), Martins and Terblanche (2003), O’Cass 

and Viet Ngo (2007) 
Flexibility Martins and Terblanche (2003) 
Dynamism/Liveliness Ekvall (1996) 

    Freedom Ekvall (1996), Martins and Terblanche (2003), Amabile et al. (1996) 

  
Innovation support  Ekvall (1996), Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Sufficient resources Amabile et al. (1996), Martins and Terblanche (2003) 
Time Ekvall (1996), Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

  
Open communication Martins and Terblanche (2003), O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Debate Ekvall (1996) 
Openness Ekvall (1996) 

  
Organizational encouragement Amabile et al. (1996) 
Supervisory encouragement Amabile et al. (1996) 
Reward and recognition Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

   
Risk-taking 

 
Ekvall (1996), Claver et al. (1998), Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Valuing effectiveness more than adherence to rules 
and procedures 

O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Allowing mistakes Martins and Terblanche (2003) 
Trust Ekvall (1996) 
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 Framework for measuring Innovation Performance 
For measuring the innovation performance, quantitative measures for measuring tangible 
innovation aspects were used complemented by an innovation audit-inspired method for 
measuring intangible aspects. The quantitative measures constituted by financial measures 
and patents for providing objective numbers, while the innovation audit method intended to 
collect subjective measures. For measuring the objective numbers, literature describing 
methods to measuring innovation was studied where patents and financial measures, such as 
percentage of revenues constituted by new products, were considered suitable for measuring 
objective numbers. Objective questions were developed inspired by Goffin and Mitchell 
(2010). Additionally, the measures found in the literature study were complemented and 
strengthen with measures used by ASSA ABLOY today for measuring their innovation 
performance. The questions measuring objective numbers can be found in Appendix C. 
Moreover, for measuring the intangible aspects, questions asking for a subjective perspective 
were developed where the questions intended to reveal the respondent’s own perception 
concerning innovation within the company. The questions constitute partly by already 
existing questions developed by Goffin and Mitchell (2010) and Oke (2013) complemented 
with own developed questions investigating additional aspects of innovation performance. 
Furthermore, these questions where developed with the intention to cover all stages in the 
innovation process with the stages Input, Throughput and Output as guidelines. However, as 
described earlier, the developed questions where, in the regression analysis, clustered 
according to four dimensions; Ideation, Ideation Output, Implementation and Output. The 
questions were clustered after conducting a correlation analysis where correlating could be 
found between specific questions. The four dimensions representing the three stages as 
follows; Ideation and Ideation Output corresponds to Input, Implementation corresponds to 
Throughput and Output corresponds to Output.  

Survey and interview questions 
Based on the cultural framework and the framework for measuring innovation performance, a 
survey was developed for collecting the necessary data. For creating validated data, the 
questions measuring the cultural factors in the survey constituted by existing questions used in 
prior studies by Ekvall (1996), Amabile et al. (1996) and Hofstede (2001) where each cultural 
factor was measured using three questions. Additionally, the survey was complemented with 
questions measuring the subjective perspective of the innovation performance described 
above. Finally, questions, such as age, nationality and position were added to the survey for 
enabling analysis by control variables. The survey questions can be found in Appendix D. 

Further, the interview guide was developed based on the survey with questions requesting for 
the respondent’s perception concerning each of the cultural factors followed by a question of 
how the factor could be improved. Asking the respondent about potential improvements 
helped developing recommendations. Additionally, a few open questions asking for the 
respondent’s perception of the innovativeness in the company as well as how they work with 
innovation were developed. Finally, the interview guide was complemented with questions for 
measuring innovation using objective numbers.  

Data Collection 
The data collection was, as mentioned above, conducted using both interviews and a survey, 
for collecting a large amount of useful data.  
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Interviews 
The qualitative part constituted by interviews was used to uncover culturally based values 
(Phillips, 1990; Schein, 1985) and cultural beliefs (Sapineza, 1985) for investigating reasons 
for results provided by the survey. Hence, the aim of the interviews is to enable to give 
recommendations to ASSA ABLOY on what parts of their culture where improvements or 
changes are needed for reaching a higher innovation performance.  

The interview guide was composed by a combination of open, semi-structured and structured 
questions, where the open questions aimed to contribute to an understanding of the 
respondent’s perception of an innovation culture and their work with innovation. Moreover, 
the structured questions were designed to provide answers to questions, such as age and 
position within the company, for enabling comparison between the respondents. Finally, the 
semi-structured questions aimed to contribute with perceptions to the questions concerning 
the 10 cultural factors for enabling comparison between them and still receive as spontaneous 
answers as possible. Further, no introduction to the cultural issues was given to the 
respondent, this to keep a natural approach in order to receive spontaneous and uninfluenced 
answers and thoughts (Sackman, 1991). For collecting data concerning innovation 
performance, a quantitative measure were used, the interview respondents with a manager 
position were asked questions concerning financial numbers and patens or the questions were 
emailed to the contact person for each company/site.  

Due to time limit, the length of the interviews was maximum one hour and, due to 
geographical distance, mainly held over phone. Further, the interviews were audio recorded to 
keep the interviewers full attention on the interview and to avoid missing important details, 
finally all interviews were transcribed.  

Survey 
The quantitative part, constituted by a survey, aimed to investigate the potential inter-relations 
between organizational culture and innovation performance as well as mapping the innovation 
culture at ASSA ABLOY. The survey constituted by existing questions developed and 
validated by previously studies from Ekvall (1996), Amabile et al. (1996) and Hofstede 
(2001). Each of the 10 cultural factors was investigated using three questions measured by a 
five-point Likert scale: 

5. Strongly agree 
4. Agree 
3.   Undecided 
2. Disagree 
1. Strongly disagree 

Moreover, for collecting the subjective measurements of innovation performance questions 
partly acquired and partly inspired from Goffin and Mitchell (2010) asking for the 
respondent’s own perception concerning innovation.  

Since a few of the participating companies were located in countries where the English 
language skills are limited, the survey was translated into Chinese and Czech, to make sure 
the questions were understood and answered correctly.  

The survey distribution were compiled by importing the retrieved email addresses to the 
survey tool, Survey Generator, except for the distribution to Australia, New Zealand and Alfa 
Laval. In those cases, a link to the survey generator was sent to the responsible person at each 
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of these organizations, which in turn distributed the survey to selected emails. The survey was 
distributed in different batches depending on when email addresses were received. 
Distribution by importing email addresses to the Survey Generator enabled keeping track of 
the response rate as well as sending reminders. Moreover, the response rate for the cases 
distributed via a link were more uncertain since there were no evidence if the survey had been 
sent out to the right number of employees. Further, reminders were sent out approximately 
one week after the first dispatch to ensure as high response rate as possible. Again, there were 
uncertainties for the distribution via the link whether the responsible person really had sent 
out a reminder or not. Additionally, a second reminder was sent to all imported email 
addresses. 

Data sample 
Purposeful sampling was used in the gathering of the data and collected from two 
companies/sites within each of ASSA ABLOY’s six divisions, and from the support function 
Shared Technologies and the external company Alfa Laval.  

Further, the General Manager/CTO, or in some cases an alternative senior manager, of each 
division was appointed as contact person requested to select two companies/sites desired to 
investigate. In total 12 companies/sites within ASSA ABLOY were investigated, see Table 2. 

Table 3 Displaying the participating companies/sites within ASSA ABLOY 
Division Company/Site Country 

EMEA Scandinavia Scandinavia 
EMEA Czech Republic Czech Republic 

Entrance systems PDS Sweden 
Entrance system IDDS Netherlands/International 

HID US US 
HID UK/Ireland UK 

Hospitality Hospitality International 
APAC Australia/New Zealand Australia/New Zealand 
APAC China China 

Americas Door Group USA 
Americas Access & Egress Hardware Group USA 

Shared Technologies Shared Technologies Sweden 

The interview respondents were chosen by either the contact person for each division or an 
appointed contact person for the company/site. Due to the time limit, interviews were held 
with maximum four respondents per company/site and in some cases less due to absence of 
answer from the interview respondent. Requests for choosing interview respondents were 2 
employees with a manager position and 2 employees with a non-manager position for 
collecting perceptions from different perspectives. Due to language barriers, no interviews 
were held at APAC China.  

For selection of respondents to the survey the contact person for each division/company/site 
was asked to choose approximately 70 employees spread over positions, levels and areas 
within the company/site. This number of respondents was chosen based on Hofstede’s (2001) 
research where an average of 65 usable questionnaires per company was used when studying 
organizational cultures. Since the response rate solely reaches 100 percent, Hofstede’s (2001) 
number of usable questionnaires was only used as a guideline.  
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Data Analysis 
Below follows a description of the data analysis, which was conducted using within-case and 
cross-case analysis as well as a regression analysis.  

Interviews 
For analyzing the interviews two different analyses were conducted; within-case analysis, 
analyzing data from each site/company, followed by a cross-case analysis comparing data 
between the sites or companies. Moreover, the within-case analysis let the researcher to be 
familiar with the deluge of data for finding interesting aspects in each case for comparison in 
the cross-case analysis. The cross-case analysis search for patterns, where the key to a good 
cross-case comparison is looking at data in many divergent ways. (Eisenhart, 1989).  

Survey 

The data collected by the survey was analyzed using a multiple regression analysis where the 
influence from multiple independent variables on a dependent variable was investigated. The 
regression analysis was conducted via SPSS, with the 10 cultural factors represented the 
independent variables and the innovation performance representing the dependent variables. 
For conducting the regression analysis, an index was created for each of the 10 cultural 
factors including three questions intended to measure each factor.  For enabling to create 
those indexes the reliability of the scale was tested to ensure the three questions intended to be 
included in the index were valid. Meaning they actually measure the same cultural factor. The 
reliability of the scale was tested using Cronbach’s alpha, where the correlation required at 
least 0.5, which is according to Schmitt (1996) an accepted number of reliability. Moreover, 
the factors where Cronbach’s alpha resulted in a value under 0.5 were disregarded due to the 
inconsistency of the questions. Moreover, the dependent variables measuring innovation 
performance, were clustered according to the dimensions in the innovation process; Ideation, 
Ideation output, Implementation and Output alongside with a group of Enablers. The Ideation 
dimension represents the initial dimension in the innovation process, such as idea generation, 
while the dimension Ideation output represents the output of Ideation, such as number of 
ideas. Further, Implementation represents the implementation of these ideas, requiring 
established processes, for instance for transforming these ideas. The Implementation 
dimension results in the dimension Output representing, for instance, products and services 
created.  Finally, the Enablers represent factors, such as sufficient time and money for 
innovation, which might enable or facilitate the innovation process. The correlation between 
the measurements included in each cluster was controlled using a correlation analysis. The 
clusters and the correlation analysis can be found in Appendix A.  

The regression analysis was conducted in three steps constituting three models; 

Model 1: Investigating the inter-relation between the control variables and the 
innovation performance within the four dimensions.  

Model  2: Investigating the inter-relation between the Enablers together with the control 
variables and the innovation performance within the four dimensions.  

Model 3: Investigating the inter-relation between the Enablers and cultural factors 
together with the control variables and the innovation performance within the four 
dimensions.  
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These three models will be presented for each of the site within the empirical results and 
analysis chapter. 

Reliability and validity 
To ensure the validity of this research a combination of qualitative and quantitative research 
approaches is used along with a literature study, which contributes a triangulated data (Jick, 
1979). According to Ruane (2006) the theoretical validity increases when incorporating 
studies and theories relevant for the subject and measuring relevant parameters. Hence, a high 
validity is reached by the use of well-cited researches and since the questions used in the 
survey were developed and used in prior studies, the studies validity is considered high.  
Moreover, building the cultural framework based on previous well proven contributes to a 
high reliability (Befring, 1992). However, there might be a risk for misunderstandings since 
there is limited potential to ask questions when answering the survey online, which might 
decrease the reliability. To avoid misunderstandings and provide possibility to ask questions 
the respondents were informed to send questions to a specific email. The survey was also sent 
to two external test respondents for feedback. Further, the study is conducted at one company, 
ASSA ABLOY, which will provide a high internal validity and potentially a low external 
validity since the result is applicable at ASSA ABLOY and not at a wider population (Patton, 
2002) 

Moreover, the variables examined in this research incorporate attitudes revealed by opinions 
or reactions to statements or situations to reach a high validity (Befring, 1992).  

Finally, to increase the reliability, both authors held approximately half of all interviews each. 
Which makes sure the questions are asked in different ways to reduce the risk for incorrectly 
communicated questions to each of the respondents. 

Method discussion 
The most uncertain aspect is when conducting interviews and the survey where a few 
questions concerning such as the relationship to the manager could be inconvenient to answer 
for the respondent, which might cause untruthfully answers. However, the respondents were 
guaranteed to be anonymous, which hopefully ensured more truthfully answers. By using both 
interviews and a survey, the answers from both data collections can be compared for 
potentially finding inconsistencies and thereby questioning one of the methods and the result.  

Further, using a regression analysis for unveiling the inter-relations between the cultural 
factors and the innovation performance provided a reliable and widely used method for 
investigates the correlations between variables. Unlike a correlation analysis, a regression 
analysis is suitable when multiple independent variables are used as in this study.  
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4 EMPIRICAL RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
The following chapter presents initially a regression analysis conducted based on the results 
from the survey to uncover potential inter-relations between innovation culture and 
innovation performance. Further, the result from the interviews and the survey for each case 
is presented followed by a within-case analysis and recommendations. Finally a cross-case 
analysis between the company/sites in ASSA ABLOY as well as between Alfa Laval and the 
ASSA ABLOY Group is presented followed by recommendations to ASSA ABLOY. 

Inter-relations between innovation culture and innovation 
performance 

The following chapter presents the regression analysis conducted between the 10 cultural 
factors and innovation performance, with the aim to identify their potential inter-relations and 
thereof respond to the research question; What inter-relations are there between innovation 
culture and innovation performance? 

The results below are presented according to the dependent variable, innovation performance, 
which is divided into the following dimensions in the innovation process; Ideation, Ideation 
output, Implementation and Output. This permits finding inter-relations between specific 
cultural factors and different dimensions in the innovation process. The innovation 
performance were first measured according to the stages; Input, Throughput and output, 
however after conduction the correlation analysis the result were instead divided into; 
Ideation, Ideation output, Implementation and Output. This was the result from the correlation 
analysis which showed questions correlation to a higher extent in this way of clustering.  

Moreover, Enablers are, as earlier defined, factors facilitating or enabling the innovation work 
including; clear and well known innovation goal, sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities, enough funding for innovation projects and time spent on innovation related 
activities. The Model Summary presented shows the proportion of the total variation in the 
innovation performance explained by the regression analysis. 

The result from Cronbach’s alpha for each factor is presented in Table 4, where three factors 
are discarded from the regression analysis empowerment, freedom and open communication, 
due to a low Cronbach’s alpha (lower than 0,5). Hence, the questions measuring these factors 
are inconsistent, not measuring .the same item. 
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Table 4 Cronbach's alpha for each factor. 
Cultural factor Cronbach's alpha 
Challenging work 0,863 
Collaboration 0,609 
Competition 0,568 
Empowerment 0,06 
Encourage change 0,536 
Freedom 0,404 
Innovation support 0,601 
Open communication 0,262 
Organizational encouragement 0,596 
Risk-taking 0,548 

Further, the significance level is set to 0,10 for the cultural factors and 0,05 for the control 
variables.  

Ideation activity 
Model 1: Control variables 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms the model as significant for the regression 
analysis including control variables in the Ideation dimension. Moreover, the value 0,069 
from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary Table 5 below indicates a weak value explaining 
the variation of the innovation performance. 

Table 5 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation of the innovation 
performance in the Ideation dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,300a ,090 ,069 ,70407 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, How 
many years have you been working there?, Gender, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, 
Nationality 

Further, the coefficients in Table 6 below displays the impact from both the control variables 
and cultural factors on the innovation performance in the Ideation dimension. 
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Table 6 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables on the 
innovation performance in the Ideation dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 4,364 ,320  13,620 ,000 

Gender -,044 ,089 -,025 -,490 ,624 
Age -,005 ,004 -,066 -1,167 ,244 
Division -,025 ,018 -,081 -1,377 ,169 
Company ,024 ,014 ,094 1,662 ,097 
How many years have you been working there? ,008 ,005 ,094 1,770 ,077 
Nationality ,009 ,012 ,051 ,744 ,458 
Which country do you currently work in? -,050 ,016 -,226 -3,134 ,002 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,042 ,021 -,105 -1,956 ,051 
Do you have a manager position? -,301 ,077 -,207 -3,889 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Ideation 
The regression analysis confirms a significant impact from the two following control 
variables, which country the respondent work in, as well as if the respondent has a manager 
position or not.  

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables and cultural factors in the Ideation dimension. Moreover, 
the value 0,293 from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 7 below indicates a 
moderate value explaining the variation of the innovation performance. 

Table 7 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,567a ,321 ,293 ,61369 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Risk-taking, How many years have you been working there?, Which of these areas are you 
working within?, Nationality, Company, Collaboration, Gender, Competition, Do you have a manager position?, 
Challenging Work, Age, Division, Organizational Encouragement, Encourage Change, Innovation Support, Which 
country do you currently work in? 

Further, the coefficients in Table 8 below display the impact from the control variables and 
cultural factors on the innovation performance in the Ideation dimension. 
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Table 8 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables and the cultural 
factors on the innovation performance in the Ideation dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) ,835 ,459  1,820 ,070 

Challenging work ,052 ,063 ,045 ,823 ,411 
Collaboration ,105 ,068 ,082 1,548 ,122 
Competition -,037 ,053 -,035 -,707 ,480 
Encourage change ,153 ,076 ,116 2,008 ,045 
Innovation support ,264 ,074 ,220 3,556 ,000 
Organizational encouragement ,125 ,062 ,118 2,017 ,044 
Risk-taking ,133 ,057 ,115 2,317 ,021 
Gender ,006 ,079 ,003 ,074 ,941 
Age ,001 ,004 ,008 ,151 ,880 
Division -,041 ,016 -,134 -2,549 ,011 
Company ,028 ,013 ,110 2,180 ,030 
How many years have you been working there? ,006 ,004 ,067 1,428 ,154 
Nationality ,005 ,011 ,029 ,477 ,633 
Which country do you currently work in? -,030 ,014 -,137 -2,099 ,036 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,033 ,019 -,083 -1,731 ,084 
Do you have a manager position? -,155 ,072 -,106 -2,143 ,033 

a. Dependent Variable: Ideation 

The regression analysis confirms the following four cultural factors significant for stimulating 
a higher innovation performance at the Ideation dimension; 

Innovation support 

Risk-taking 

Organizational encouragement 

Encourage change 

Innovation support appears to have a highly significant impact on the Ideation dimension. 
This is not surprisingly since innovation support includes such as sufficient resources and 
time to innovate and can be connected to the stage Input, which, according to Goffin and 
Mitchell (2010), includes time and resources required for the work with innovation. 
Moreover, innovation support is presumably one of the cultural factors easier than others to 
improve due to its concrete approach where an improvement implies implementing methods 
or tools for facilitating the work with innovation.  

Moreover a high degree of risk-taking proves to have a clear positive influence on the 
innovation performance in this dimension.  Hence, when there is a positive attitude to risk-
taking present in the organization, there is potentially a higher degree of openness for 
generating unique ideas.  
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Significant for Ideation is also the factor encourage change indicating that an organization 
willing to and accepting changes are potentially more open to new thinking and thereof the 
initial dimension of the innovation process. Moreover, organizational encouragement appears 
to influence the innovation performance in this dimension. Organizational encouragement 
should not only be given to the personnel for their work with well-proven and fault-free 
methods, but for risk-taking and creative thinking (Martins and Terblanche, 2003), which 
might be a reason to why this factor is important for this dimension.  

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms the model is significant for the regression 
analysis with the control variables and the Enablers within the Ideation dimension. Moreover, 
the value 0,350, from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 9 below indicates a 
moderate value explaining the variation, but it is higher than Model 2a with the cultural 
factors. Hence, the variation of the innovation performance in the Ideation dimension is better 
explained by the Enablers than by the cultural factors. 
 

Table 9 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,609a ,371 ,350 ,58849 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , Company, Gender, Do you 
have a manager position?, How many years have you been working there?, In our organization we have a clear and 
well known innovation goal, Nationality, Which of these areas are you working within?, There is enough funding for 
innovation projects I am currently involved in , Age, Division, There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities, Which country do you currently work in? 

 

The coefficients in Table 10 below display the impact from the control variables and the 
Enablers on the innovation performance within the Ideation dimension. 
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Table 10 Regression analysis displaying the inter-relation between Enablers and the 
innovation performance in the Ideation dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,454 ,309  7,952 ,000 
In our organization we have a clear and well known 
innovation goal 

,259 ,037 ,325 7,044 ,000 

There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities 

,087 ,038 ,117 2,301 ,022 

There is enough funding for innovation projects I am 
currently involved in 

,049 ,038 ,065 1,301 ,194 

Percentage of your time spent on innovation related 
activities 

,009 ,002 ,254 5,724 ,000 

Gender -,037 ,075 -,021 -,498 ,619 
Age -,001 ,003 -,018 -,375 ,708 
Division -,041 ,015 -,134 -2,687 ,008 
Company ,036 ,012 ,141 2,967 ,003 
How many years have you been working there? ,005 ,004 ,056 1,240 ,216 
Nationality ,012 ,010 ,067 1,162 ,246 
Which country do you currently work in? -,031 ,013 -,138 -2,269 ,024 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,018 ,018 -,046 -1,007 ,315 
Do you have a manager position? -,257 ,065 -,176 -3,938 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Ideation 

The regression analysis confirms the following three enablers significant for increasing the 
innovation performance in the Ideation dimension; 

Clear and well known innovation goal 

Time spent on innovation related activities 

Sufficient time for innovation activities 

The importance of a clear and well-known goal appears to have a substantially higher impact 
than the other Enablers. This demonstrates the importance of developing an innovation 
strategy, having a goal and most importantly communicate this to all employees. Further, the 
two additional enablers are clearly related to the Ideation dimension since, as stated earlier, 
the Ideation dimension can be connected to the stage Input which, according to Goffin and 
Mitchell (2010), includes time and resources required for the work with innovation. 
Particularly interesting is the fact that there is no accounting of the enabler enough funding for 
this dimension; hence resources might be needed in other forms such as human resources. 
However, reserving time and human resources for innovation indirectly requires funding.  

Ideation output 
Ideation output constitutes by two measurements; Number of ideas you generated last year 
and Number of filed patents you contributed with last year, since there were no correlation 
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found between them when conducting the correlation analysis. However, these measurements 
were considered both measuring an Ideation output and thereof analyzed separately in the 
same dimension.   

Number of ideas you generated last year 
Model 1: Control variables 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, displays a non-significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables, which indicates no influence from the control variables on 
the innovation performance in this part of the Ideation output dimension. Moreover, the value    
-0,009 from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 11 below shows no explanation 
to the variation of the innovation performance. 

Table 11 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation output dimension explained by the regression analysis 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,119a ,014 -,009 8320,351 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, How 
many years have you been working there?, Gender, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, 
Nationality 

Even though the model is non-significant the coefficients are presented in Table 12 displaying 
the impact of the control variables on the innovation performance. 

 
Table 12 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables on the 

innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension. 
Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) -2835,107 3786,375  -,749 ,454 

Gender 1295,895 1051,716 ,066 1,232 ,219 
Age -27,635 48,267 -,034 -,573 ,567 
Division 81,423 213,330 ,023 ,382 ,703 
Company 158,151 169,331 ,055 ,934 ,351 
How many years have you been working there? -12,255 55,840 -,012 -,219 ,826 
Nationality -123,550 147,442 -,060 -,838 ,403 
Which country do you currently work in? 140,553 188,717 ,056 ,745 ,457 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,854 252,551 ,000 -,003 ,997 
Do you have a manager position? 869,920 915,076 ,053 ,951 ,342 

a. Dependent Variable: Number of ideas you generated last year 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a non-significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables and cultural factors in this part of the Ideation output 
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dimension. Moreover, the value 0,000 from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 
13 below indicates no explanation to the variation of the innovation performance. 

Table 13 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation output dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

 
 

 

 

 

Despite the 
non-

significant model the coefficients are presented in Table 14 displaying the impact from the 
control variables and cultural factors on the innovation performance. 

 

Table 14 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables and the 
cultural factors on the innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) -4379,989 6194,391  -,707 ,480 

Challenging work -1030,311 848,424 -,078 -1,214 ,225 
Collaboration 1535,847 920,052 ,105 1,669 ,096 
Competition -153,859 710,807 -,013 -,216 ,829 
Encourage change 1474,193 1028,353 ,099 1,434 ,153 
Innovation support -1658,392 1003,518 -,122 -1,653 ,099 
Organizational encouragement 319,810 838,774 ,027 ,381 ,703 
Risk-taking -433,800 776,268 -,033 -,559 ,577 
Gender 1311,053 1071,076 ,066 1,224 ,222 
Age -32,658 49,227 -,040 -,663 ,507 
Division 41,184 217,148 ,012 ,190 ,850 
Company 175,541 171,654 ,061 1,023 ,307 
How many years have you been working there? -16,181 56,056 -,016 -,289 ,773 
Nationality -110,947 148,201 -,054 -,749 ,455 
Which country do you currently work in? 65,334 195,005 ,026 ,335 ,738 
Which of these areas are you working within? 164,241 259,501 ,036 ,633 ,527 
Do you have a manager position? 1298,702 976,728 ,078 1,330 ,184 

a. Dependent Variable: Number of ideas you generated last year 

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

The ANOVA table, Appendix E, confirms a non-significant model for the regression analysis 
with the control variables and the Enablers. Moreover, the value 0,000 from the adjusted R2 in 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,200a ,040 ,000 8286,326 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Risk-taking, How many years have you been working there?, Which of 
these areas are you working within?, Nationality, Company, Collaboration, Gender, Competition, 
Do you have a manager position?, Challenging work, Age, Division, Organizational 
encouragement, Encourage change, Innovation support, Which country do you currently work in? 
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the Model Summary in Table 15 below shows no explanation to the variation of the 
innovation performance. 

Table 15 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation output dimension explained by the regression analysis 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,181a ,033 ,000 8284,650 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, 
There is enough funding for innovation projects I am currently involved in , How many years have you been working 
there?, Gender, Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , In our organization we have a clear and 
well known innovation goal, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, There is sufficient time for 
working on innovation activities, Nationality 

Despite the non-significant model, the coefficients are presented in Table 16 displaying the 
impact of the control and cultural variables on the innovation performance. 

Table 16 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables on the 
innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 2164,278 4344,650  ,498 ,619 

In our organization we have a clear and well known 
innovation goal 

-301,347 518,501 -,033 -,581 ,561 

There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities 

-142,066 530,668 -,017 -,268 ,789 

There is enough funding for innovation projects I am 
currently involved in 

-971,552 534,015 -,113 -1,819 ,070 

Percentage of your time spent on innovation related 
activities 

1,471 22,741 ,004 ,065 ,948 

Gender 1316,350 1052,076 ,067 1,251 ,212 
Age -40,901 48,370 -,050 -,846 ,398 
Division 130,616 214,715 ,038 ,608 ,543 
Company 133,482 169,134 ,047 ,789 ,430 
How many years have you been working there? 2,355 55,895 ,002 ,042 ,966 
Nationality -142,869 147,031 -,070 -,972 ,332 
Which country do you currently work in? 129,387 189,959 ,052 ,681 ,496 
Which of these areas are you working within? -5,489 256,788 -,001 -,021 ,983 
Do you have a manager position? 807,841 919,605 ,049 ,878 ,380 

a. Dependent Variable: Number of ideas you generated last year 

Number of patents you have contributed to the last year 
Model 1: Control variables 

The ANOVA table confirms a significant model for the regression analysis with the control 
variables, which indicates influence from the control variables on the innovation performance 
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in this part of the Ideation output dimension, see Appendix E. Moreover, the value 0,039 from 
the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 17 below shows a weak value explaining the 
variation of the innovation performance by the regression analysis. 

Table 17 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation output dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,252a ,063 ,039 2,284 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Division, How many years have you been working there?, 
Gender, Nationality, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Company, Which country do you currently 
work in? 

The coefficients in Table 18 below display the impact from the control variables on the 
innovation performance within the Ideation output dimension. 

Table 18 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables on the 
innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 1,631 1,097  1,487 ,138 

Gender -,097 ,302 -,018 -,322 ,748 
Age -,014 ,014 -,061 -,991 ,322 
Division ,219 ,062 ,226 3,516 ,000 
Company -,085 ,053 -,101 -1,614 ,107 
How many years have you been working there? ,024 ,016 ,086 1,485 ,138 
Nationality ,009 ,041 ,016 ,216 ,829 
Which country do you currently work in? -,025 ,053 -,035 -,463 ,644 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,162 ,072 -,129 -2,250 ,025 
Do you have a manager position? -,110 ,267 -,024 -,412 ,681 

a. Dependent Variable: Number of filed patents you have contributed to the last year 

The regression analysis confirms a significant influence from two of the control variables, 
when the number of filed patents seems to depend on which ASSA ABLOY division the 
respondent work within, respectively in which working area. Hence, different divisions in 
ASSA ABLOY might generate different amounts of filed patents, as well as different work 
areas. 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables and cultural factors in this part of the Ideation output 
dimension. Moreover, the value 0,045 from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 
19 below shows a weak value of the explanation to the variation of the innovation 
performance. 
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Table 19 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation output dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,297a ,088 ,045 2,277 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Risk taking, Do you have a manager position?, Company, How many years have you been 
working there?, Nationality, Gender, Collaboration, Competition, Which of these areas are you working within?, 
Challenging work, Age, Division, Organizational encouragement, Encourage change, Innovation support, Which 
country do you currently work in? 

The coefficients in Table 20 below display the impact from the control variables and cultural 
factors on the innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension. 

Table 20 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables and the 
cultural factors on the innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) -1,969 1,826  -1,078 ,282 

Challenging work ,391 ,252 ,106 1,550 ,122 
Collaboration ,425 ,278 ,103 1,529 ,127 
Competition ,097 ,212 ,028 ,455 ,649 
Encourage change -,061 ,310 -,015 -,197 ,844 
Innovation support ,127 ,301 ,033 ,421 ,674 
Organizational encouragement -,130 ,249 -,039 -,521 ,603 
Risk-taking -,080 ,234 -,021 -,342 ,732 
Gender -,176 ,307 -,032 -,574 ,567 
Age -,011 ,014 -,046 -,739 ,461 
Division ,205 ,064 ,211 3,212 ,001 
Company -,085 ,054 -,101 -1,573 ,117 
How many years have you been working there? ,021 ,017 ,075 1,296 ,196 
Nationality ,001 ,041 ,002 ,024 ,981 
Which country do you currently work in? -,007 ,055 -,010 -,128 ,898 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,154 ,075 -,123 -2,057 ,040 
Do you have a manager position? ,139 ,289 ,030 ,481 ,631 

a. Dependent Variable: Number of filed patents you have contributed to the last year 

The regression analysis confirms no cultural factors as significant for the contribution of 
number of filed patents. Consequently, the amount of filed patents is solely influenced by the 
following two control variables; ASSA ABLOY division and working area.  
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Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control and cultural variables. Moreover, the value 0,059 from the adjusted 
R2 in the Model Summary in Table 21 below shows a weak value of the explanation to the 
variation of the innovation performance. Particularly interesting is the still low level of R2 in 
this model, compared to the Ideation dimension, the Enablers had a rather higher level at R2.  

Table 21 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Ideation output dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,306a ,094 ,059 2,260 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, There is enough funding for innovation projects I am 
currently involved in , Which country do you currently work in?, How many years have you been working there?, 
Gender, Company, Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , Which of these areas are you 
working within?, In our organization we have a clear and well known innovation goal, Age, Division, There is 
sufficient time for working on innovation activities, Nationality 

The coefficients in Table 22 below display the impact of the control variables and the cultural 
factors on the innovation performance.  

Table 22 Regression analysis displaying the inter-relation between Enablers and the 
innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) -,209 1,266  -,165 ,869 

In our organization we have a clear and well known 
innovation goal 

,197 ,155 ,077 1,270 ,205 

There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities 

,008 ,158 ,003 ,048 ,961 

There is enough funding for innovation projects I am 
currently involved in 

,093 ,160 ,038 ,583 ,560 

Percentage of your time spent on innovation related 
activities 

,015 ,007 ,127 2,226 ,027 

Gender -,122 ,300 -,022 -,406 ,685 
Age -,010 ,014 -,042 -,679 ,497 
Division ,209 ,063 ,215 3,337 ,001 
Company -,074 ,053 -,088 -1,411 ,159 
How many years have you been working there? ,022 ,016 ,076 1,332 ,184 
Nationality ,013 ,040 ,024 ,330 ,742 
Which country do you currently work in? -,004 ,054 -,006 -,077 ,939 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,126 ,073 -,101 -1,727 ,085 
Do you have a manager position? -,041 ,267 -,009 -,154 ,878 

a. Dependent Variable: Number of filed patents you have contributed to the last year 

The regression analysis confirms time spent on innovation related activities as the only 
Enabler significant for increasing the number of patents.  
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Implementation 
Model 1: Control variables 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables, in the Implementation dimension. Moreover, the value 
0,093 from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 23 below shows a weak value of 
explanation to the variation of the innovation performance. 

Table 23 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Implementation dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,337a ,114 ,093 ,79668 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, How 
many years have you been working there?, Gender, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, 
Nationality 

The coefficients in Table 24 below display the impact of the control variables on the 
innovation performance in the Implementation dimension. 

Table 24 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables on the 
innovation performance in the Implementation dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 4,097 ,363  11,300 ,000 

Gender ,018 ,101 ,009 ,179 ,858 
Age -,012 ,005 -,149 -2,694 ,007 
Division ,060 ,020 ,170 2,922 ,004 
Company -,025 ,016 -,087 -1,547 ,123 
How many years have you been working there? ,014 ,005 ,137 2,593 ,010 
Nationality ,002 ,014 ,009 ,135 ,893 
Which country do you currently work in? -,001 ,018 -,003 -,046 ,963 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,077 ,024 -,169 -3,199 ,001 
Do you have a manager position? -,437 ,088 -,261 -4,984 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Implementation 

The regression analysis confirms influence on the innovation performance from the following 
control variables; age, division, number of years the respondent has been working at the 
workplace, working area and if the respondents has a manager position or not. 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables and cultural factors in the Implementation dimension. The 
value 0,284 of the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 25 below shows a moderate 
value of explaining the variation of the innovation performance. 
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Table 25 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Implementation dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,560a ,313 ,284 ,70780 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Risk-taking, How many years have you been working there?, Which of these areas are you 
working within?, Nationality, Company, Collaboration, Gender, Competition, Do you have a manager position?, 
Challenging work, Age, Division, Organizational encouragement, Encourage change, Innovation support, Which 
country do you currently work in? 

The coefficients in Table 26 below display the impact from the control variables and cultural 
factors on the innovation performance in the Implementation dimension.  

Table 26 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables and the 
cultural factors on the innovation performance in the Implementation dimension. 

Coefficients 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) ,295 ,529  ,557 ,578 

Challenging work ,048 ,072 ,036 ,664 ,507 
Collaboration ,043 ,079 ,030 ,552 ,581 
Competition -,026 ,061 -,021 -,425 ,671 
Encourage change ,262 ,088 ,173 2,982 ,003 
Innovation support ,187 ,086 ,136 2,186 ,029 
Organizational encouragement ,131 ,072 ,108 1,832 ,068 
Risk-taking ,218 ,066 ,164 3,284 ,001 
Gender ,079 ,091 ,040 ,860 ,390 
Age -,006 ,004 -,073 -1,450 ,148 
Division ,041 ,019 ,116 2,191 ,029 
Company -,017 ,015 -,059 -1,160 ,247 
How many years have you been working there? ,011 ,005 ,106 2,257 ,025 
Nationality -5,888E-5 ,013 ,000 -,005 ,996 
Which country do you currently work in? ,017 ,017 ,065 ,994 ,321 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,068 ,022 -,149 -3,071 ,002 
Do you have a manager position? -,272 ,083 -,162 -3,256 ,001 

a. Dependent Variable: Implementation 
The regression analysis confirms the following four significant cultural factors stimulating a 
higher innovation performance at the Implementation dimension; 

Risk-taking 

Encourage change 

Innovation support 

Organizational encouragement 

There appears to be a high impact from encourage change and risk-taking on the innovation 
performance in this dimension. Implementing a new idea, process, service etc. might imply a 
certain amount of risks as well as the acceptance of possible mistakes. Consequently, by 
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accepting mistakes to a high grade contributes to a higher innovation performance within this 
specific dimension. Further, encouraging change might contribute to willingness to implement 
ideas for continuous change. Moreover, since implementation is related to the Throughput 
stage, including efficiency, such as time-to-market (Goffin and Mitchell, 2010), a high degree 
of innovation support might be crucial for enabling the implementation process and be more 
efficient. Finally, organizational encouragement appears to be significant, showing that 
rewards and recognition from the organization as well as management has a positive influence 
the innovation performance in the Implementation dimension.  

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

The ANOVA table confirms a significant model for the regression analysis with the control 
and cultural variables. Moreover, the value 0,292 from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary 
in Table 27 below shows a moderate explanation to the variation of the innovation 
performance. 

Table 27 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Implementation dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,562a ,315 ,292 ,70387 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, 
Company, There is enough funding for innovation projects I am currently involved in , How many years have 
you been working there?, Gender, Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , In our 
organization we have a clear and well known innovation goal, Which of these areas are you working within?, 
Age, Division, There is sufficient time for working on innovation activities, Nationality 

The coefficients in Table 28 below display the impact of the control and cultural variables on 
the innovation performance in the Implementation dimension.  
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Table 28 Regression analysis displaying the inter-relation between Enablers and the 

innovation performance in the Implementation dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 2,213 ,369  5,995 ,000 

In our organization we have a clear and well known 
innovation goal 

,200 ,044 ,218 4,536 ,000 

There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities 

,120 ,045 ,141 2,654 ,008 

There is enough funding for innovation projects I am 
currently involved in 

,115 ,045 ,132 2,530 ,012 

Percentage of your time spent on innovation related 
activities 

,007 ,002 ,160 3,468 ,001 

Gender ,025 ,089 ,012 ,277 ,782 
Age -,009 ,004 -,106 -2,142 ,033 
Division ,041 ,018 ,117 2,251 ,025 
Company -,014 ,014 -,048 -,973 ,331 
How many years have you been working there? ,010 ,005 ,099 2,111 ,035 
Nationality ,006 ,012 ,029 ,480 ,631 
Which country do you currently work in? ,015 ,016 ,060 ,937 ,350 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,061 ,022 -,133 -2,785 ,006 
Do you have a manager position? -,393 ,078 -,235 -5,025 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Implementation 

The regression analysis confirms all Enablers significant for increasing the innovation 
performance in the Implementation dimension. Again, the importance of having a clear and 
well-known goal appears to have a substantially higher impact than the other Enablers. This 
strengthen the importance of an innovation strategy and goal and to communicate this to all 
employees. Further, two additional Enablers; sufficient time and enough funding for 
innovation activities can be linked to innovation support, which appeared to have a significant 
positive influence on the innovation performance in this dimension. Moreover, the time spent 
on innovation related activities appear to stimulate the innovation performance in this 
dimension. Hence, if there is enough time reserved for implementation, more time can be 
spent on innovation, both contributing to a higher innovation performance in the 
Implementation dimension.  

Innovation Output 
Model 1: Control variables 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables in the Output dimension. Moreover, the value 0,101 from 
the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 29 below shows a weak value of explanation 
of the variation of the innovation performance. 
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Table 29 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Output dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,349a ,122 ,101 ,79680 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, 
How many years have you been working there?, Gender, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, 
Division, Nationality 

The coefficients in Table 30 below display the impact of the control variables on the 
innovation performance in the Output dimension. 
 

Table 30 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables on the 
innovation performance in the Output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 5,336 ,363  14,716 ,000 

Gender -,199 ,101 -,099 -1,976 ,049 
Age -,014 ,005 -,164 -2,972 ,003 
Division ,022 ,020 ,061 1,055 ,292 
Company -,033 ,016 -,115 -2,051 ,041 
How many years have you been working there? ,008 ,005 ,075 1,422 ,156 
Nationality -,030 ,014 -,144 -2,120 ,035 
Which country do you currently work in? -,012 ,018 -,048 -,677 ,499 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,036 ,024 -,078 -1,475 ,141 
Do you have a manager position? -,320 ,088 -,191 -3,651 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Output 

The regression analysis confirms a significant influence from gender, age, which ASSA 
ABLOY company, nationality and whether the respondent has a manager position or not.  

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control variables and cultural factors in the Output dimension. Moreover, the 
value 0,204 from the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 31 below shows a moderate 
value of the explanation to the variation of the innovation performance. 
 
 
 
 
 



41 

 

 
Table 31 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 

performance in the Output dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,486a ,236 ,204 ,75003 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Risk-taking, How many years have you been working there?, Which of these areas are 
you working within?, Nationality, Company, Collaboration, Gender, Competition, Do you have a manager 
position?, Challenging work, Age, Division, Organizational encouragement, Encourage change, Innovation 
support, Which country do you currently work in? 

The coefficients in Table 32 below display the impact from the control variables and cultural 
factors on the innovation performance in the Output dimension. 

Table 32 Regression analysis displaying the impact from the control variables and the 
cultural factors on the innovation performance in the Output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 2,165 ,561  3,861 ,000 

Challenging work ,114 ,077 ,085 1,484 ,139 
Collaboration ,066 ,083 ,045 ,794 ,427 
Competition ,124 ,064 ,101 1,925 ,055 
Encourage change ,102 ,093 ,067 1,096 ,274 
Innovation support ,067 ,091 ,048 ,737 ,462 
Organizational encouragement ,096 ,076 ,079 1,267 ,206 
Risk-taking ,160 ,070 ,120 2,279 ,023 
Gender -,179 ,097 -,090 -1,851 ,065 
Age -,008 ,004 -,099 -1,866 ,063 
Division ,002 ,020 ,005 ,090 ,929 
Company -,023 ,016 -,079 -1,471 ,142 
How many years have you been working there? ,004 ,005 ,042 ,851 ,395 
Nationality -,032 ,013 -,155 -2,403 ,017 
Which country do you currently work in? ,006 ,018 ,025 ,358 ,721 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,029 ,023 -,063 -1,239 ,216 
Do you have a manager position? -,168 ,088 -,100 -1,906 ,057 

a. Dependent Variable: Output 

The regression analysis confirms the following two significant cultural factors stimulating a 
higher innovation performance at the Output dimension; 

Risk-taking 

Competition 

As for the Implementation and Ideation dimension, risk-taking is highly significant for 
reaching a high innovation performance. As previous described implementing ideas might 
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imply a certain amount of risks, hence high risk-taking might lead to more implemented ideas 
and thereby a higher innovation performance within the dimension Output.  

Further, competition appears to have a significant impact on the Output dimension and is 
particularly interesting since Amabile et al. (1996) highlight competition as an obstacle for 
creativity. Hence, competition might not stimulate the initial part of the innovation process, 
Ideation, where creativity his highly important but is significant for the latter part of the 
innovation process, Output.  

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

The ANOVA table, found in Appendix E, confirms a significant model for the regression 
analysis with the control and cultural variables in the Output dimension. Moreover, the value 
0,303 of the adjusted R2 in the Model Summary in Table 33 below shows a moderate value of 
the explanation to the variation of the innovation performance, but is higher than Model 2a 
with the cultural factors. Hence, the variation of the innovation performance in the Output 
dimension is better explained by the Enablers than by the cultural factors. 

Table 33 The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation in the innovation 
performance in the Output dimension explained by the regression analysis. 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,571a ,326 ,303 ,70166 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, 
There is enough funding for innovation projects I am currently involved in , How many years have you been 
working there?, Gender, Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , In our organization we 
have a clear and well known innovation goal, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, There 
is sufficient time for working on innovation activities, Nationality 

 
The coefficients in Table 34 below display the impact of the control and cultural variables on 
the innovation performance in the Output dimension. 
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Table 34 Regression analysis displaying the inter-relation between Enablers and the 
innovation performance in the Output dimension. 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 3,395 ,368  9,227 ,000 

In our organization we have a clear and well known 
innovation goal 

,250 ,044 ,272 5,695 ,000 

There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities 

,155 ,045 ,181 3,439 ,001 

There is enough funding for innovation projects I am 
currently involved in 

,095 ,045 ,108 2,090 ,037 

Percentage of your time spent on innovation related 
activities 

,002 ,002 ,048 1,038 ,300 

Gender -,173 ,089 -,087 -1,944 ,053 
Age -,010 ,004 -,122 -2,488 ,013 
Division ,001 ,018 ,003 ,052 ,958 
Company -,022 ,014 -,075 -1,513 ,131 
How many years have you been working there? ,004 ,005 ,039 ,851 ,395 
Nationality -,026 ,012 -,123 -2,066 ,039 
Which country do you currently work in? ,001 ,016 ,003 ,052 ,959 
Which of these areas are you working within? -,029 ,022 -,063 -1,335 ,183 
Do you have a manager position? -,298 ,078 -,178 -3,832 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: Output 

The regression analysis confirms the following three enablers significant for increasing the 
innovation performance in the Output dimension; 

Clear and well known innovation goal 

Sufficient time for innovation activities 

Enough funding for innovation projects 

Once again, the importance of having a clear and well-known goal appears to have a 
substantially higher impact than the other Enablers. This further strengthens the importance of 
creating an innovation strategy and goal and to communicate it to all employees. Further, 
sufficient time and enough funding for innovation activities seems to be significant for the 
innovation performance in this dimension, which might be a result from their importance in 
the earlier dimensions. 

Causality 
To uncover potential causality a correlation analysis, found in Appendix G was conducted. 
The correlation analysis confirms innovation support strongly correlated to the other cultural 
factors, indicating innovation support as a rather important factor. Moreover, innovation 
support is strongly correlated to the three Enablers sufficient time for innovation activities, 
enough funding for innovation projects and clear and well-known innovation goal, which is 
not surprising since the Enablers can be categorized as support mechanisms. Interesting is a 
rather low correlation between risk-taking and the other cultural factors (except innovation 
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support), confirming risk-taking as a strong cause to the innovation performance and not 
strongly influenced by other factors. Moreover, competition does not seem to be high 
correlated to the other cultural factors either. The lack of high correlation between risk-taking 
and competition and the other cultural factors and Enablers confirms risk-taking and 
competition as strong influences to the innovation performance in the Output dimension 
without strong causality from other factors or support mechanisms.  

Conclusions 
Empirical results indicate that a few specific cultural factors of the innovation culture have 
higher impact on the innovation performance in specific dimensions than others and thus are 
to be regarded as more fundamental in the search for innovation-enhancing actions. 
Furthermore, risk-taking appears to be crucial for the innovation performance at all 
dimensions and is the only cultural factor reappearing in all dimensions. Hence, increasing the 
risk-taking leads potentially to a higher innovation performance in all dimensions. Moreover, 
two cultural factors were proven to have no significant influence on the innovation 
performance; challenging work and collaboration, and can thus be removed from the cultural 
factors. Even prior developed frameworks, by other researches, where these two factors are 
included ought to be questioned. 
Further, the regression analysis confirms a few support factors enabling and facilitating the 
innovation process as significant for the innovation performance in specific dimensions. The 
Enablers seems to have a clear influence on the innovation performance where the far most 
significant is to have a clear and well-known innovation goal which is significant for three of 
the innovation performance dimensions, Ideation, Implementation as well as Output.  

Interview results and within-case analysis - ASSA ABLOY 
Below follows the result from the interviews and survey for each company/site along with a 
within-case analysis and finally recommendations. The response rate on 54% resulted in 
approximately 510 useful survey answers. By respect of the respondents’ anonymity, the 
exact number of respondents for each company/site is not revealed and is represented by 2-4 
respondents. Due to a lack of respondents, there is no survey result presented for HID UK and 
Entrance Systems IDDS and no interview result from APAC China due to language barriers. 

Americas - Door Group  
The Door Group is a manufacturing company within the Americas division with 
approximately 600 employees, where approximately 450 are involved with direct 
manufacturing of doors and frames. The Door Group manufactures metal, aluminum and 
wooden doors for the non-residential market. 

Interviews 
The interview result is summarized in Table 35 below, followed by an analysis together with 
more detailed results from the interviews.  
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Table 35 Summary of the interview result.  
Americas - Door Group 
Challenging Work Challenge in workload. Lack of time. Challenges are created by setting goals.  
Collaboration Good within the site. Improvements needed between departments and within. 

Americas.  Competition Healthy competition between individuals to achieve goals. Competition to other. 
companies.  Empowerment High empowerment, flat organization.  

Encourage Change Not used to a lot of changes. 
Freedom Fair amount of freedom. 
Innovation Support Good innovation support.  
Open Communication Good communication. Open door policy, but some fear to express fully opinion. 
Organizational 
Encouragement 

Rewards. Missing to recognize many people by having a few large rewards. 
Recognition by hitting your goals.  Risk-taking Fairy low amount. Little encouragement to take risks. 

Additional information They keep getting more innovative. They are often being the first on market. 

The Door Group seems to perceive a significant improvement concerning their work with 
innovation and the organization seems to getting closer to become classified as innovative, 
exemplified with what one respondent mentioned “I would say it’s started, but it’s not there 
because it’s so new. So the culture still has yet to be” and “There is an element to an 
innovation culture”. Further described in the interviews are several innovative products that 
have been ahead of the curve and even have been copied by competitors, which proves a 
potential for continuing and increase the work with innovation.  

Further, the Door Group described their work as highly challenging, but seems to have 
referred to a heavy workload rather than challenging and stimulating tasks, which is stated by 
one respondent “the challenge is more that there is just so many tasks, it is just so full”. The 
heavy workload seems to come from a lack of time and limited human resources and is 
described as “it is difficult to get enough dedicated time”, which should be considered as a 
potential area to improve. Hence, a heavy workload is argued by Amabile et al. (1996) as an 
obstacle for creativity and consequently also innovation. Further, the innovation support 
within the company is described as varied, where more support might need to be implemented 
in parts of the site together with an increased support from management.  

Furthermore, the collaboration within the Door Group seems to be working rather well 
between individuals and work groups. Nevertheless, the collaboration between companies or 
sites within their division (Americas) is described to be more of a challenge and an area with 
potential for improvements. However, it seems that the lean innovation process can contribute 
to this improvement since the process requires a high degree of collaboration. In addition, the 
communication appears to be at a relatively high level, but the respondents do not seem to be 
coherent in their perception of whether there is an open communication or not. This is 
exemplified by the following two quotes; “I think there's still some fear among people that if 
they would express their fully opinion there may be consequences” and “we have a very open 
door policy”. Hence, this fearfulness would certainly result in fewer ideas implemented since 
fewer are communicated.  

The competition present at the Door Group appears to be appreciated by the employees and 
described as healthy by the respondents and seems to trigger the employees to perform. 
Nevertheless, there seems to be a rather high tracking of the employees’ performance 
described by one respondent as “it is tracked very strongly between employees…they are 
rated on their performance”, which might decrease the freedom and independence among 
them and thereof potentially hinder innovation. Moreover, competition is argued by Amabile 
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et al. (1996) to have a negative impact on innovation, however competition at a reasonable 
level which triggers employees to perform better might have a positive impact on innovation. 

The existing encouragement described within the Door Group, including different rewards for 
work above and beyond, might need to be extended and complemented with recognition. Both 
rewards and recognition are, according to Martins and Terblanche (2003) and Amabile et al. 
(1996), required for stimulating innovation and creativity. Hence the organizational 
encouragement ought to include rewards as well as recognition in other ways.  

Furthermore, the degree of risk-taking is described to be rather low within the site. However, 
there appears to be an awareness of the importance to “celebrate failures “and hence a desire 
to extend the risk-taking, resulting in a higher innovation performance (Jassawalla and 
Sashittal, 2002). 

Innovation culture profile Americas Door Group 
The survey result displayed in Figure 2 below confirms two factors with a lower value than 
the other, risk-taking and competition. However, risk-taking is clearly the cultural factor with 
the lowest degree within the Door Group, also confirmed by the interview result above. 
Concerning the two above-mentioned factors, Amabile et al (1996) argue for a low degree of 
competition for reaching a high degree of creativity, while risk-taking is argued by several 
researchers to be a stimulant for innovation. There can also be noticed that risk-taking has a 
slightly lower degree within the Door Group compared to the aggregated result from ASSA 
ABLOY. However, the innovation culture within the Door Group seems to be in line with the 
total innovation culture within ASSA ABLOY.  

 
Figure 2 The innovation culture at Americas Door Group 

Further, Figure 3 displays a low degree of innovation performance at the Implementation 
dimension compared to the additional two dimensions. However, the result shows a higher 
degree of innovation performance at the Implementation dimension compared to the total 
ASSA ABLOY innovation performance. There is a clear potential for improvements within 
the Implementation dimension, which according to the regression analysis is influenced by the 
factors encouraging change, innovation support, organizational encouragement and risk 
taking.  
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Figure 3 The innovation performance at Door Group displayed in four dimensions. 

Further, Figure 4 showing the Enablers confirms a distinct lack of time, which is proven to 
stimulate all dimensions in the innovation process. Moreover the result confirms a slightly 
lower degree within the Door Group for all Enablers compared to the aggregated result from 
ASSA ABLOY. Hence, there is room for improvements concerning all Enablers for creating 
better conditions for innovation. 

 
Figure 4. The result from the survey at Door Group showing the measurement of the Enablers 

Recommendations 
For improving the dimension with the lowest innovation performance, the Implementation 
dimension, an increased focus for improving the Enablers is required, especially increasing 
the time for working with innovation activities. Moreover, an increased degree of risk-taking 
would contribute to a higher innovation performance in all three dimensions and consequently 
increase the weaker Implementation dimension. In addition, there is room for potential 
improvements in the Ideation dimension, which relates to the same cultural factors as the 
Implementation dimension encourage change, innovation support, organizational 
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encouragement and risk-taking. Hence, by improving the above-mentioned factors, a higher 
innovation performance could be reach in both dimensions.  

Americas - Access and Egress Hardware Group 
Americas Access and Egress Hardware Group is an organization developing and 
manufacturing software and electro mechanics for access control as well as hardware.  

Interviews  
The interview result is summarized in Table 36 below, followed by an analysis together with 
more detailed results from the interviews. 

Table 36 Summary of the interview result. 

Americas – Access and Egress Hardware Group 
Challenging Work All respondents feel challenged 

Collaboration Could improve between divisions. There is several brands, very strong collaboration 

Competition Healthy competition.  “We are all Americans we are all showoffs, we want to win” 

Empowerment Striving to push decisions down. Employees are excited about having the ability to make 
change.  

Encourage Change There is constant change. “Changes is kind of a norm” Change is good.  

Freedom Strict PIP process. Large room for free thinking is some tasks.   Creating more freedom for 
employees. 

Innovation Support “Management support is very high!” , “ I think we have got a common group, the STG 

Open Communication Good communication, but some information gets lost.  

Organizational 
Encouragement 

Individually recognized.  Encouraged regularly. Recognition programs with a small cash 
award. 

Risk-taking Calculated risks  

Additional information Highly innovative. Difficult being innovative with a product life cycle of 20 or 40 years, 
which is, why they look for a balance of incremental improvements.  

Americas Hardware Group seems to have a strong innovation culture, which is exemplified 
by the quote “Innovativeness on a scale of 1 to 10, I think in our division we are probably 8 
or 9. I think I see us as pretty innovative”. Nevertheless, they appear to rush from research to 
commercialization and there appears to be a lack time for innovation, mentioned by several of 
the respondents. There seems to be a desire for expanding the time spent on innovation for 
more experiments, where one respondent mentioned “Just not enough time to do all the fun 
stuff we like to do”. Continuing this line, Martins and Terblanche (2003) highlights the 
importance of rewarding employee’s experiments to possibly improve innovation. 

There appears to be a certain level of competition present within the Hardware Group, 
described for by the following statement “We are all Americans we are all showoffs, we want 
to win”. However, the competition seems to be appreciated by the employees, who are 
described as performers and achievers by one of the respondents. Competition is further 
argued by Amabile et al. (1996) to have a negative impact on innovation. Nevertheless, 
competition at a reasonable level, which triggers employees to perform better, might have a 
positive impact on innovation. 

Further, the Hardware Group appears to have a rather high level of empowerment, where one 
respondent described their continuous work to push down empowerment and decision-making 
in the organization, which indicates that they might aim for an even higher level of 
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empowerment.  Delegating decision-making to the lowest possible level has, according to 
O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007), a positive impact on innovation. Hence, the Hardware Group 
ought to continue their work with empowerment for further increasing their innovation 
performance. Additionally there seems to be relatively strict processes to follow within the 
Hardware Group, such as the PIP, Product Innovation Process. However, certain 
independence in adjusting deadlines for deliverables for instance, is described by one 
respondent, which might have a negative impact on the progress of the process.  Nevertheless, 
the organization seems to work for creating more freedom and independence to the 
employees, which according to Ekvall (1996), Amabile et al. (1996) and Martins and 
Terblanche (2003) have a positive impact on innovation and creativity. 

Within the Hardware Group the collaboration appears to vary where one respondent described 
a strong collaboration. However, a lower degree of collaboration is described by two 
respondents to be present between divisions concerning, for instance, the sharing of roadmaps 
and high-level strategies, which could be improved for potential resource savings. 

Further, the management support concerning innovation-related activities is described by one 
respondent as high within the Hardware Group. Likewise, there seems to be an awareness of 
the importance of innovation for competitive advantage when the importance of balancing 
different areas for including innovation was mentioned. However, there are hesitations 
whether they are aware of the innovation support functions central for ASSA ABLOY, which 
is exemplified by the following citation: “I think we have got a common group, the STG, 
which is a kind of technology incubator group”. As mentioned earlier, there might be a need 
to open up the awareness to the rest of the organization for a better collaboration between 
divisions. Moreover, in general there seems to be a rather well working communication and is 
mentioned as “extremely well” by one respondent. Nevertheless, there seems to be room for 
improvements. According to one respondent, some information get lost in the organization 
before reaching everyone involved, which clearly might lead to unnecessary 
misunderstandings, but also create a sense of alienation. Hence, the Hardware Group needs to 
improve their way of communicate in order to spread all necessary information. 

Finally, the existing encouragement was described by all respondents as different types of 
rewards and dinners, however recognition from the immediate supervisor or other daily 
praises were not mentioned.  

Innovation culture profile Americas Hardware Group 
The result from the survey at Americas Hardware Group, presented in Figure 5 indicates a 
fairly low empowerment within the organization, compared to the total from ASSA ABLOY. 
Moreover, the result from the survey concerning the level of empowerment does not seem to 
correspond to the result from the interviews where a high level of empowerment was 
described. Hence, the work with pushing decisions down in the organization might need more 
attention for reaching a higher degree of empowerment. Additionally, a low degree of risk-
taking is notified, which also corresponds to the low degree within the aggregated result from 
ASSA ABLOY. Further, the remaining factors correspond fairly well to the total result from 
all sites within ASSA ABLOY.  
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Figure 5. The innovation culture at Americas Hardware Group. 

The innovation performance in Figure 6  displays a slightly higher innovation performance 
within the Hardware Group compared to the total result within ASSA ABLOY. Moreover, a 
low value can be noticed within the Implementation dimension, which is, according to the 
regression analysis, correlated to the factors encourage change, innovation support, 
organizational encouragement and risk-taking, where a clearly noted weakness is the 
extension of taking risks. By increasing the factors correlated to the Implementation 
dimension, an increased innovation performance also within the Ideation dimension could be 
reached since both dimensions are influenced by the same factors.  

 
Figure 6 The innovation performance at Hardware Group displayed in four dimensions.. 

Further, Figure 7 presenting the Enablers, a clear lack of time for innovation activities is 
noticed. This Enabler is, according to the regression analysis, significant for the innovation 
performance in all three dimensions and ought to be improved for an increased innovation 
performance. Moreover, noticed is also the high degree of a clear and well-known innovation 
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goal, which is proven to be highly significant for the innovation performance in all three 
dimensions.  

 
Figure 7. The result from the survey at Hardware Group showing the measurement of the 

Enablers 

Recommendations 
There is a clear need for an increased innovation performance within the Implementation 
dimension, which can be reached by improving the specific cultural factors and the Enablers. 
Specific improvements are needed for the Enabler sufficient time for innovation activities as 
well as increasing the degree of risk-taking for achieving an improvement of the innovation 
performance within the Implementation dimension.  

Further, it should be noted that neither the Ideation nor the Output dimension has a satisfying 
degree of innovation performance, and hence also potential for improvements, especially 
within the risk-taking and since this factor has a significant influence on both dimensions.  

APAC –Au/NZ 
The APAC division covers a large part of Asia including China, Japan, Korea, Thailand, India 
as well as Australia and New Zealand, which is a large geographical area with a diverse 
market. The head office is located in Hong Kong. APAC is providing a broad spectrum of 
ASSA ABLOY Group's products and market the Group's international brands such as Abloy, 
ASSA, IKON, Lockwood, Sargent, Securitron, Trimec and Yale. 

Interviews  
The interview result is summarized in Table 37, followed by an analysis together with more 
detailed results from the interviews. 
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Table 37 Summary of the interview results. 

APAC – Australia and New Zealand 

Challenging Work Technical and pressure challenges.  Employees are challenged in a positive way. 

Collaboration Good collaboration. Hiring people with the right attitude.  

Competition Mostly no internal competition, but the employees are competitive people and all want to succeed. 

Empowerment The empowerment varies.   

Encourage Change “Some changes, or basically most changes are not well received”. 

Freedom The freedom to the employees varies.  

Innovation Support The support is strong. General acceptance and support for the concept of new ideas. 

Open 
Communication Generally relatively good. Encouraged to talk to everyone. Open-door policy.  

Organizational 
Encouragement 

Different encouragements. Normally one person that is recognized Awards. Improving celebrate- 
success. 

Risk-taking They are quite risk-adverse. Calculated risks. Risk goes hand in hand with innovation.  

Additional 
information They are getting better and better with innovation. The biggest fall-back is a lack of resources.  

The organization seems to continuously improve their work with innovation, exemplified by 
one respondent who mentioned “we are getting better and better”. Nonetheless, there are still 
parts lacking in innovativeness and described as “more inwards focused”. Due to their heavy 
workload and lack of resources in R&D as described from some respondents, much time is 
spent solving short-term problems or “fighting fires” as one respondent explained, instead of 
working with long-term solutions and strategies. Since they are market leader in a several 
product areas and seen as innovation leader by many of their customers, there might be a lack 
of motivation to improve their work with innovation.  

In some fragments of the Au/NZ site a willingness to develop disruptive innovations for 
creating the most impact on the market was mentioned. However, they might benefit from a 
more extensive work with radical innovation for creating a large impact on the market since 
disruptive innovations are quite difficult to come around. Moreover, VOC (Voice of the 
Customer) was mentioned to be of a great importance within their work with innovation, 
exemplifies by one respondent who explained “We are doing more and more VOC right now, 
and ideas might come from anyone in the business”. Hence disruptive innovation might not 
always be the right choice, since those innovations rarely originate from customers’ ideas. 

Moreover, empowerment within Au/NZ appears to depend on the individuals rather than the 
organization exemplified by one respondent as “How secure the person in charge are on risk 
people being empowered”. Hence there seems to be no active encouragement from the 
organization for empowering the employees. Additionally, empowerment is argued by 
researchers such as Martins and Terblanche (2003) as important for reaching a high 
innovation performance, hence Au/NZ might need to work more actively for empowering the 
employees. Further, Au/NZ appears to be in need of an increased acceptance for changes by 
the employees for an enriched innovation performance since it was mentioned during the 
interviews that “Some changes, or basically most changes are not well received”. Changes 
are argued by researchers such as Martins and Terblanche (2003) as a trigger for innovation, 
hence Au/NZ ought to work for improving the acceptance to changes. However, there seems 
to be a high level of innovation support within the organization, where ideas are encouraged 
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and quickly accepted. The acceptance of new concepts and ideas, might in turn contribute to 
an increased acceptance for changes.  

Furthermore, the organizational encouragement appears to vary within the organization, and 
mainly different types of awards were mentioned. Moreover, it is mentioned that normally 
one individual receives the award, even though there might have been a team effort, which 
potentially could decrease the collaboration within the team.  

Finally, risks appear to be well calculated and weighted within the organization, which might 
require resources for executing these calculations. Moreover, since risk-taking is argued by 
several researches, such as Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002), to be a trigger for innovation, 
more resources might be needed for a higher level of risk-taking.  

Innovation culture profile APAC Australia/New Zealand 
The result from the survey, shown in Figure 8, indicates a lower degree of innovation 
performance at Au/NZ compared to the total ASSA ABLOY in several of the cultural factors. 
The lower degree can be seen in organizational encouragement, challenging work, 
collaboration, encourage change and especially within risk-taking. However the interview 
respondents mentioned the collaboration as good, but since the extent of the interview is very 
low compared to the survey the collaboration is believed to have potential for improvements. 
Moreover, risk-taking is the one factor most different from the total ASSA ABLOY result, 
and is related to the interview results where the organization is described as risk-adverse. 
Risk-taking is important for innovation, however increasing the amount of risk within the 
organization is not that simple where changes are required both within the process, but 
especially changing the behavior.  

 
Figure 8. The innovation culture at APAC Australia/ New Zealand. 

The innovation performance within the three dimensions can be seen in Figure 9, indicating a 
low value of the innovation performance within the Implementation dimension, which, 
according to the regression analysis, is related to encouraging change, innovation support, 
organizational encouragement and risk-taking. Moreover, a fairly low value can be registered 
at the Output dimension, which is proven to be influenced by risk-taking and competition, 
also displaying a rather low value.  
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Figure 9 The innovation performance at APAC AU/Nz displayed in four dimensions.. 

Further, Figure 10 displaying the Enablers indicates a lack of funding for innovation projects 
as well as time for innovation activities. Both Enablers related to the weaker Implementation 
dimension. However, the site seems to have a clear innovation goal, which is proven to be 
highly significant for all dimensions in the innovation process and hence might help 
improving the innovation performance on a long-term approach.  

 

 
Figure 10. The result from the survey at APAC AU/Nz showing the measurement of the 

Enablers 

Recommendations 
In order to increase their innovation performance, Au/NZ ought to improve especially the 
weaker Implementation dimension. This could be achieved by increasing the following 
factors; innovation support, risk-taking, encourage change and organizational encouragement. 
Moreover, there are room for improvements in reserving more resources for innovation, 
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especially time and money, which will contribute to a higher innovation performance in 
especially the weaker Implementation dimension. However, the unit ought to focus on 
increasing the factors and Enablers with the lowest result; risk-taking and sufficient time for 
innovation activities.  These are moreover proven to stimulate the innovation performance in 
the Implementation and hence increasing the total innovation performance. Finally, the 
organization ought to continue their work with goals and strategies within innovation for 
setting a long-term view and hence eventually reaching a high innovation performance. 

APAC – China 

The APAC division covers a large part of Asia including China, Japan, Korea, Thailand, India 
as well as Australia and New Zealand, which is a large geographical area with a diverse 
market. The head office is located in Hong Kong. APAC is providing a broad spectrum of 
ASSA ABLOY Group's products and market the Group's international brands such as Abloy, 
ASSA, IKON, Lockwood, Sargent, Securitron, Trimec and Yale. 

Innovation culture profile APAC China 
The results from the survey, shown in Figure 11 below, indicates higher values of a majority 
of the factors within APAC China compared to the total ASSA ABLOY, except for open 
communication, empowerment and freedom. Moreover, the innovation culture appears have a 
slightly different structure than for the total ASSA ABLOY, which might have several causes. 

 
Figure 11 The innovation culture at APAC China. 

Figure 12 indicates a significantly higher innovation performance at APAC China compared 
to the total ASSA ABLOY innovation performance. These high values corresponds to the 
significantly higher values at the cultural factors and the slightly different innovation culture 
at APAC China.  
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Figure 12 The innovation performance at APAC China displayed in four dimensions. 

In line with the higher values of both cultural factors and innovation performance, Figure 13 
displays rather high values also for the Enablers. However, there are potential improvement in 
increasing the time and funding for innovation projects and activities, which will contribute to 
further improve the innovation performance in all dimensions in the innovation process. 

 
Figure 13. The result from the survey at APAC China showing the measurement of the 

Enablers  

Recommendations 
For improving their innovation performance further, APAC China ought to increase the 
resources time and funding, which together covers all dimensions and hence contribute to a 
higher total innovation performance.  
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EMEA – Scandinavia 
ASSA ABLOY Scandinavia is an organization with a large focus on product development, 
working with both electromechanical and mechanical products, such as lock cases, cylinders 
and pulls. More specifically, everything for covering a door, from hinges to keys, as well as 
access control. The organization has development and productions sites in primarily Sweden 
with sales in Sweden, Denmark and Norway 

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 38, followed by an analysis and a more 
detailed presentation of the interviews.   

 
Table 38 Summary of the interview results. 

EMEA - Scandinavia 

Challenging Work High level of workload challenge. Relatively low level of technical challenges.  

Collaboration In general very well-functioning. Poor in some cases. 

Competition Competition between the companies within Scandinavia. No between individuals. 

Empowerment The grade of empowerment is varying. Depending on the manager.  

Encourage Change Strong focus on LEAN. “Scandinavia has managed to create a culture of continuous 
improvements”. 

Freedom Individuals must follow the decided methods. Groups have freedom of adopting the best practice. 

Innovation Support The innovation support has increased but varies.  

Open 
Communication Open communication varies with the variation of bottom-up and top-down management.  

Organizational 
Encouragement 

Non-existing system for encouraging employees. Encouragement comes from colleagues or the 
immediate manager.  

Risk-taking No or very little risk-taking. 

Additional 
information 

Good innovation within digital locking and access control. At the traditional mechanical areas, 
there is more traditional work than innovation.    

The work with innovation at Scandinavia seems to have improved and is described as “more 
driven” during the last years. Nonetheless it appears there is a top-down approach, 
exemplified by one respondent mentioned “in areas with top-down management is not very 
welcome to express standpoints and ideas”, which might hinder ideas to go through. 
Furthermore, this could result in a low result at the Ideation dimension within the innovation 
process, hence resulting in less implemented ideas. Further, their use of customer satisfaction 
surveys, mentioned in the interviews, might result in improvements of existing products and 
processes. However, too much reliance to customer satisfaction might lead to a lack of 
disruptive and radical innovation since these rarely originates from customer ideas.  

Moreover, Scandinavia seems, according to three respondents, to be challenged by a heavy 
workload rather than technical and developing tasks due to a large amount of routine and 
operational tasks. A heavy workload is argued by Amabile et al. (1996) as an obstacle for 
creativity and consequently also innovation.  

Additionally, there seems to be a rather well functioning collaboration, especially within the 
local sites, exemplified by one respondent who mentioned “local, it’s very good”. However, 
mentioned was also the need of improvements by, for instance, sharing administration tasks 
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between the local sites for saving resources. Nevertheless, the open communication appears to 
vary between top-down management as well as the bottom-up management. Since innovation 
is argued by researches such as Martins and Terblanche (2003) to be supported by an open 
communication, the bottom-up management is to prefer. Hence, this might be one reason to a 
variation of the innovation performance throughout the organization.  

Since Scandinavia appears to have a culture supporting continuous improvements, stated by a 
respondent explaining that “there is also focus on process innovation and much time is spent 
on simplifying the processes”, hence there might also be a culture supporting continuous 
changes.  Moreover, this seems consistent within all participating companies included in 
Scandinavia, which might contribute to coherent encouragement for changes.  

Further, there seems to be a variation of the innovation support and also the need of support 
between different companies within Scandinavia. “The site in Gothenburg might be a bit less 
integrated in the innovation work” is mentioned. Moreover, according to one respondent 
there is a lack of an idea-handling tool and the attitude “this might be unnecessary” might 
jeopardize the attitude to generating new ideas, which is crucial for innovation. However, one 
respondent described an idea-handling tool at a local level, which could be further 
implemented in the whole Scandinavia. This variances in the attitude and way of working 
indicates a non-coherent work with innovation within Scandinavia.  

More, according to two respondents there is little or none encouragement within Scandinavia, 
with exception from a few words from colleagues or occasionally from the immediate 
manager. Due to this low encouragement it is of high importance to inform managers about 
the matter of recognition and encouragement to reach a higher grade of encouragement within 
Scandinavia.  

Furthermore, there seems to be almost none risk-taking within the organization and noticeably 
was some negative attitude towards allowing mistakes, which exemplifies by “To from the 
beginning do right, that is extremely important to the efficiency. Right the first time”.  Making 
mistakes and learning from them is argued by several researchers, such as Martins and 
Terblanche (2003), as positive for the innovativeness, hence the attitude towards mistakes 
ought to be changed. 

Innovation culture profile EMEA Scandinavia 
The results, displayed in Figure 14, indicates that Scandinavia have slightly higher 
empowerment as well as risk-taking compared to the results from the total ASSA ABLOY. 
Further it displays a fairly low amount of innovation support, which is more or less confirmed 
by the interviews where a variation in the innovation support was mentioned. However, 
Innovation support is one of the factors perceived to be easier to affect since it mostly 
includes implementing new processes and methods and not changing behaviors.  
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Figure 14 The innovation culture at EMEA Scandinavia. 

The innovation performance, shown in Figure 15, indicates a rather low value in the 
Implementation dimension, even lower than for the total result from ASSA ABLOY. The 
Implementation dimension is proven to be influenced by encouraging change, innovation 
support, organizational encouragement and risk-taking. Moreover, the innovation 
performance in the two additional dimensions Ideation and Output indicates a lower value 
than for the total ASSA ABLOY and are influence by encourage change, innovation support, 
organizational encouragement and risk-taking, the latter dimension also by competition. 

 
Figure 15 The innovation performance at Scandinavia displayed in four dimensions. 

Further, Figure 16 displays the rather low values for the Enablers, two of them even lower 
than for the total ASSA ABLOY. Especially improvements seem to be at reserving more time 
for innovation activities. However, there seems to be room for improvements at all Enablers 
for increasing the innovation performance in all dimensions.   
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Figure 16 The result from the survey at Scandinavia showing the measurement of the 

Enablers 

Recommendations 
For increasing their innovation performance, Scandinavia ought to work with increasing the 
innovation performance at especially the Implementation dimension. Moreover, for improving 
the Implementation dimension, Scandinavia should focus on increasing the innovation 
support, encourage change and risk-taking, which are proven to influence the innovation 
performance in the Implementation dimension and also scored a low value.  

Further, a low value could be noticed for all three Enablers and there are potential 
improvements for all of them. Since the Implementation dimension is noticed to have the 
lowest innovation performance all of these Enablers could help to improve this dimension, 
especially reserving time for innovation activities.  

EMEA - Czech Republic 
The ASSA ABLOY production site in Rychnov, Czech Republic produces components for 
ASSA ABLOY. Additionally, there are also internal R&D and technology process 
engineering and some quality engineers. 

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 39 below, followed by an analysis and a 
more detailed presentation of the interviews.   
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Table 39 Summary of the interview results. 

EMEA – Czech Republic 
Challenging Work Good work challenges with good variation.   

Collaboration Good collaboration in some companies within ASSA ABLOY and poorer in some. 

Competition Competition between companies within ASSA ABLOY. Between employees at a reasonable level.  

Empowerment High grade of responsibility given to the employees.  

Encourage Change They are ready for changes every day. 

Freedom - 

Innovation Support Trainee program within the site for education in methods and tools. 

Open 
Communication 

 “cleaning the machine is done by our Managing Director…to not only notify the people, but be a 
part of them”. 

Organizational 
Encouragement If something goes wrong, they don't blame anyone. 

Risk-taking Lack of risk-analysis. 

Additional 
information Innovation is the main trigger for their activities. 

The Czech site appears to have a focus on improving their processes. This was suspected 
since it is mainly operated as a production site rather than a support site. Further it can be 
noted that directions and rules given by other companies within ASSA ABLOY to this site 
does not seem to be well communicated. More specifically, the rules and directions were 
described during an interview to have been overrode due to the lack of understanding for the 
provided guidelines, which have caused mistakes. Hence, improvement of the communication 
between the site and other companies within ASSA ABLOY might be required. 

There seems to be relatively high degree of intra-collaboration exemplified by “colleagues 
within same companies it’s perfect I feel that everybody has the same direction”, which is 
continuously improved by development of common directions provided by the ASSA 
ABLOY headquarter. Due to its function as a production site, they get insight of what 
products different companies within ASSA ABLOY are developing when receiving the 
production orders. Moreover, it is mentioned that occasionally the Czech site receives, for 
production, two almost identical products, which have been developed by two different sites. 
This finding is interesting and could potentially be caused by intra-company competition and 
hence an unwillingness of knowledge sharing.  

One particularly interesting aspect is the work with an open communication and low 
empowerment within the site, exemplified by “cleaning the machine is sometimes done by 
our Managing Director…to not only notify the people, but be a part of them”. Hence, the 
management at the Czech site seems particular aware of the importance of being visual to the 
employees. As described by Martinis and Terblanche (2003), such constant work of creating 
and keeping an open and liberal communication will be of advantage for the innovation.  

Innovation culture profile EMEA Czech Republic 
The results from EMEA Czech Republic, displayed in Figure 17, indicates slightly lower 
values for the majority of the cultural factors at the Czech site than the general ASSA 
ABLOY. Although, a higher value could be noticed for the competition. Moreover, in line 
with the interviews, open communication seems to be at least at the same level as for the total 
ASSA ABLOY. However, empowerment indicates a low value based on the survey, which 
not corresponds to the result from the interviews, where empowerment was described as 
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rather high. Nevertheless the result from the interviews does not necessary represent the 
empowerment within the site since the number of respondents was rather low.  

 

 
Figure 17 The innovation culture at EMEA Czech Republic. 

Further, Figure 18 displaying the innovation performance at the three dimensions, indicates a 
very low value within the Implementation dimension, but relatively high values within the 
two additional dimensions Ideation and Output. This indicates that the site might need to 
improve their production processes. 

 
Figure 18 The innovation performance at EMEA Czech displayed in four dimensions. 

Moreover, Figure 19 presenting the Enablers displays relatively high values, but there is 
however need for improvements, especially by reserving time for innovation activities.  
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Figure 19. The result from the survey at EMEA Czech showing the measurement of the 

Enablers 

Recommendations 
For increasing the innovation performance, the Czech site ought to focus on improving the 
innovation performance in the Implementation dimension, which is significantly lower than 
the Ideation and Output dimension. An increased innovation performance in the 
Implementation dimension can be achieved by increasing the low values at organizational 
encouragement, risk-taking and encourage change. Additionally, for improving the innovation 
performance within the Implementation dimension the Enablers could be increased with focus 
on reserving more time for innovation.   

Entrance Systems – IDDS 
Entrance Systems IDDS. Industrial Door and Docking Solutions, is an organization 
developing automatic entry solutions for pedestrians and goods such as high-speed doors, 
docking solutions and folding doors. Earlier, the company developed the control system and 
the drive system for automatic doors, but is now developing the whole entrance solution 
including glass and aluminum.    

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 40 below, followed by an analysis and a 
more detailed presentation of the interviews.   
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Table 40 Summary of the interview results. 

Entrance Systems - IDDS 

Challenging Work High work challenge in terms of solving problems and keep up with the high speed and 
requirements.  

Collaboration Good collaboration in general. Lower grade of collaboration between different countries. 

Competition No competition between individuals. Competition in terms of reaching goals.   

Empowerment Low empowerment in general.  Many layers of managers where a decision has to go through.  

Encourage Change High speed of changes. They are prepared for changes.  

Freedom High degree of freedom. The grade of freedom is much related to which position you have. 

Innovation Support Lack of a well-structured process. High encouragement for new ideas.   

Open 
Communication Freedom to express ideas and opinions. Open culture. 

Organizational 
Encouragement 

No reward culture. No systems for encouragement. Employees are encouraged by getting through 
with their ideas.  

Risk-taking Low risk-taking. Improvements in accepting failures.  

Additional 
information More and more innovativeness is emerging within the organization. No innovation culture yet. 

The awareness of the importance of innovation for achieving and maintaining a competitive 
advantage on the market seems to have increased within IDDS, where two respondents 
mentioned a higher perceived innovativeness within the organization. Moreover, it appears to 
be a large focus on product innovation and process innovation for keeping the costs down, 
exemplified by answers from two respondents “Primarily products” and “we try to usually 
we keep the product as it is, but optimize the cost”.  Further, one respondent explained “a 
mature product that is not much you can do to get a step further” as a problem related to 
innovation, which might have caused an attitude assuming that the products are finished and 
in no need for improvements.  However, such an attitude is assumed be a hinder for the 
innovativeness, moreover there might be a need for more radical innovations instead of 
revitalizing the existing products.  

According to Ekvall (1996) one factor for increasing the innovativeness is having sufficient 
time for innovation, which there seem to be lacking of within the organization and described 
by “it is simply the lack of time and resources to work with it”, referring to innovation. 
Another hinder for their innovativeness might be great complexity of the organization, which 
slows down the process and is exemplified by “defending your business case might make 
many ideas stay in peoples’ heads...the process is too slow”. In addition, there seems to be a 
high grade of challenges within the organization to keep up with the high speed and 
requirements, which is exemplified by “my challenge is to get the results, to do all the things 
we have on the table”. High challenges, because of a heavy workload, is mentioned by 
Amabile et al. (1996) as one significant downfall when it comes to innovation.  

Further, openness was positive explained during the interviews and there seems to be much 
focus on keeping an open and free communication where employees are encouraged to 
express ideas and opinions, which according to Martins and Terblanche (2003) have a 
positive impact on innovation. Nevertheless, it appears, as there is a need for improvement 
concerning the open communication between the division and top management, described as 
“I perceive the organization globally as relatively top-down...the communication from 
division management down to the division is in many situations one-way”. Moreover, the 
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collaboration within the organization appears to be at a rather high level where employees are 
situated in the same country, but at a lower grade between different countries and continents, 
which described by one respondent as “I’m traveling a lot, and I hear something about my 
organization outside of my organization”. In such a global company as ASSA ABLOY, 
collaboration between countries might be crucial and a priority to improve. However, the 
organization seems to be aware of this need for improvements.  

Furthermore, competition is described as non-existing within the organization, however, one 
respondent mentioned “we are very goal oriented and are measuring much concerning both 
soft indexes and hard indexes”.  By always measure the result there is some competition to 
keep up with the goals, but it seems to be at a healthy level. However according to Amabile 
(1996) competition is an obstacle for creativity and to always measure results might either 
cause a stress destroying creativity or boosting the creativity by generating new solutions for 
reaching the goals. Additionally, there seems to be a high degree of freedom within the 
organization where the goals again are extremely important and to reach them, but “how these 
goals are reached is very free”. Moreover, the high degree of freedom might have a positive 
impact on creativity instead of stress when keeping up with these goals.  

Overall, the empowerment is described as varied by mainly at a relatively low level; “it is 
limited” and “they would make more empowerment”, which might cause dissatisfaction since 
there is a desire to get more empowerment from the organization. Again, the large and 
complex organization with many layers of managers seems to have a negative impact on 
innovation since, according to Martins and Terblanche (2003), a high grade of empowerment 
contributes to a high innovativeness.  

The organization appears to be used to changes and prepared for new ones due to all the 
changes described, led on by many acquired companies. But yet again, the large and complex 
organization might be a hinder for innovation since it slows down changes, however, there 
seems to be an awareness of the importance of changes for growth. 

Moreover, the organizational encouragement seems to be limited and described by one 
respondent as “the encouragement is the possibility to go through with your own product”, 
which might not be sufficient encouragement. The support and encouragement from a 
manager or from the organization is, according to researchers such as Martins and Terblanche 
(2003), needed. However they seem aware of improving the encouragement, especially 
recognizing the positive to a larger extent, not only the negative, exemplified by; “we are 
trying to put more focus on the positive and successful”. There also seems to be an awareness 
of learning from mistakes, exemplified by “if it is screwed up, we are trying to see; what have 
we learned?”, which according to Martins and Terblanche (2003) has a positive impact on 
innovation.  

Overall the risk-taking appears to be relatively low within the organization, explained by “we 
cannot take any risks due to the consequences, we need to follow processes”. However, a 
desire in allowing more risks and mistakes are mentioned, which researchers such as Ekvall 
(1996) describes should be present for a higher innovation performance.  

Entrance Systems – PDS 
Entrance Systems PDS, Pedestrian Door Solutions, is developing on automatic doors and 
secure entrance solutions for pedestrians all over the world. The entrance solutions include 
sliding doors, revolving doors and swing doors. Earlier, the company developed the control 
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system and the drive system for automatic doors, but is now developing the whole entrance 
solution including glass and aluminum.    

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 41 below, followed by an analysis and a 
more detailed presentation of the interviews 

Table 41 Summary of the interview results. 

Entrance Systems - PDS 

Challenging Work High work challenges with both stimulating challenges and heavy workload.  

Collaboration Good on a local level. Potential for improvements between different countries and continents. 

Competition No competition within the company.  

Empowerment Quite high delegation of decisions. Making own decision depends on your position. 

Encourage Change “…we have undergone changes frequently here and it feels like we are pretty well trained on 
changes and have quite easy for it”.  

Freedom Fairly large freedom. Large freedom for each work group to find you own methods. 

Innovation Support Large support from Shared Technologies and AA HQ.  

Open 
Communication Open communication where discussions and honesty are encouraged. 

Organizational 
Encouragement Focus on problems.  Desiring more positive feedback. Words in daily work, no rewards.  

Risk-taking Low grade of risk-taking.  

Additional 
information 

In general a low grade of innovativeness. Traditional organization. Lack of time. Strong focus on 
cost savings. 

Overall the organization appears to be rather traditional with many respectable products and 
well-functioning solutions, developed at a high speed. However, the strong tradition seems to 
be of a disadvantage for the innovativeness, which is described by two respondents as low and 
nonexistent. Mentioned was also a tendency to “not wanting to let go of the old”. 
Nevertheless there seems to be some innovative solutions, even though the overall focus is on 
generating lower costs. Moreover, it appears to be a lack of time for innovation within the 
organization, which was mentioned by several of the respondents and exemplified by two of 
them who mentioned “insufficient time is reserved” and “find resources that can drive these 
innovation projects and reserve time for it”. The lack of time might be caused by a too large 
focus on holding on to tradition and existing products, which are described to need service 
and maintenance and are assumed to be rather time consuming. There might be some products 
that could be changed or updated or even taken out of the product portfolio. Accordingly, 
innovation does not seem to permeate the organization but maybe a desire to reach a higher 
innovativeness, which partly is reflected in the following statement; “ASSA ABLOY as a very 
innovative company, but this is not really reflected on our organization”.  Further, noticed 
during the visit was an non creative environment and the organization might as well be in 
need of a system to generate and take care of ideas exemplified by; “we need to really take 
hold of it and not just a workshop…but capturing any of the ideas and drive forward “ for 
permeating innovation within the organization.  

Further, the work challenge seems to be at a relatively high level with stimulating challenges, 
but mainly a high level of workload is again mentioned and exemplified by; “it took a lot of 
effort and energy, but was fun and stimulating, but it has been a challenge”. Hence, a heavy 
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workload is by Amabile et al. (1996) mentioned as having a negative effect on creativity, 
which in turn have a negative effect on the input stage of the innovation process.  

Noticeable is the large size of the organization with a relatively complex structure where 
some information is described as “getting stuck at some manager level”, which impairs the 
communication. However, meetings with both managers and employees seem to have a 
positive impact on the communication, exemplified by respondent who mentioned “the 
information meetings are valuable”, where the managers can share their vision and budget. 
Implementing pulse meetings in the organization might improve their communication and 
facilitate the spread of the information to all employees. Nevertheless, there seems to be a 
good collaboration within the organization and there is much focus on involving everyone and 
all parts of the organization in a new project, exemplified by “I always try to inform my 
employees”. This focus might create belongingness within the company and contribute to a 
high level of collaboration. Hence, implementing pulse-meetings might be well received.  

There seems to be contretemps within the company concerning competition since the general 
conception of competition is a non-existing competition between individuals. However, there 
seems to be some competition, exemplified by; “employees keeping solutions a secret that 
have the potential to benefit more people”, which obviously will have a negative effect on the 
organization. Then again there are contretemps concerning the delegation of decisions and 
responsibilities, exemplified by the following two quotes; “you have to let people make their 
own decisions without added at the managerial level” and “it is pretty clear that one 
encourages to make decisions on their own”. However overall there seems to be a relatively 
high level on empowerment within the organization. Important to note is the aspect 
concerning decision delegating described by one respondent; “not all employees want the 
responsibility to make decisions”. 

Further, a high degree of changes within the organization recently is described by the 
respondents, but again the tradition within the company seems to be a disadvantage for 
innovation and described as “very slow and old” and “this is how it’s always has been done”. 
Moreover, the organization appears to encourage freedom to a fairly large extent, were the 
teams are described to be allowed to find new ways of working, make improvements or 
changes. But yet again, the lack of time prevents the finding of improvements and changes 
and in turn also innovation.  

There seems to be a well working relationship with the central ASSA ABLOY where a lot of 
innovation support seems to come from. One respondent mentioned; “Åsa Christiander has 
been down here and we’ve been working with lean images…It has given us tremendously. It 
has loosened the knot we had last year with all projects”. Moreover, the relation with Shared 
Technologies also seems to be at a rather high level and is described very positively from one 
respondent. However, the innovation support might become more integrated in the 
organization and spread within the organization to a larger extent to create an innovation 
culture.  

Further, one interesting aspect concerning encouragement is giving encouragement by “giving 
the employees responsibility”, which would contribute to an innovation culture (Claver, et al. 
1998). A main purpose of encouragement is creating motivation among the employees, which 
according to Martins and Terblanche (2003) is not always achieved by giving rewards. 
However, it appears to be a strong focus on problems, mentioned by two respondents as 
“problems, is highlighted, but we also do a damn good job too” and what have to be 
improved to the next time, which Martins and Terblanche (2003) mentions is positive for 
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innovation; to learn from mistakes. Nevertheless, there need to be a balance on the focus 
between the negative and the positive, which might need to be improved. Finally, the 
respondents described a low grade of risk-taking within the organization due to the high 
importance of safe products for the user. However, taking risks might not only include 
launching a product unsecure for the user, but there might be a higher uncertainty in a product 
developed when taking high risks. Risk-taking and encouragement of risk-taking is an 
important part of an innovation culture according to Martins and Terblanche (2003). 

Innovation culture profile Entrance System PDS 
The result from the survey at PDS, in Figure 20 below, indicates a relatively low level at the 
majority of the cultural factors compared to the total ASSA ABLOY, which also are 
confirmed by the interviews. Especially low levels can be seen at organizational 
encouragement and innovation support, which are assumed to be two of the easier factors to 
change within the organization since there generally are concrete actions needed.  

 
Figure 20 The innovation culture at Entrance systems PDS 

Figure 21 below displays the innovation performance within the PDS where a lower value 
than the total ASSA ABLOY can be noticed within all three dimensions. The cultural factor 
proven to influence all dimensions, risk-taking, have also been noticed to have a rather low 
value. Two additional factors with low values innovation support and organizational 
encouragement are proven to influence the Implementation and Ideation dimension, hence 
focus should lie on increasing those three factors for a higher innovation performance. 
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Figure 21 The innovation performance at Entrance systems PDS displayed in four 

dimensions. 

Figure 22 displaying the Enablers indicates a slightly lower level of the Enablers within PDS 
compared to the total ASSA ABLOY. The most critical aspect within PDS seems to be the 
lack of time for innovation activities, also is confirmed by the interviews. Moreover, there is 
need for improvements for the two additional Enablers as well to increase the innovation 
performance in all dimensions.  

 
Figure 22. The result from the survey at Entrance systems PDS showing the values of the 

Enablers 

Recommendations 
The innovation performance within PDS is clearly in need of improvement, which can be 
achieved by improving cultural factors as well as the Enablers. More specifically, there is a 
need for increasing the majority of the cultural factors, especially risk-taking and 
organizational encouragement.  The latter is assumed to be relatively easy to improve since 
concrete actions can be taken, while risk-taking might be more difficult to change due to its 
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abstract nature. Moreover, the organization ought to reserve more money and especially time 
for innovation activities for improving the innovation performance. 

HID Global - US  
HID Global develops and manufactures solutions for secure identity systems with customers 
in businesses and organizations in virtually all industry sectors, including government, 
healthcare, retail, industrial, commercial, airports/ports, finance and education. 

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 42 below, followed by an analysis and a 
more detailed presentation of the interviews.  

Table 42 Summary of the interview results. 

HID Global - US 

Challenging Work Very high level of challenges. Working with new and very high performing people.  

Collaboration High grade of collaboration.  Desire to see more in person meetings and more group meetings. 

Competition Competition in terms of employees wanting to perform well and evaluate themselves exists.  

Empowerment High empowerment. “The more empowered people are, the more successful we will be”.  

Encourage Change Change is always present in HID, they rapidly changes processes and aggressively acquire 
companies.  

Freedom High degree of freedom. Review processes to find new, faster and more efficient way of doing 
things. 

Innovation Support Structured innovation support. Desire for more support to help innovation occur. 

Open 
Communication 

Very open communication within the company where most people dare to express their opinions 
and ideas. 

Organizational 
Encouragement 

Reward program. Large encouragement from the customers. Daily encouragement from the 
manager. 

Risk-taking Relatively low grade of risk taking. Improvements in accepting failure. 

Additional 
information Activity of innovation in the context of creativity, but not a lot of it in context of development.  

The HID US organization seems to be highly creative, exemplified by how one respondent 
described the organization “you can get creative and do whatever you want creatively 
towards your project”, also a high degree of generated ideas is also described in the 
interviews. However, it is mentioned that “we have room or improvement on how we manage 
our use of recourses; money, time and people” and there seems to be a struggle with taking 
care of ideas as well as implementation, which exemplifies by “I think we are really good on 
generating ideas and coming up with concepts. But we’re not good at execute them”. Further, 
the respondents seem to be aware of methods and tools provided by ASSA ABLOY for 
facilitating the innovation process; “I’ve heard things that are done by ASSA ABLOY”, but do 
not seem to implement them. This might be due to a lack of understanding for the innovation 
support provided or potentially the lack of resources. However, the HID US seems to have a 
great reviewing routine of their processes with a open communication and freedom 
encouraging employees to express their ideas and opinions and allowing them to criticize the 
processes for potential improvements. This is exemplified by two respondents mentioning 
“I’m allowed to be free with my ideas” and “even though I say negative things, people 
understand that I say them to make improvement”. Additionally, there seems to be a low 
empowerment, which is continuously improved by “bringing in people whom like to empower 
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people”, which contribute to an innovation-supportive culture (Claver et al. 1998). Although 
there is an open and responsive culture, there seems to be improvements in accepting failures, 
exemplified by “I think that’s an area where we can improve to be more accepting of failure” 
to further increase the risk-taking and thereby improving the innovation performance (Martins 
and Terblanche, 2003).  

Further, their many acquired companies seem to have created a high acceptance of changes 
and is describe as “I feel that without change, the business does not move forward”.  With the 
presence of this high degree of acceptance to changes their business seems to keep evolving 
and might receive new perspectives on processes and products, which might be a benefit from 
many acquisitions. Additionally, there is a suspicion of a variety in the culture due to their 
growth by acquisitions and a merging of many different cultures. Nevertheless, all 
respondents describe a rather high level of collaboration within the organization. Due to their 
extensive global presence, face-to-face meetings are complicated and might be facilitated by a 
well-developed virtual tool, such as a virtual pulse-room.  

Innovation culture profile HID US 
The result from the survey at HID US, shown in Figure 23, is highly similar to the total ASSA 
ABLOY. However risk-taking has a fairly lower level, which is confirmed by the interviews 
where a low level of risk-taking was mentioned. Since HID is a highly global division, the 
similarities between their innovation culture and the total ASSA ABLOY might not be 
surprising. However, the respondents mentioned in the interviews a relatively fragmented 
organization, which is not reflected at this result.   

 

 
Figure 23 The innovation culture at HID US. 

Figure 24 below indicates similar innovation performance within the Implementation and 
Output dimension between HID US and the total result from ASSA ABLOY, while the 
Ideation dimension indicates a lower value. This is not corresponding to the interviews, where 
the creativity was perceived as high, which is related to the Ideation dimension. Moreover, the 
cultural factors encouraging change, innovation support, organizational encouragement and 
risk taking are, according to the regression analysis, influencing both the Ideation dimension 
as well as the Implementation dimension. Hence, for improving the innovation performance 
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increasing those cultural factors, especially risk-taking could contribute to a higher innovation 
performance  

 
Figure 24 The innovation performance at HID US displayed in four dimensions. 

Figure 25, displaying the Enablers, indicates rather low values within all of them, especially 
lacking is the time for innovation activities. However, all Enablers are in need to increase for 
improving the innovation performance.  

 
Figure 25. The result from the survey at HID US showing the values of the Enablers 

Recommendations 
Since HID US is lacking in all three dimensions it is of importance to improve the cultural 
factors influencing each of these dimensions. Encourage change, innovation support, 
organizational encouragement and risk taking are proven to influence two of the innovation 
dimensions, Ideation and Implementation and ought to be improved for increasing the 
innovation performance in these two dimensions. Moreover, the most important factor to 
increase is risk-taking due to its influence on all three dimensions and due to its low value.  
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However, the cultural factors indicates a relatively similar innovation culture at HID US 
compared to the total ASSA ABLOY but the innovation performance within HID US is lower 
than for the total ASSA ABLOY. For improving the innovation performance, the most vital to 
increase might be the Enablers due to their considerable lower level at HID US than at the 
total ASSA ABLOY.  

HID Global – UK 
HID Global develops and manufactures solutions for secure identity systems with customers 
in businesses and organizations in virtually all industry sectors, including government, 
healthcare, retail, industrial, commercial, airports/ports, finance and education. HID UK is 
responsible for sustaining all physical access products as well as developing nearly all of the 
electronics platform and the mobile access divisions. They also are the core engineering 
center for the network attached products. 

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 43 below, followed by an analysis and a 
more detailed presentation of the interviews. 

Table 43 Summary of the interview results. 

HID Global - UK 

Challenging Work “there is always more to do than there is engineering hours available”.  

Collaboration Very good collaboration.  Very good collaboration between HID and ASSA ABLOY. 

Competition Competition at a healthy level or no competition within the company.  

Empowerment Very strong empowerment and flat organization. 

Encourage Change Fast moving dynamic company. 

Freedom Free environment where new approaches are welcome. 

Innovation Support Good innovation support from the organization. 

Open 
Communication Strong open communication with debates and technical discussions.  

Organizational 
Encouragement Rewards. Positive feedback when launching a new product.  

Risk-taking Pressure of revenues as a holdback.  

Additional 
information 

There is an innovation culture. They are doing some cutting edge technology, which no one else is 
doing. 

The HID UK site appears to be highly innovative described as “doing some real cutting edge 
work” and is “market leaders in our area” and a relatively high degree of innovation support 
is described. However, their market leading position might cause a lack of motivation for 
improving their work with innovation. Additionally an obstacle for their innovation work 
might be the heavy workload, described as “there is always more to do than there is 
engineering hours available”. Hence, a heavy workload is argued by Amabile et al. (1996) as 
an obstacle for creativity and consequently also innovation. Moreover, the heavy workload 
seems to be the largest challenge at HID UK rather than challenging and developing tasks and 
originates from a lack of time and limited human resources partly due to the many projects 
running parallel. This is described by one respondent mentioning, “the amount of things we 
are doing at the same time in parallel results in lots of challenges”. 
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Further, the collaboration is described to be at a rather high level within the organization as 
well as between divisions and other companies within ASSA ABLOY. However, due to their 
highly global site, the lean approach, which is an important process for ASSA ABLOY, 
appears difficult to implement. One suggestion from a respondent was to develop a virtual 
solution which could have the potential to improve the collaboration within HID UK as well 
as within the division (HID Global). Furthermore, the organization seems to have a high 
degree of empowerment, which exemplifies by “empowerment is quite strong”, with a 
continuous work for creating a flat organization and encourage employees to express ideas 
and opinions, which adds a contribution to an open communication as well. Moreover, the 
organizational encouragement is described as given in terms of a few rewards within the 
organization as well as a recognition such as positive feedback from the organization, 
exemplified by “it is more informally but just recognizing somebody when they have done 
well”.  

Hospitality 
Hospitality is producing and selling electronic locks to hotels around the world as well as 
developing PCs and servers for support. Over the years they have expanded to supplementary 
markets and investigates where the typical hotel product could be used, such as environments 
where a lot of people are moving in and out and need keys. 

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 44 below, followed by an analysis and a 
more detailed presentation of the interviews. 

Table 44 Summary of the interview results. 

Hospitality 

Challenging Work Challenge in overload with work.  

Collaboration An increasing grade of collaboration. 

Competition No competition between individuals or departments. 

Empowerment Relatively good empowerment. Depends much on the manager. 

Encourage Change “our products and focus is constantly changing, it’s part of the job”.  

Freedom “we know what our targets are, but we are free to meet them in whatever way we can”. 

Innovation Support Some tools, but no sufficient tools for supporting innovation. 

Open 
Communication Fairly open with a fairly sort of flat system where there is allowed to ask. 

Organizational 
Encouragement 

In general a positive atmosphere with positive feedback rather than negative feedback. No reward 
systems. 

Risk-taking The company takes many risks, but the risks are assessed in advance and weighted. 

Additional 
information Quite good innovativeness. They are always ahead of their competitors.  

Innovation appears to be at a relatively high level within Hospitality and the respondents 
mentioned a several innovative products that are “ahead of our competitors”. However the 
process is described by one respondent as “slower after adapting the ASSA ABLOY overall 
R&D strategies”. Moreover, the employees within the organization appear to be creative with 
innovative ideas and the organization could benefit from focusing on the innovation process 
in the early stages for avoid losing great ideas and create an efficient implementation of these. 
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This is exemplified when one respondent described the lack of innovation processes at the 
early stage as “that’s a part of those things that just pops up as you have those meetings”. 
Further, several tools for supporting innovation where mentioned during the interviews, 
mentioned was also “I haven’t seen any good tools”.  Hence, there might be a need for one 
well developed tool rather than many different, which might lead to confusion. 

Further, the collaboration appears to be at a decent level and is described as “increased over 
the last two years”. Nevertheless, there seems to be a desire to decrease the large amount of 
emails and instead increase the number of phone calls, exemplified by “there is too much 
email, we should have done some type of conference call instead which could solve a problem 
directly instead of in three weeks”.  There is potential to reduce the time and move more 
quickly through the projects and decision-making, and thereby have the potential to increase 
time for innovation. Moreover, there seems to be no competition within the team or between 
departments at the Hospitality division is described as “It’s more collaboration than 
competition”, which, according to Amabile et al. (1996), would enhance the innovation 
performance. Additionally, for increasing the innovation performance further, rewards and 
recognition might be increased, which is argued by Martins and Terblanche (2003) as 
enhancing the innovation performance. Hence, the encouragement is described as; “I haven’t 
seen much of that” or “The reward is the job itself”. 

Moreover, it appears to be high degree of changes, which seems to have naturally spread 
within organization and led to an overall acceptance of changes among the employees. One 
respondent mentioned, “Employees not accepting changes left the company and found a new 
place to work”, which might have contributed to a joint structure and a coherent culture.  

Innovation culture profile Hospitality 
Hospitality seems to have a culture highly similar to the total ASSA ABLOY culture, as seen 
in Figure 26 .  This could be explained by Hospitality’s highly global presence with 
employees in different countries and from different countries, which most likely spread the 
outcomes resulting in a similar culture as for the total ASSA ABLOY.  

 
Figure 26 The innovation culture at Hospitality. 

Further, shown in Figure 27, the innovation performance appears to be at a moderate level, 
where the Implementation and Output dimension might need improvements. The first 
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influenced by encourage change, innovation support, organizational encouragement and risk-
taking, while the latter is influenced by risk-taking and competition, where factors in need of 
improvements might be risk-taking, competition and innovation support. 

 

 
Figure 27 The innovation performance at Hospitality displayed in four dimensions. 

Figure 28 below indicates a critical level of sufficient time for innovation activities, which is 
proven to influence the innovation performance in all dimensions and thus necessary to 
increase.  

 
Figure 28. The result from the survey at Hospitality showing the values of the Enablers 

Recommendations 
For improving the innovation performance in all dimensions, it is crucial for Hospitality to 
reserve time for innovation activities. In addition there is room for improving their innovation 
goal as well as reserving more money for innovation for potentially improving the innovation 
performance. Moreover, the two cultural factors with the lowest results, risk-taking and 
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competition are recommended to be increased, especially risk-taking due to its proven 
influence on all dimensions.  

Shared Technologies 
Shared Technologies is the central development site with the main purpose to develop and 
deliver technology platforms throughout ASSA ABLOY. They deliver software, advanced 
lock solutions and access control systems, to be used and integrated with ASSA ABLOY’s 
products. Shared Technologies have two main teams; the first one, mechatronics, develops the 
hardware, runs tests and includes people who write software to the electronics. The second 
team works with databases and develops software to, for instance, the tags for booking the 
laundry room. 

Interviews  
Results from interviews are summarized in Table 45, followed by an analysis and a more 
detailed presentation of the interviews. 

Table 45 Summary of the interview results. 

Shared Technologies 

Challenging Work Challenges at work every day. The organization creates challenging work with self-organizing teams. 

Collaboration The collaboration varies. Their open plan office contributes to better collaboration.  

Competition No individual competition. Encouragement to be the best on the market.  

Empowerment High level of empowerment. The organization encourages the employees to making individual decisions.  
Encourage 
Change Changes are encouraged by the organization and well received by the employees.  

Freedom Freedom is encouraged. High freedom due to self-organizing teams.  

Innovation 
Support The Innovation days provide a good system for innovation support.  

Open 
Communication “Very open climate, it is easy to get a hold of the managers, and they are easy to talk to”.   

Organizational 
Encouragement 

More encouragement to the team than to the individual. Invitations to gatherings where employees get 
appreciated for their job. 

Risk-taking Sometimes they test new ideas but most of them are well thought of and are well calculated. 

Additional 
information Innovation Days 2 times a year. There is absolutely an innovation culture at Shared Technologies.  

Shared Technologies seems to have a far advanced and well-developed work with innovation 
and are well aware of the importance of innovation to sustain a competitive advantage. This is 
suspected since all respondents spoke highly about their Innovation Days and a several 
technical advanced systems. The Innovation Days, occurring two times a year, seems to 
provide significantly support as well as inspiration to the innovation work, described as “very 
inspiring” and “an amazing opportunity” by the respondents. However, the primary focus 
during these days seems to be on creativity and generating ideas, while the enrichment 
dimension and the connection to business potential seem to be missing, which exemplifies by 
“we have not been as good at refining the ideas that come from Innovation Days” and “we 
need to bring idea, to really be something in the end”. Hence, to receive more value out of 
these days, the whole innovation process should be included and more business potential 
information ought to be provided.  
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Further, their well-developed work with scrum, self-organizing teams and lean, mentioned by 
several of the respondents, might lead to a high degree of freedom and empowerment since 
this operation mode provides trust in the teams and a high level of responsibility.  The high 
degree of freedom and empowerment exemplifies by; “we work with self-organizing team, it 
is a clear statement” and “there’s a lot of freedom in the projects, product owners trust us to 
have the skills required”. Moreover, studies of creativity show that individuals produce more 
creative work when perceiving themselves as having a freedom to choose how to accomplish 
a certain task (Amabile et al. 1996). Additionally, a high grade of empowerment is argued by 
Martins and Terblanche (2003) as a positive influence on innovation. By empowering the 
personnel and allowing them more freedom management can encourages their employees who 
will become more creative (Martins et al. 2003). Hence, this is reflected in the performance of 
Shared Technologies who, as described earlier, seems to have a better input dimension than 
implementation. Moreover, the self-organizing teams seems to provide a high degree of 
challenges since each employee perceives responsibilities and the team members are included 
to solve problems, exemplified by “self-organizing teams get a close dialogue with their 
product owners. They get to see themselves, how do we do this?”  

Further, the collaboration seems to be at a rather high level and described as “really good 
between different groups within the organization”. However, there might be room for 
improvements where one suggestion mentioned by a respondent was developing a perfect 
system for information sharing. One possible reason why this kind of system not is developed 
could be because of their work in a very open environment with open plan offices and a high 
grade of oral conversation instead. Moreover, the focus on visual communication within 
Shared Technologies with pulse rooms including whiteboards and post-its is described by 
several respondents and exemplified by “We work very visual, with large paintings, where we 
have what we are working on for the moment, each project” and “I as a developer can go 
there and put up a post-it if there is something I am not happy with”. This seems to have a 
positive impact on the employees and probably contributes to a higher open communication 
where different opinions from employees are exposed on the whiteboard as well as 
encouraging the employees to express their ideas. Further, the focus on the teams is described 
as reflected in the recognition to the employees since the encouragement is often given to the 
team rather than to the individual.  This might be a consequence of the self-organizing teams 
and the high grade of collaboration, which probably make it difficult to recognize one 
individual within the team. Additionally, a high innovation performance can be achieved by 
taking risks Claver et al. (1998).  

Even though the risks within Shared Technologies are well calculated and weighted, there 
seems to be an understanding for the importance of risk-taking for increasing the changes to 
develop unique products. This is exemplified by “From an innovation perspective that we 
should take more ideas and test them. Do the test balloon, I believe absolutely that we could 
do” and “if one increases the risk we have the chance to even better product that nobody else 
has”. 

Innovation culture profile Shared Technologies 
As seen in Figure 29, Shared Technologies has a highly similar innovation culture as the total 
ASSA ABLOY. Since Shared Technologies work together with the other divisions and 
probably adapted their culture towards the other divisions unconsciously, this result seem 
fairly normal. However, there is a clearly low degree of risk-taking within the organization, 
also confirmed by the interviews.   
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Figure 29 The innovation culture at Shared Technologies 

Figure 30 indicates a relatively lower innovation performance at Shared Technologies than for 
the total ASSA ABLOY in the Output dimension. However, the Ideation dimension indicates 
a higher innovation performance at Shared technologies than for the total ASSA ABLOY, 
which might have been stimulated by, for instance, the Innovation Days.  Moreover, the 
Implementation dimension seem to be the dimension most in need of improvements, also 
confirmed by the interviews.  

 
Figure 30 The innovation performance at Shared Technologies displayed in four dimensions. 

Figure 31 confirms a lack of time for innovation activities, which is proven to influence the 
innovation performance in all three dimensions. There seems to be enough funding for 
innovation projects, however more time is required for achieving a high innovation 
performance.  
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Figure 31 The result from the survey at Shared Technologies showing the values of the 

Enablers 

Recommendations 
For improving their innovation performance, Shared technologies ought to reserve even more 
time form innovation activities. Moreover, risk-taking as well as competition requires 
improvements for increasing the low level of innovation performance in the Output dimension 
for reaching to the same level as the total ASSA ABLOY. Further, Shared Technologies 
seems to have a rather high level of innovation performance within the Ideation dimension 
and thus should focus on reserving resources, especially time, for the two latter dimensions 
Implementation and Output. As mentioned in the interviews, there is a desire to put more 
focus on enrichment and implementation of the ideas from the Innovation Days, which would 
potentially increase the innovation performance at the Implementation dimension.  

Cross Case Analysis – ASSA ABLOY 
Below follows a cross-case analysis of the interviews and the survey between the different 
companies/sites within ASSA ABLOY followed by recommendations.  

Interviews 
There is a clear variation of the perceived innovativeness within the participated companies, 
where Hospitality, Shared Technologies, HID US and HID UK seem to perceive their 
organization as highly innovative. Moreover, Au/NZ, the Hardware Group, IDDS and the 
Czech site seem to perceive innovativeness to some extent, while PDS, the Door Group and 
Scandinavia seem to perceive a low innovativeness. Moreover, the low innovativeness 
appears to be a consequence of lack of time and insufficient human resources. Further, the 
highly innovative organizations seem to have a relatively high degree of creativity and 
generating ideas, while the implementation of these ideas might need improvements.  

In general, the work with innovation appears to continuously improve within all participating 
companies and the awareness of the importance of innovation for a competitive advantage 
seems to spread.  
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Challenging work 
Overall there seems to be a rather high degree of challenging work at the different companies 
within ASSA ABLOY, however it appears to be two types of challenges; workload and 
technical challenges. The latter argued by Ekvall (1996) and Amabile et al. (1996) as having a 
positive impact on innovation, while workload is, according to Amabile et al. (1996), an 
obstacle for creativity and thereby also for innovation.  Moreover, the main reason for a heavy 
workload seems to be the lack of time, which could be seen in all companies except Shared 
Technologies and HID US. There is a need for more resources in terms of time and people for 
decreasing the workload for giving space to innovation. The technical challenges could 
though be seen in Shared Technologies, HID US, Scandinavia, IDDS and Au/NZ.  

Collaboration 

The internal collaboration seems to be at a high level within all companies, even though there 
might be room for some improvements concerning sharing files and strategies.  However two 
of the companies, PDS and IDDS, desired a better collaboration between countries, while 
AU/NZ, the Door Group and the Hardware group desired a better collaboration between 
departments. In such a global company as ASSA ABLOY, the collaboration between 
countries is crucial and should have prioritized focus. Further, the strong focus on lean seems 
to work rather well in companies where the employees are stationed at the same place, such as 
Shared Technologies and the Door group. Nevertheless, in companies working extremely 
global, for instance HID US and HID UK, there seem to be difficult working with lean and 
there is a desire for a virtual version. As a solution, a virtual system with a digital whiteboard 
with touchscreen and digital post-its could be developed.  

Competition 

Overall there appears to be no or very little competition within the different companies, except 
within the Hardware Group and PDS where some competition was observed. Competition is, 
argued by Amabile et al. (1996) as an obstacle for creativity, however the internal competition 
seen in the Door group and IDDS in terms of keeping up with goals and measure performance 
to compete against themselves might instead trigger creativity.  Furthermore, there seems to 
be competition between different companies within ASSA ABLOY, which is observed by 
Shared Technologies, the Czech site and Scandinavia and not very surprising due to all 
acquired companies.   

Empowerment 

Empowerment seems to be relatively high in general, but is however also varying between 
both positions and the management. The empowerment seems to vary within Hospitality and 
Scandinavia and be very high within HID UK, HID US the Czech site and Shared 
Technologies. Empowerment is also argued by O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) to have a large 
impact on innovation where decisions should be pushed down.  

Encourage Change 

The changes appears to be connected to organizational changes by the respondents, which 
most of the companies where used to. The many changes seem to have a basis in the large 
amount of acquired companies, especially within HID US and HID UK. The changes are also 
described by ShareTech as; built into the organization. The many acquisitions might have 
provided an organization used to changes and might accept changes faster. An organization 
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open to and encouraging changes has, according to researchers such as Martins and 
Terblanche (2003), better conditions for innovation.  

Freedom 
This is one cultural dimension that appears to be well implemented in all of the participating 
companies within ASSA ABLOY, with some variation of degrees. There seems to be 
encouragements to find new and improved ways of working as long as you reach the goals 
and keep the freedom within reasonable boundaries.  

Innovation Support 

The degree of innovation support varies between the different companies, where the most 
developed innovation support seems to be within Shared Technologies. Further, HID UK, the 
Czech site, PDS and the Hardware Group seems to have a relatively high level of innovation 
support, while HID US, IDDS, Hospitality, the Door Group seems to desire more innovation 
support. Moreover, one interesting finding is the awareness of Shared Technologies within the 
different companies where one mentioned a very high support from Shared Technologies 
while another was not sure if Shared Technologies existed. There might be difficult spreading 
the innovation support to all companies in terms of tools, methods and most important, how to 
use them. However, there seems to be a need for improvement in spreading the innovation 
support and inform about the importance of innovation.  

Communication 

Overall, an open communication appears to permeate all participating companies, however 
within Scandinavia and the Door Group it seems though it is not always appreciated to 
express opinions to top management. Furthermore, the communication seems to consist of 
emailing and there is a desire within some companies to have more phone calls and face-to-
face meetings. Further, the face-to-face meeting seems to be well developed within Shared 
Technologies due to their pulse meetings, which could be implemented in more companies, 
such as PDS where meeting with managers seems to have a positive impact on the employees.  

Organizational Encouragement 

The degree of encouragement and how it is given seems to vary between the companies, 
where very few companies (Hospitality, HID US and HID UK) seems to have daily 
encouragement or praises to the employees. Using rewards as encouragement appears to be 
more common where HID UK, HID US, the Door Group, Au/NZ and the Hardware Group 
mentioned rewards as encouragements for employees. Moreover, IDDS and PDS mentioned a 
relatively large focus on giving feedback at problems and to learn from the mistakes, which is 
according to Martins and Terblanche (2003) positive for a higher innovativeness. Further, one 
difference noticed is whether encouragement is addressed to individuals or teams. Shared 
Technologies seems to always recognize the teams, while Au/NZ recognizes one individual 
even though it is a team effort and according to Amabile et al. (1996) individuals should also 
be rewarded.   

Risk-taking 

Overall the risk-taking within the participating companies seems to be at a low level or well 
calculated and weighted. However, Hospitality and HID US seems to have a slightly higher 
degree of risk-taking. Moreover, there seems to be awareness within Shared Technologies, the 
Door Group, HID US and IDDS of the importance of risk-taking and daring to take risks and 
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allowing mistakes, which also is argued by Martins and Terblanche (2003) as important for 
innovation.  

Innovation culture profile all sites ASSA ABLOY 
Figure 32 below displays the results from all companies/sites included in the study, where a 
rather coherent innovation culture can be noted. However, there are a few factors with 
relatively high differences between the highest and the lowest value such as competition, 
empowerment, innovation support and the organizational encouragement. Noticed is also the 
consistently low value at risk-taking within all companies/sites, which is strongly confirmed 
by the interviews. Moreover, competition has in general a low value within the majority of the 
companies/sites, also is coherent with the interviews.  

Innovation support and organizational encouragement are the two factors, which assumingly 
are relatively easy to improve within the organization since both can be improved by 
relatively concrete actions. However, empowerment is more complicated to change due to its 
more abstract and behavior related nature, but is however not proven to influence innovation 
performance and hence an improvement might not be necessary. Moreover, competition can, 
as previously discussed, have both positive and negative influence on the innovation 
performance. Amabile et al. (1996) argue for competition as an obstacle for creativity, but 
competition is however proven to have a positive influence on the innovation performance in 
the Output dimension.  

Particularly interesting is the result from APAC China representing six of the highest results 
within the 10 factors. Unfortunately APAC China is not included in the interview study and 
thereof it is difficult to find a reason for these high values.  

 
Figure 32 The innovation culture at all ASSA ABLOY sites 
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Innovation performance 
The Innovation performance at each participating company/site is presented in Figure 33, 
where APAC China again has the highest value. In general, the Implementation dimensions 
seems to be the weaker part of the innovation process throughout ASSA ABLOY.  

 
Figure 33 Innovation performance at each company/site 

Table 46 displays the innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension at each 
participated company/site where a rather high difference can be noticed between the 
companies/sites. However, the definition of idea might differ between the companies/sites as 
well as for the patents and hence, explain the large difference between the companies/sites. 
Finally the table displays the number of patents within the organization according to the 
contact person or a patent manager at each company/site. Unfortunately, there are a few 
patents missing due to default answer.  
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Table 46 Innovation performance in the Ideation output dimension at each company/site. 
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IDEATION OUTPUT            

Number of ideas you 
generated last year 21.92 20.58 14.04 8.72 37.01 33.11 6.82 36.59 6.75 35.43 3.14 

Number of filed patents you 
have contributed to the last 
year 

0.77 0.05 0.39 1.88 0.83 0.29 0.84 0.73 0.06 0.34 0.18 

Number of patents within 
the organization per year 
(approximately) 

 29  18 1    5 5 

Figure 34 below displays the levels of the Enablers at each company/site, where a clear lack 
of time can be noted in the majority of the sites, also confirmed by the interviews. Again, 
much higher levels can be noted at APAC China compared to the additional companies/sites.  

 
Figure 34 Innovation performance at each Enabler. 
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Results and within-case analysis - Alfa Laval 
This chapter describes in short Alfa Laval, the results from the interviews a within case 
analysis and the survey results from the investigation at Alfa Laval followed by 
recommendations. 

Alfa Laval is a business-to-business company developing products for transporting chilled or 
heated liquids or gases such as oil, chemicals, wine, and liquor. The company is operating in 
four main areas; heat transfer, separation, fluid handling and boilers. 

Interviews 
The result from the interviews is summarized in Table 48 below followed by an analysis and 
more detailed results. 

Table 47 Summary of interview results at Alfa Laval 

 Alfa Laval 

Challenging Work High, including both stimulating and work load pressure, exemplified by "There is a challenge and 
a pressure all the time pressures and a craving, we have plenty of competitors" 

Collaboration "One of our guiding principles is teamwork", "Innovation is a team sport". 

Competition Non-existing competition within the company. Solely towards competitors.  

Empowerment Varies to a large extent between different departments. 

Encourage Change "Generally, people are negative to change". "One out of our core values is the courage to change, 
to work with changes".  

Freedom Varies within the company. 

Innovation Support Quite high, but in need of improvements “we must be innovative in the market, which not always 
corresponds with what resources you get".  

Open 
Communication 

The open communication is described by one respondent as "it is very good horizontally. Not so 
good vertically".  

Organizational 
Encouragement 

Leadership appears to be strong connected to the encouragement to the employees "Anyone who 
understands what leadership is, understand the value in encouraging" 

Risk-taking Very low. 

Additional 
information 

"we have interested us for innovation as a knowledge area... we spread it from pure product to 
more linked to both process, business models and business operations". 

The conception of the innovativeness within Alfa Laval appears to vary, exemplified by "It is 
different, it is not homogeneous in the company" and additionally mentioned to be "smaller 
the higher up you get in the company". However, there seems to be an awareness of 
innovation where all types of innovations are mentioned by the respondents, from radical to 
incremental as well as business modeling and their definition on innovation seems to be in 
line with previous mentioned studies "innovation is people who create new ideas and 
implement them so it becomes a value". Moreover, there seems to be an awareness of the 
importance of innovation, not only when concerning the development of new products, but 
within other areas, exemplified by "we have interested us for innovation as a knowledge 
area... we spread it from pure product to more linked to both process, business models and 
business operations". Further, the major difficulties with innovation seem to be when 
changing the business model along with resources, exemplified by "We never have enough 
money" and to "permit and give time to innovate". There seems to be a high potential and 
willingness for work with innovation, which also seems to be partly supported, exemplified 
by; "that are supported in the way that there is room for innovation". However, at the same 
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time another respondent mentioned "we must be innovative in the market, which not always 
corresponds with what resources you get". Hence, more resources are needed such as time 
and money for reaching the innovation goal and follow traced strategies.  

Despite the awareness of innovation and its importance for competitive advantage, there 
seems to be a negative attitude towards changes, exemplified by "Generally it is difficult with 
changes" and "Generally, people are negative to change". However, they seem to be aware of 
the importance of changes when one respondent mentioned "One of our core values is the 
courage to change, to work with changes".  

There appears to be a large focus on collaboration and especially cross-functional teams 
where two respondents mentioned, "One of our guiding principles is teamwork" and 
"Innovation is a team sport".  One obstacle for this collaboration seems to be the size of the 
company along with the complexity, which might be difficult to change. With this strong 
focus on teamwork, the competition within Alfa Laval is non-existing and argued by one 
respondent as "You shall be rewarded for daring to give your idea to others and getting 
others to improve it and build it together". 

Furthermore, leadership appears to be strongly connected to the encouragement to the 
employees and is mentioned as "Anyone who understands what leadership is, understand the 
value in encouraging", which requires managers who understand the importance of 
encouragement. Hence, Alfa Laval ought to focus on educating management and leaders 
within this for improving their innovation performance.  

Despite the stated awareness of innovation, there appears to be contretemps whether there is 
an innovation culture at Alfa Laval, exemplified by "If we look at the whole company, we are 
a very innovative company", "Yes, I would say that at least on some levels of the company... it 
has become less and less of it higher up in the company " and "No, in general I do not think it 
no...we have no culture where we create a way of working". Moreover, the openness appears 
to be lower the higher in the organization you get where the open communication is described 
by one respondent as "it is very good horizontally. Not so good vertically". To improve the 
openness in the organization, the top and middle managers should be more included and 
welcome opinions. 

Furthermore, the empowerment within the company seems to vary to a large extent between 
different departments, which is mentioned by one respondent and confirmed by two other 
respondents who each mentioned "If you follow the rules so is empowerment rather small" 
and "We work a lot with giving different individuals or groups to act within their areas of 
responsibility". Another aspect seeming to vary within the company is the freedom where one 
respondent mentioned; "I am in a situation where I really can do what and how I want” while 
another mentioned "the freedom that I have experienced is the one you can get if you have the 
energy to work more than 40 hours".  

Further, one respondent mentioned the difficulties to work with innovation and, at the same 
time, work with the daily activities where there is a need of a more distinct separation 
between them. This is further exemplified by "We need to keep the revenues running and 
making money, but at the same time, we must build the foundation for future development and 
new business". Moreover, the risk-taking within the company is described as "We are good at 
minimizing risks and avoiding risks. We have much more difficult to take risks" and "We work 
with the risks in the product development process and where we focus a lot on minimizing 
risks" Separating the daily work and the work with innovation might contribute to a higher 
risk-taking within the part of the organization working with innovation activities and a lower 
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more safe work with the daily activities. However, separating the work with innovation might 
hinder creating a coherent innovation culture within the company, where the work with 
innovation out to be spread within the entire company.  

Innovation culture profile Alfa Laval 
The result from the survey in Figure 35 displays a distinct low level of risk-taking within Alfa 
Laval, which also is confirmed by the interviews. Risk-taking is however proven by the 
regression analysis to be a highly significant cultural factor for innovation performance in all 
dimensions. Moreover, a low level of competition can also be seen, which from the regression 
analysis is stimulating the Output dimension. Another factor diverging is challenging work, 
where Alfa Laval appears to have highly challenging work. Particularly interesting is that 
challenging work is one of the two cultural factors that appeared to have no influence on the 
innovation performance.  

 
Figure 35. The innovation culture at Alfa Laval. 

The innovation performance, shown in Figure 36, indicates a slightly lower level within 
the Implementation dimension, which is influenced by risk-taking, encourage change, 
innovation support and organizational encouragement. There is room for improvements 
within this dimension by increasing one or more of these factors, presumably risk-taking, 
since this factor appeared to be much lower than the rest of the factors. Further, the 
Ideation and Output dimension appear to be fairly equal, but at a relatively low level with 
potential improvements.  
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Figure 36. The innovation performance at Alfa Laval displayed in four dimensions. 

Further, the Enablers, shown in Figure 36, whose purpose is to enabling and facilitating the 
innovation process seems to be at a moderate level with potential improvements. The largest 
potential for improvements appears to be in reserving more time for innovation activities, 
which was mentioned during the interviews. However, all Enablers are proved to influence 
the innovation performance in the Implementation dimension and ought to be improved for a 
higher innovation performance in this confirmed weaker Implementation dimension.  

 
Figure 37. The result from the survey at Alfa Laval showing the values of the Enablers.  

Recommendations 
There is clearly a lack of risk-taking within Alfa Laval where an increased level of risk-taking 
potentially could improve the innovation performance in all stages in the innovation process. 
Moreover, to improving the innovation performance in the weaker Implementation 
dimension, Alfa Laval ought to improve their work with the Enablers, especially creating 
more time as well as funding for innovation. The work with innovation might need more 
attention from top managers for creating a coherent innovation culture.  
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Cross case analysis - Alfa Laval and ASSA ABLOY 
This chapter describes the cross case analysis between the two companies, Alfa Laval and 
ASSA ABLOY, and are based on the interview result presented in the previous chapter. 

Innovation culture profile Alfa Laval and ASSA ABLOY 
The innovation culture at Alfa Laval respectively ASSA ABLOY, shown in Figure 38, 
appears to be relatively similar. However, a few dissimilarities can be seen in primarily risk-
taking, empowerment and challenging work.  

 

 
Figure 38 The innovation culture at Alfa Laval compared to the innovation culture at ASSA 

ABLOY. 
The overall innovation performance, shown in Figure 39, appears to be higher within Alfa 
Laval, especially within the Ideation and Output dimension, while there is the relatively low 
innovation performance in the Implementation dimension within both companies. Particularly 
interesting is the higher level of innovation performance at Alfa Laval compared to ASSA 
ABLOY in the Output dimension, while at the same time risk-taking and competition is lower 
within Alfa Laval than in ASSA ABLOY, since these two are proved to stimulate Output.  
Moreover, Ideation also indicates a slightly higher level at Alfa Laval and again the degree of 
risk-taking is proven to have a positive influence together with innovation support, 
organizational encouragement and encourage change who all are at a relatively similar level.  
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Figure 39 The innovation performance at Alfa Laval compared to the innovation performance 

at ASSA ABLOY. 

Further, the measurements of the Enablers at Alfa Laval respectively ASSA ABLOY, shown 
in Figure 40, displays a significant higher degree of having clear and well-known innovation 
goals at ASSA ABLOY. Moreover, the two Enablers sufficient time for innovation activities 
respectively enough funding for innovation projects appear to be relatively similar between 
the both companies.  

 
Figure 40: The Enablers at Alfa Laval compared to the Enablers at ASSA ABLOY. 

One particularly interesting finding is the generally higher innovation performance at Alfa 
Laval than at ASSA ABLOY, while at the same time, the pronounced strongest stimulants for 
an innovation culture, risk-taking and having a clear and well-known innovation goal appears 
to be lower at Alfa Laval than at ASSA ABLOY. This indicates that there are more factors 
influencing the innovation performance where cultural factors and Enablers are just one part 
increasing the innovation performance, which is proven by the value of R2 in the regression 
analysis. However, ASSA ABLOY had a strong focus on innovation during the recent years, 
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creating innovation strategies, which may not have resulted in an increased innovation 
performance yet. Finally, measuring and comparing the innovation performance between 
these two companies might not give a totally fair picture since they are operating in different 
industries.  

Recommendations to ASSA ABLOY 
In order to increase the innovation performance, ASSA ABLOY ought to focus on increasing 
foremost the cultural proven to influence the innovation performance; innovation support, 
risk-taking, organizational encouragement and encourage change as well as competition.  

Moreover, risk-taking is noted to be at a substantial lower level than the additional factors 
within the entire ASSA ABLOY and ought to be increased to achieving a higher innovation 
performance. Additionally, risk-taking was proven to be the only factor influencing all three 
dimensions, hence and improvement of this factor might thus contribute to a higher 
innovation performance in all three dimensions. Additionally, competition is noted to be at a 
low level, however, this factor is proven to solely influence the Output dimension and 
presumably not as important to improve as risk-taking.  

Further, the innovation performance in the Implementation dimension is thoroughgoing rather 
low and in need of improvements. More specifically, there is a lack of processes for 
transforming ideas into new products/services as well as a lack of efficiency when developing 
products/services The cultural factors proven to influence the Implementation dimension are 
innovation support, risk-taking, organizational encouragement and encourage change, where, 
as mentioned above, risk-taking is the factor with the substantial lowest value and in need of 
improvements.  

Another substantial weakness noted within ASSA ABLOY is the lack of time for innovation 
activities, noted from both the survey as well as the interviews. Lack of time for innovation is 
probably one main problem in several other companies and will always be a problem. 
Nevertheless, there might be difficult to reserve more time for innovation, hence the time 
available should be focused on working with the weaker Implementation dimension within 
the innovation process.  

Finally, noted from the interviews is the pulse-room, which seems to be a well-functioning 
method when working in projects, contributing to a well working collaboration as well as high 
efficiency. However, there appears to be a need of a virtual version of the pulse-room 
available for the companies/sites with a high global presence where the employees are 
stationed in different countries.  
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5 DISCUSSION 
The following discussion will cover noteworthy aspects from the study, which might have 
biased part of the results or aspects notably to comment.  

One explanation to the high values at the site in China received throughout the survey might 
have been caused if the survey, or parts of it, was misread when translated into Chinese and 
Czech Republic. However, the high values could also be related to national culture China 
have a different culture compared to the countries in the west and potentially this can affect 
the result. Moreover, national culture can be further noted within especially the sites located 
in the US, where competition was more common than in the sites located in other countries, 
which can be associated to their high degree of masculinity (Hofstede, 2001). Furthermore, 
noted in the US sites where the large extent of rewards, such as the employee of the month, 
which is seen as typical US. Moreover, the potential influence from the national culture on 
specific factors will presumably make them more difficult to change without trying to change 
the national culture. Hence, global organizations ought to take the national culture into 
account when trying to change the organizational culture and moreover the company ought to 
weight how global a culture actually can be.  

Further, the value of R2 in The Model Summary showing the proportion of the total variation 
in the innovation performance explained by the regression analysis is moderate in all 
regression analyses. With a value between 0,204 and 0,293 with the cultural factors and 
between 0,292 and 0,303 with the Enablers explaining 20-30 percent of the variation. Hence, 
the variation of the innovation performance is influenced by several other factors, which 
especially reflects at the values from Alfa Laval. It turned out that the external benchmarking 
company had a higher innovation performance compared to ASSA ABLOY, but had lower 
values of the factors and Enablers proven to stimulate the innovation performance. Hence, 
their innovation performance is influenced by other significant stimulants or this study might 
not be generalizable and not applicable at a larger population. An emerging discussion 
whether the study is generalizable or not might is one of the largest contributions from 
incorporating an external benchmark.  

Even though the contact person at each site were specifically asked to contribute two 
respondents with non-manager position and two with manager position, unfortunately the 
received interview respondents appears to be majority managers, as can be seen in Appendix 
F. Interviews with more respondents with a non-manger position could have led to another 
point of view about the innovation performance as well as the culture within the company 
since not all levels were covered as extensively as intended. There is a suspicion that the 
managers might give an adjusted picture of the company and might not have a large insight on 
how the culture and the work with innovation have been communicated throughout the whole 
company. Nonetheless, the survey was well distributed and more randomly chosen, which 
constitute the basis in our study. 

As mentioned in the regression analysis, empowerment, freedom and open communication are 
not included in the analysis due to a low Cronbach’s alpha between the three questions 
included to measure each factor. This indicates that the questions asked in the survey within 
each of these factors appear not to measure what it is intended to measure and hence not valid. 
Since the questions were collected from previous research, there could be a lack of validation 
of these questions in the earlier studies. Moreover, the factors challenging work and 
collaboration, appear to not be related to innovation performance, which is particularly 
interesting since these two factors have, in earlier studies, been mentioned to specifically 
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relate to innovation performance, which further points to a lack of validity in earlier studies. 
Other aspects that could have influenced the rejection of these factors is untruthfully answers 
from the respondents on several questions, which might require repetitions of this study for 
ensure the rejection of these factors.  

Finally, the correlation analysis intended to investigate potential casualization, revealed an 
interesting aspect concerning the cultural factors when innovation support appeared to 
potentially be a support mechanism rather than a cultural factor. More specifically, the 
cultural factors proven to be significant for the innovation performance could potentially be 
categorized into support mechanisms and behaviors. Included in the support mechanisms 
should innovation support and organizational encouragement be, while in the behavior group 
should competition, risk-taking and encourage change be included. The cultural factors 
included in the behavior group are clearly more difficult to change since it requires a change 
in the behavior compared to the support mechanisms where a new method or more support is 
required for achieving improvements.  

Theoretical Implications 
This study has identified ten cultural factors proclaimed by previous researched to be vital for 
creating an innovation culture and further proven only six of them as important for increasing 
the innovation performance. This open ups for a further discussion whether the existing 
studies are in need modifications. Initially, the three factors discarded due to a low 
Cronbach’s alpha, which proves for inconsistency in the questions, indicates that there might 
be a need of rephrasing the questions for measuring the factors. Moreover, two factors did not 
indicate any impact on the innovation performance in the regression analysis, which further 
indicates a deficiency in previous studies. There is clearly a need for modifications in 
previous studies and further validate the existing tools and methods for assessing 
organizational culture in organizations. In addition, this study contributes with a foundation 
for creating a new tool for assessing the culture in organizations.  

Further, the identification of the impact of specific cultural factors on specific dimensions in 
the innovation process contributes to a deeper understanding and further development of tools 
for assessing the organizational culture. These new insights between organizational culture 
and innovation performance open ups for modifying the existing tools and adapt to different 
parts of the innovation process.   

Practical Implications 
By clarifying inter-relations between innovation performance dimensions and different 
aspects of innovation culture, an identification of a deficient innovation performance 
dimension opens up for changes in the innovation culture, enabling to deploy supportive 
processes, procedures and roles to reach concrete output. This clarification contributes to 
managerial implications where changes in the organizational culture can result in an improved 
innovation process and higher innovation performance. Further managerial implications is the 
opportunity for the managers at ASSA ABLOY to implement the recommended changes for 
each site, as well as global changes for ASSA ABLOY to improve their innovation 
performance.  
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Further research 
This study incorporates a large amount of data with the potential for further analyzes 
presented in the following chapter. In addition, there is potential for further expand the study 
with more companies of respondents.  

Five cultural factors have been identified in this study as significant for the innovation 
performance. One potential further research is thus to investigate why the specific factors have 
an impact on the innovation performance in specific dimensions in the innovation process. As 
mentioned earlier, the cultural factors can be categorized into support mechanisms and 
behaviors, where innovation support and organizational encouragement are included in the 
support mechanisms, while competition, risk-taking and encourage change are categorized as 
behaviors. It would be interesting to further investigate this categorization and possible 
casualization between support mechanisms and behaviors as well as include the Enablers. 
Further, risk-taking is proven in this study to influence the innovation performance in all three 
dimensions in the innovation process, where a possible further research might be to 
investigate the relation deeper and find out how different types of risk-taking influence the 
innovation performance. Particularly interesting would be to investigate to what extent risk-
taking is positively related to the innovation performance and when risk-taking might harm 
the innovation performance.  

Another interesting aspect to further investigate is the influence from national culture on the 
organizational culture and link the study to the dimensions within national culture developed 
by Hofstede (2001). A further research could investigate which of the cultural factors that are 
influenced by national culture and to what extent, since factors in the organizational culture 
strongly influenced by the national culture might be difficult to change. In addition, there is 
potential to study how global an organizational culture actually can be when highly global 
organizations are aiming for creating a coherent organizational culture.  

Further research could be to expand the study to include a larger research area such as an 
expansion to other companies and especially smaller companies and startups since this study 
solely incorporates two large companies working worldwide. Particularly interesting would be 
to include startups since they presumably take more risks than lager established companies.  

Finally, this study proves deficiencies in the existing methods and tools for assessing the 
innovation culture within organizations. Hence, a particular interesting further research, which 
would give a great benefit to organizations working with innovation, is to develop a new 
method or tool for assessing the innovation culture within organizations.  
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APPENDIX A:  
CORRELATION INNOVATION PERFORMANCE 

    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 

In our organization we 
have a clear and well 
known innovation goal 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .395** .394** .380** -.388** -.325** .360** .397** .330** -.194** .046 -.151** 

Sig. (2-tailed)   .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .268 .003 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

2 

When I have an idea I 
know where to go 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.395** 1 .308** .292** -.379** -.371** .223** .229** .230** -.208** -.045 -.133** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000   .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .279 .009 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

3 

There is sufficient time 
for working on 
innovation activities 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.394** .308** 1 .512** -.323** -.312** .384** .337** .334** -.290** .030 -.126* 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .467 .013 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

4 

There is enough 
funding for innovation 
projects I am currently 
involved in 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.380** .292** .512** 1 -.292** -.296** .290** .273** .290** -.233** .003 -.139** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .937 .006 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

5 

To what extent do you 
have well-functioning 
processes taking care 
of ideas  

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.388** -.379** -.323** -.292** 1 .680** -.284** -.307** -.215** .363** .040 .266** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .344 .000 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

6 

Well-functioning 
processes for 
transforming ideas into 
new products and 
services   

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.325** -.371** -.312** -.296** .680** 1 -.300** -.302** -.233** .307** .090* .255** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 .000 .031 .000 

N 
584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

7 

Be one of the first to 
market with innovative 
new products and 
services 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.360** .223** .384** .290** -.284** -.300** 1 .714** .511** -.180** -.031 -.140** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 .000 .459 .006 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

8 

Have products/services 
perceived as more 
innovative 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.397** .229** .337** .273** -.307** -.302** .714** 1 .506** -.170** .010 -.139** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .000 .000 .818 .006 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

9 

Be better at time-to-
market for innovations 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.330** .230** .334** .290** -.215** -.233** .511** .506** 1 -.085* .050 -.070 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .039 .229 .171 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

10 

Percentage of your 
time spent on 
innovation related 
activities 

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.194** -.208** -.290** -.233** .363** .307** -.180** -.170** -.085* 1 .106* .182** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .039   .011 .000 

N 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 584 574 387 

11 

Number of ideas you 
generated last year 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.046 -.045 .030 .003 .040 .090* -.031 .010 .050 .106* 1 .016 

Sig. (2-tailed) .268 .279 .467 .937 .344 .031 .459 .818 .229 .011   .755 

N 574 574 574 574 574 574 574 574 574 574 574 381 

12 

Number of filed 
patents you have 
contributed to the 
last year 

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.151** -.133** -.126* -.139** .266** .255** -.140** -.139** -.070 .182** .016 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .009 .013 .006 .000 .000 .006 .006 .171 .000 .755   

N 387 387 387 387 387 387 387 387 387 387 381 387 

 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 



 

 

APPENDIX B: CULTURAL FACTORS 
The factors below represents all the factors mentioned found in previous literature with 
references to where each of the factor can be found.  

Cultural factors Reference 
Challenge Ekvall (1996) 

Challenging Work Amabile et al. (1996 

Co-creative Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) 

Collaboration Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002), O’Cass and Viet 
Ngo (2007) 

Competitiveness Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Conflict handling Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Continuous Learning Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Cooperative teams and group interaction Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Creative people Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Creativity Claver et al. (1998), Amabile et al. (1996), 
O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Debate Ekvall (1996) 

Dynamism/Liveliness Ekvall (1996) 

Encourage change Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002), Martins and 
Terblanche (2003), O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Equal stakeholder Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) 

External environment Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Flexibility Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Freedom Ekvall (1996), Martins and Terblanche (2003), 
Amabile et al. (1996) 

Idea-generating Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Idea-Support Ekvall (1996) 

Idea-time Ekvall (1996) 

Information technology Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Involved early in innovation process Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) 

Involvement of everyone Claver et al. (1998) 

Mission and Vision Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Mistake handling Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Open communication Martins and Terblanche (2003),  O’Cass and 
Viet Ngo (2007) 

Organizational encouragement Amabile et al. (1996) 

Organizational impediments Amabile et al. (1996) 

Playfulness/ Humor Ekvall (1996) 

Productivity Amabile et al. (1996) 

Purposefulness Martins and Terblanche (2003) 



 

Reward an recognition Martins and Terblanche (2003), O’Cass and Viet 
Ngo (2007) 

Risk-taking Ekvall (1996), Martins and Terblanche (2003), 
Claver et al. (1998) 

Shared responsibility Claver et al. (1998) 

Sufficient resources Amabile et al. (1996) 

Supervisory encouragement Amabile et al. (1996) 

Time Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Trust/ Openness Ekvall (1996) 

Vision and Mission Martins and Terblanche (2003) 

Vulnerable Jassawalla and Sashittal (2002) 

Work load pressure Amabile et al. (1996) 

Work Group Support Amabile et al. (1996) 

Identifiable organization  O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

High responsibility to manager  O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Explaining decisions to subordinates  O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Allowing individuals to adopt their own approach to the 
job 

 O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Delegating decision-making to lowest possible level  O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Taking a long term view even at expense of short term 
performance 

 O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

Valuing effectiveness more than adherence to rules and 
procedures 

 O’Cass and Viet Ngo (2007) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

APPENDIX C: INTERVEIW GUIDE 

 
Introduction 

 
Age 

 
Nationality 

 
What country do you work in? 

 
Division 

 
Company 

 
How long have you been working there? 

 
What position do you have within the organization? 

 
Please tell us about the organization 

 
What are the organization's primary activities? 

 
Please tell us about your work and responsibilities within the organization 

 
 

 
Innovation 

 
How do you perceive the innovativeness within the organization? 

 
What types of innovation does the organization work with? 

 
How do you work with innovation in your site (strategies, targets, goals, processes, roles)? 

 
What problems do you have related to innovation? 

 

How to you think the organization should work with innovation in terms of processes and 
activities? 

 
How has your work with innovation changed over time? 

  
 

Innovation culture 

 
Is there an innovation culture here? (site, ASSA) 

 

What parts in the organizational culture do you consider important for the innovation 
performance? 

 
 

 
Culture 

Challenging 
work How do you perceive the work challenge within the organization? 

 
How does the organization create challenging work?  

 
How can it be improved? 

  Collaboration How do you perceive the collaboration within the organization? 

 
How is collaboration stimulated? 

 
How can it be improved? 

  Competition How do you perceive the competition within the organization? 

 

How and to what extent does the organization encourage competition among employees 
and/or departments? 

 
How can it be improved? 

  Empowerment How do you perceive the empowerment within the organization? 

 
How do you work with empowerment within the organization? 

 
How can it be improved? 



 

  Encourage 
change How is changes perceived within the organization? 

 
How does the organization encourage changes? 

 
How can it be improved? 

  Freedom What freedom do the employees get to adopt their own approaches to the job? 

 
How does the organization encourage this kind of freedom?  

 
How can it be improved? 

  Innovation 
support How do you perceive innovation support within the organization? 

 

How does the organization support employees' work with innovation?  (Idea-handling, 
tools, methods, facilitating?) 

 
How can it be improved? 

Open 
communication How do you perceive communication within the organization? 

 

How does the organization encourage an open communication, including debates and 
express new ideas? 

 
How can it be improved? 

Organizational 
encouragement 

How do you perceive the organizational encouragement within the organization? 

 

How does the organization encourage their employees? (Rewards, recognition in other 
ways?) 

 
How can it be improved? 

Risk-taking How do you perceive risk-taking within the organization? 

 
How and to what extent is the organization encouraging risk-taking? 

 
How can it be improved? 

  
 

Innovation Measure 

 
Financial 

 
How many per cent share of sales constitutes by new products (less than 3 years on the 
market)? 

 
What is your return on innovation? (margin generated from new products/investment in 
R&D) 

 What percentage of your revenues is invested in R&D? 

 Patents 

 How many patents does the organization apply for every year? 

 What percentage gets approved? 

 What percentage is cited? 

  
  
 

 
 

  



 

 

APPENDIX D: SURVEY QUESTIONS 
Introduction survey questions 
Age 

 Sex 
Male / Female 
Which division do you work within? 

 Which of these ASSA ABLOY companies do you work at? 

 Nationality 

 Which country do you currently work in? 

 Which of these areas are you working within (pick the one most similar to your position) 
HR, R&D, Management, Economy, Manufacturing, Marketing, Innovation, Strategy 
Work group size 
1, 2-5, 6-10, 11-20, 21-30, 31-50, 51-100, 100> 
Do you have a manager position? 
Yes/No 

 
Cultural questions 

 
AT YOUR JOB… Reference 

Challenging work Most people consider their work meaningful and stimulating. Ekvall 

Challenging work You have challenging work to do – work from which you can get a 

personal sense of accomplishment? 

Ekvall 

Challenging work You feel challenged by the work you are currently doing Hofstede 

Collaboration You work with people who cooperate well with one another Hofstede 

Collaboration Working together with others in a group make you perform your 

best  

Amabile 

Collaboration There is free and open communication within your work group  Amabile 

Competition Competition among employees usually makes the work more 

effective 

Hofstede 

Competition There is often competition among employees here Bergendahl 

Competition You like to generate ideas that are better than the others Amabile 

Empowerment People above you get involved in details of your job which should be 

left to you 

Hofstede 

Empowerment You are being consulted by your direct supervisor in his/her 

decisions? 

Hofstede 

Empowerment Employees lose respect for a manager who asks them for their Hofstede 



 

advice before he/she makes a final decision 

Encourage change There is a lot of energy and push in the operations Ekvall 

Encourage change You keep up to date with the technical developments relating to 

your work 

Hofstede 

Encourage change There are many people who are full of ideas here Ekvall 

Freedom People here make decisions on their own to a fairly large extent Ekvall 

Freedom You have considerable freedom to adopt your own approach to the 

work 

Hofstede 

Freedom It is common here for people to take the initiative to solve problems Ekvall 

Innovation support To come up with ideas is looked upon as an important part of the 

operations  

Ekvall 

Innovation support You will receive support and encouragement if you present new 

ideas 

Ekvall 

Innovation support You generally get the resources you need for your work Amabile 

Open communication You have a good working relationship with your manager Hofstede 

Open communication Employees are being afraid to express disagreement with their 

managers  

Hofstede 

Open communication People are anxious to talk about their ideas Ekvall 

Organizational 

encouragement 

Your immediate manager is concerned about helping you get ahead Hofstede 

Organizational 

encouragement 

You get the recognition you deserve when you do a good job Hofstede 

Organizational 

encouragement 

Initiative often receives a favorable response, so people feel 

encourage to generate new ideas 

Ekvall 

Risk-taking Novel ideas are quickly adopted into the operations Ekvall 

Risk-taking There is a clear tendency for risk-taking here Ekvall 

Risk-taking People dare to take the initiative here, even if the outcome is 

uncertain 

Ekvall 

 Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly disagree  

 

Innovation Performance Questions 
 To what extent do you innovate in terms of products?  Goffin 
 To what extent do you innovate in terms of processes?   
 To what extent do you innovate in terms of services?   
 To what extent do you innovate in terms of business models?   
 To what extent to you work with radical innovation?  
 To what extent do you work with incremental innovation?  
 Scale 1-5  
Input In our organization we have a clear and well known innovation 

goal 
 

Throughput When I have an idea I know where to go  



 

 

Input There is sufficient time for working on innovation activities  
Input There is enough funding for innovation projects I am currently 

involved in  
Goffin 

 Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly disagree  
Input Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities  Goffin 
   
Throughput To what extent do you have well-functioning processes taking care 

of ideas 
 

Throughput To what extent do you have well-functioning processes for 
transforming ideas into new products and services 

 

 Scale 1-5  
Output  Number of ideas you generated last year? Goffin 
   
Output Number of filed patents you have contributed to the last year  
   
 COMPARED TO OUR COMPETITORS, OUR BUSINESS 

TENDS TO…. 
 

Output Be one of the first to market with innovative new products and 
services 

Oke 

Output Have products/services perceived as more innovative Oke 
Throughput Be better at time-to-market for innovations Oke 
 Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, Strongly disagree  
  



 

APPENDIX E:  
ANOVA TABLES FROM THE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

Ideation 
Model 1: Control variables 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 19,099 9 2,122 4,281 ,000b 

Residual 192,834 389 ,496   

Total 211,934 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Ideation 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, How many 
years have you been working there?, Sex, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, Nationality 

 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 68,065 16 4,254 11,295 ,000b 

Residual 143,868 382 ,377   

Total 211,934 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Ideation 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Risk-taking, How many 
years have you been working there?, Company, Sex, Collaboration, Which of these areas are you working within?, 
Competition, Challenging work, Age, Division, Organizational encouragement, Encourage change, Nationality, Innovation 
support 

 

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 



 

 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 78,598 13 6,046 17,458 ,000b 

Residual 133,335 385 ,346   

Total 211,934 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Ideation 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, There is 
enough funding for innovation projects I am currently involved in , How many years have you been working there?, Sex, 
Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , In our organization we have a clear and well known innovation 
goal, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, There is sufficient time for working on innovaiton 
activities, Nationality 

Ideation output 
Ideas 
Model 1: Control variables 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 389098803,948 9 43233200,439 ,625 ,776b 

Residual 26929785138,358 389 69228239,430   

Total 27318883942,306 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Number of ideas you generated last year 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, How many 
years have you been working there?, Sex, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, Nationality 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 1089544666,905 16 68096541,682 ,992 ,465b 

Residual 26229339275,401 382 68663191,820   



 

Total 27318883942,306 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Number of ideas you generated last year 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Risktaking, How many 
years have you been working there?, Company, Sex, Collaboration, Which of these areas are you working within?, Competition, 
ChallengingWork, Age, Division, OrganizationalEncouragement, EncourageChange, Nationality, InnovationSupport 

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 894245735,823 13 68788133,525 1,002 ,448b 

Residual 26424638206,483 385 68635423,913   

Total 27318883942,306 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Number of ideas you generated last year 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, There is 
enough funding for innovation projects I am currently involved in , How many years have you been working there?, Sex, 
Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , In our organization we have a clear and well known innovation 
goal, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, There is sufficient time for working on innovation activities, 
Nationality 

 
  



 

 

Patents 
Model 1: Control variables 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 120,136 9 13,348 2,559 ,007b 

Residual 1773,238 340 5,215   

Total 1893,374 349    

a. Dependent Variable: Number of filed patents you have contributed to the last year 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Division, How many years have you been working there?, Sex, 
Nationality, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Company, Which country do you currently work in? 

 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 167,235 16 10,452 2,016 ,012b 

Residual 1726,139 333 5,184   

Total 1893,374 349    

a. Dependent Variable: Number of filed patents you have contributed to the last year 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Division, How many years have you been working there?, Risk-
taking, Sex, Nationality, Collaboration, Which of these areas are you working within?, Competition, Challenging work, Age, 
Company, Organizational encouragement, Encourage change, Innovation support, Which country do you currently work in? 

 

  



 

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 177,579 13 13,660 2,675 ,001b 

Residual 1715,796 336 5,107   

Total 1893,374 349    

a. Dependent Variable: Number of filed patents you have contributed to the last year 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, There is enough funding for innovation projects I am currently 
involved in , Which country do you currently work in?, How many years have you been working there?, Sex, Company, 
Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , Which of these areas are you working within?, In our 
organization we have a clear and well known innovation goal, Age, Division, There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities, Nationality 

 

 

Implementation 
Model 1: Control variables 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 31,703 9 3,523 5,550 ,000b 

Residual 246,900 389 ,635   

Total 278,603 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Implementation 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, How many 
years have you been working there?, Sex, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, Nationality 

 

 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

ANOVAa 



 

 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 87,226 16 5,452 10,882 ,000b 

Residual 191,376 382 ,501   

Total 278,603 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Implementation 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Risk-taking, How many 
years have you been working there?, Company, Sex, Collaboration, Which of these areas are you working within?, 
Competition, Challenging work, Age, Division, Organizational encouragement, Encourage change, Nationality, Innovation 
support 

 

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 87,859 13 6,758 13,641 ,000b 

Residual 190,744 385 ,495   

Total 278,603 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Implementation 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, There is 
enough funding for innovation projects I am currently involved in , How many years have you been working there?, Sex, 
Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , In our organization we have a clear and well known innovation 
goal, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities, Nationality 

 

  



 

Output 
 

Model 1: Control variables 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 34,250 9 3,806 5,994 ,000b 

Residual 246,970 389 ,635   

Total 281,219 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Output 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, How many 
years have you been working there?, Sex, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, Nationality 

 

Model 2a: Control variables and cultural factors 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 66,327 16 4,145 7,369 ,000b 

Residual 214,893 382 ,563   

Total 281,219 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Output 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Risk-taking, How many 
years have you been working there?, Company, Sex, Collaboration, Which of these areas are you working within?, 
Competition, Challenging work, Age, Division, Organizational encouragement, Encourage change, Nationality, Innovation 
support 

 

  



 

 

Model 2b: Control variables and Enablers 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 91,673 13 7,052 14,323 ,000b 

Residual 189,546 385 ,492   

Total 281,219 398    

a. Dependent Variable: Output 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Do you have a manager position?, Which country do you currently work in?, Company, There is 
enough funding for innovation projects I am currently involved in , How many years have you been working there?, Sex, 
Percentage of your time spent on innovation related activities , In our organization we have a clear and well known innovation 
goal, Which of these areas are you working within?, Age, Division, There is sufficient time for working on innovation 
activities, Nationality 

 

  



 

APPENDIX F:  
POSITIONS OF ALL INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS 

Title 
Head of product management 
Manager Development sites 
Developer 
Developer 
Product Manager 
R&D Manager 
Product Support Manager 
Product Manager 
Software Developer 
Site Manager 
Strategic Purchasing 
HR Manager 
Department Manager 
Development Manager 
CTO 
Product Manager 
Director of Product Management 
Director of Product Managers 
Senior Product Manager 
Product Manager and Lean innovation champion  
Director of Operations 
Vice President Business Development 
R&D Manager 
Project Leader 
Business Manager of product development 
Head of R&D Management 
R&D Manager 
Software Developer 
Senior manager 
Vice President of Engineering 
Program Manager 
Director of Global Integrated Management systems 
 
 

 

 

 



 

APPENDIX G: CORRELATION ANALYSIS 
 

1     2 
             

 
          

2 Sex P 1 3                        

3 Age P ,145** 1 4                       

4 Division P -,098* -,202** 1 5                      

5 Company P .014 -,216** ,481** 1 6                     

6 Years working there P .046 ,405** -.062 -,130** 1 7                    

7 Nationality P ,084* ,124** -,186** -.056 -.019 1 8                   

8 Country P ,145** ,198** -,292** -.059 .043 ,687** 1 9                  

9 Work area P -,168** -.043 .078 -.083 -.030 -.004 -.015 1 10                 

10 Manager position P -.080 -,107** .021 .014 -.090 .077 .027 -,354** 1 11                

11 Clear goal P -.074 -,090* .059 -.005 .012 -,109** -,126** -.011 .055 1 12               

12 Sufficient time  P -.080 -.081 ,188** .065 .016 -,147** -,185** .052 -.022 ,395** 1 13              

  13 Enough funding P -.003 -,105* ,107** .071 .065 -,094* -,093* -.008 -.013 ,380** ,512** 1 14             

14 Time spent P .020 .017 .003 -.015 .031 -,140** -,167** -,171** -.051 ,195** ,290** ,233** 1 15            

15 Number of ideas P .050 -.040 .030 .082 -.033 -.007 .017 -.026 .049 -,089* -,091* -,110** -.042 1 16           

16 Number of patents  P -.007 -.081 ,193** .046 .056 -.063 -,109* -,104* .020 ,153** ,125* ,140** ,182** -.021 1 17          

17 Ideation P .014 -.030 .017 ,093* .054 -,141** -,186** -.071 -,113** ,469** ,380** ,351** ,355** -.051 ,258** 1 18         

18 Implementation P .046 -.060 ,085* -.006 ,101* -.078 -.075 -.072 -,154** ,392** ,388** ,358** ,277** -.061 ,255** ,559** 1 19        

19 Output P -,100* -,101* .034 -.080 .030 -,210** -,193** .026 -,137** ,406** ,392** ,305** ,190** -.056 ,152** ,342** ,545** 1 20       

20 
Challenging 
Work 

P .057 .038 -.003 .001 .043 -.046 -.077 ,101* -,264** ,293** ,268** ,260** ,183** -,107** ,136** ,379** ,341** ,300** 1 21      

21 Collaboration P .072 -.016 .057 .027 .037 -.022 -.048 -,085* -,154** ,244** ,196** ,265** .066 .020 ,164** ,333** ,316** ,216** ,381** 1 22     

22 Competition P -.031 -,128** ,231** -.032 .049 -,259** -,326** ,089* -,129** ,204** ,250** ,177** ,109** -.035 ,115* ,165** ,188** ,278** ,222** ,121** 1 23    

23 
Encourage 
Change 

P -.015 -.034 .079 .051 .051 -,160** -,158** .048 -,261** ,378** ,248** ,254** ,219** .019 ,145** ,404** ,403** ,325** ,495** ,448** ,308** 1 24   

24 
Innovation 
Support 

P -.048 -,141** ,130** ,100* -.035 -,165** -,258** .058 -.072 ,425** ,457** ,430** ,216** -.080 ,140** ,489** ,394** ,319** ,512** ,419** ,281** ,485** 1 25  

25 
Org. 
Encouragement 

P -.075 -,102* ,089* .049 .015 -,122** -,230** -.030 -.077 ,361** ,346** ,348** ,185** -.001 ,138** ,419** ,369** ,320** ,451** ,390** ,231** ,478** ,603** 1 26 

26 Risk-taking P -,100* -,140** ,100* -.023 -.018 -.072 -,124** .025 -.020 ,353** ,364** ,385** ,172** -.072 .077 ,323** ,364** ,311** ,311** ,263** ,276** ,342** ,492** ,384** 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


