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ABSTRACT

Employee innovativeness has been subject to so many studies examining the high
performing and innovative organizations in the literature. In the extant literature, it is
indicated that employee innovativeness is mostly linked to supportive management,
effective and satisfactory human resources practices, job autonomy and supportive
organizational culture. Within the framework of innovativeness in the organizations, our
study focuses on the notion that innovative and supportive organizational culture as being
among the cultural characteristics may moderate the relations of supportive management
relations, perceived human resources practices, and autonomy with employee
innovativeness. The survey of this study was performed on 235 managers of 12 high
performing and innovative firms operating in various industries in Turkey. The obtained
data from the questionnaires were analyzed through the SPSS statistical packaged software
and LISREL. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed and structural model was
tested for evaluating the measurement model. The results of the analyses revealed that
perceived innovative-supportive type of organizational culture moderated the effects of the
supportive management relations, perceived human resources practices and autonomy on
employee innovativeness.

Keywords: Innovativeness, Supportive manager relations, Human resources practices,
Autonomy, Organizational culture, Innovative firms

CALISANLARDA YENiLI[(QiLiéiN ONCELLERI VE ORGUT
KULTURUNUN DUZENLEYICI ROLU: TURKIYE’DEKI YENILIKCI
FIRMALARDAN BULGULAR

OZET

Calisanlarda yenilik¢ilik kavramu literatiirde yliksek performanshi ve yenilik¢i orgiitleri
inceleyen c¢ok sayida ¢alismada ele alinmis olan bir kavram olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Konu ile ilgili literatiirde, ¢alisanlarda yenilik¢iligin daha ¢ok destekleyici yonetim, etkin
ve tatmin edici insane kaynaklar1 yonetimi uygulamalari, is otonomisi ve destekleyici orgiit
kiiltiriic kavramlart ile iligkilendirilmekte oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu c¢alisma, orgiitlerde
yenilik¢ilik konusu c¢ergevesinde, s6z konusu yonetici iligkileri, insan kaynaklari
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uygulamalar1 ve isyerindeki otonomiye iliskin algilarin ¢alisanlardaki yenilik¢i
davraniglarla iligkili olabilecegi ve algilanan yenilikgi-destekleyici tarzdaki orgiit
kiiltiirtintin bu iligkiler {izerinde diizenleyi role sahip olabilecegi varsayimi iizerinde
odaklanmistir. Bu dogrultuda, Tiirkiye’de farkli sektorlerde yer alan ve yiiksek
performanslt ve yenilik¢i kurumlar olarak tanimlanmis olan 12 firmada bir arastirma
gerceklestirilmistir. Uygulanan anket calismasina 235 alt ve orta kademe yonetici
katilmistir. Elde edilen veriler SPSS ve LISREL programlar1 kullanilarak analize tabi
tutulmus, Dogrulayici Faktdr Analizi (DFA) ve Yapisal Esitlik Modellemesi ile
degiskenlere iliskin Ol¢iimlemeler gergeklestirilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore,
algilanan yenilik¢i-destekleyici orgiit kiiltiiriiniin destekleyici yonetici iliskileri, insan
kaynaklar1 uygulamalar1 ve otonominin ¢alisanlarda yenilik¢i davranislar {izerindeki
etkisini gii¢lendirdigi ve diizenleyici degisken roliiniin anlamli oldugu belirlenmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yenilik¢ilik, Destekleyici ydnetici iliskileri, Insan kaynaklari
uygulamalar1, Otonomi, Orgiit kiiltiirii, Yenilik¢i firmalar
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INTRODUCTION

The objective of this study is to clarify the role of manager relations, human resources
practices (HR practices), and autonomy variables as possible antecedents of employee
outcomes of innovativeness, focusing on the assumption that perceived supportive
manager relations, satisfaction with HR practices, and autonomy satisfaction might
contribute to innovativeness. Moreover, organizational culture aspects were suggested as
influencing the links between the suggested antecedents and innovativeness.

The scholars have examined the factors influencing innovative behavior at different levels,
which are commonly divided into four broad categories, i.e. individual, job, team and
organizational level (Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin 1993, Shalley and Gilson, 2004;
Parzefall, Seeck and Leppanen, 2008; Walsh, Lynch and Harrington, 2009). One dominant
theme that has been argued within international and Turkish academic studies and business
reports is that in order to achieve performance, to sustain competitiveness and to survive,
the organizations’ emphasis should be directed at enhancing the innovativeness. We have
recognized that most studies have paid attention on both knowledge base and human base
of the factors that influence employee innovativeness. Due to the growing number of
studies exploring the potential elements of organizational innovativeness, employee
innovativeness has been one crucial factor of the organization’s innovativeness. However,
in our view, understanding the employee innovativeness is still being an isolated factor,
and a perspective concerning its antecedents is lacking. At the same time, increasing
emphasis is placed on the organizational culture aspects which precedes and/or influences
the actual innovative conditions within the organizations. Consequently, upon a review of
the factors that influence employee innovativeness, we argued that understanding of how
to better support and foster employee innovativeness in the workplace through cultural
aspects, managerial and human resources issues and personal task perceptions would help
to develop an insight for enhancing innovativeness in the organizations.

As such, in this study, innovativeness construct is denoted as a process of discretionary,
actual, and adoptive behavior which is voluntarily exerted by employees in return for
organization’s positive handling of social exchanges. It is conceivable that the stimulating
and inspiring focus of supportive manager relations (Chalofsky and Krishna, 2009;
Rothmann, Diedericks and Swart, 2013), satisfaction with HR policies of the organization
(Ruschoff, 2008), autonomy satisfaction (Deci and Ryan, 2012; Rothmann et al., 2013) as
well organizational culture variables (Scott-Ladd and Chan, 2004) have emphasis on
initiating innovativeness. Based on that rationality, in this study, it is aimed to examine the
relationships between supportive manager relations, satisfaction with HR-practices and
autonomy satisfaction with employee innovativeness in the moderating context of
organizational culture as perceived as bureaucratic and innovative-supportive aspects.

The study is mainly constructed of three parts. In the first part, the conceptual definitions
of the study variables, background information based upon the literature review and
conceptual rationale for the generation of the hypotheses are given. The second part deals
with the research methodology of the study by describing the sample, procedure, and
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research instruments used in the survey. Additionally, in this part, the statistical methods
used for the interpretation of data and findings are presented. Finally, in the third part, the
results of overall analysis are discussed; the concluding remarks and practical implications
are given, and the study limitations are enumerated.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

1.1. The Concept of Employee Innovativeness

In terms of conceptualizing the concept of innovativeness, Hurt, Joseph and Cook (1977,
pp:59-60) described innovativeness as “willingness to change”. A long with Hurt et al.’s
description, Midgley and Dowling (1978, p.230) defined innovativeness as a form of
innate personality trait. Rogers (1983, p:23) viewed innovativeness as the “elapsed time of
adoption of an idea or behaviour”. Damanpour (1991, pp:556-557) addressed that
innovations connected to the implementation or adoption of novel ideas could be
categorized as either technological (changes in products, services, production processes) or
administrative (changes in activities, social processes, structures), and as either radical or
incremental, depending on the extent of their impact for existing products or processes.

De Jong and Den Hartog (2008) have conceptualized innovativeness through underlining
innovative work behavior (IWB) and indicated that innovativeness included exploration of
opportunities and the generation of new ideas (creativity related behavior), but could also
included behaviors directed towards implementing change, applying new knowledge or
improving processes to enhance personal and/or firm performance (implementation
oriented behavior). As further, the extant literature about employee innovativeness defined
the concept as engagement in innovative behaviors, which includes behaviors related to the
innovation process, i.e. idea generation, idea promotion and idea realization, with the aim
of producing innovations (e.g., Kanter 1988, Damanpour, 1991; Scott and Bruce 1994,
Ramamoorthy, Flood, Slattery and Sardessai 2005; Walsh et al., 2009; Goldsmith, 2011,
Matuska, 2011). The studies examined employee innovativeness throughout the
innovation process, from initial idea generation to product development, and eventually to
product commercialization, or the adoption of new processes or structures in the
organization (e.g. Axtell, Holman, Unsworth, Wall, Waterson and Harrington 2000,
Vincent, Decker and Mumford, 2002; Wang and Ahmed, 2004; Huhtala and Parzefall,
2007, Parzefall et al., 2008).

1.2.The Antecedents of Employee Innovativeness

1.2.1. Supportive Manager Relations

Supportive manager relationships strengthen employees’ social identities and generate
greater meaningfulness in the organizations (May, Gilson and Harter, 2004, pp:12-13). In
an organization where managers, who are empathic about employees’ needs, show support,
empower them towards expanding their skills, provides positive feedback and inspire open
communication channels, the employees exhibit better individual work outcomes of job
performance, citizenship behaviors, innovative work behaviors, etc. (e.g., Chay and Aryee,
1999, p:615; Basadur, 2004, p:105; Ertenu, 2008, p:68; Walsh et al., 2009, p:3; Rothmann
etal., 2013:p.2). It has been indicated that supportive manager relations provide employees
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to express their concerns and solve work-related problems, to foster a work environment
that is conducive to positive employee outcomes (Deci and Ryan, 1985; May et al., 2004).
Thus, it is suggested that an important determinant of employees’ innovativeness is
supportive manager relations (May et al., 2004; Purcell and Hutchinson, 2007; Rothmann
et al., Tastan, 2013). Therefore, in line with these previous findings, the following
hypothesis is generated in this study:

1H1: Supportive manager relations relate positively to employee innovativeness.

1.2.2.Satisfaction with HR-Practices

It is supposed that a relation between satisfaction with HR-policies and employees’
innovativeness is feasible. According to Khilji and Wang (2007, p:380), employees’ HR-
satisfaction builds the fundamental link between an organization’s human resource
practices and organizational performance. Employees’ satisfaction of HR-practices is
defined as an attitudinal assessment of the implementation of HR-practices within an
organization (Khilji and Wang, 2007,p:380). Regarding that HR-satisfaction is an indicator
of employees’ individual experience of HR-practices it is concerned with implemented
rather than intended practices (Ruschoff, 2008, p:44). It is indicated that employees’ Hr-
satisfaction has importance because it has positive impact on employees’ general job
satisfaction level, positive impact on organizational performance and negative impact on
employee withdrawal behaviors and turnover intention. It is suggested that positive
employee outcomes, organizational performance, and innovativeness can be enhanced
when employees’ expectations with the implemented HR-practices are met.

In particular, Shipton, West, Dawson, Birdi and Patterson (2006, pp:5-6) have
demonstrated that human resources management practices and policies were significant
predictors of innovation. Based on this rationality, the current study focuses on employees’
perception related to Hr-practices and its relation to employee innovativeness. Regarding
that satisfaction with HR-practices implemented in an organization has associations with
positive employee and organizational outcomes, it is expected that employees’ satisfaction
with organizations’ HR-practices may be positively related to employee innovativeness.
This results in the generation of the second hypothesis:

2H1.: Satisfaction with HR-practices relates positively to employee innovativeness.

1.2.3.Satisfaction with Autonomy

Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989) indicates that individuals seek to
obtain, retain, and protect resources, and stress occurs when resources are threatened, or
when individuals fail to gain resources after substantive resource investment. Thus,
resources have a central motivational role in this theory. Moreover, according to the
interactionist perspective, personal and contextual factors interact to support innovative
behavior within employees (Oldham and Cumings, 1996; Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin,
1993). One of such perceived contextual factors is job autonomy. This concept is regarded
as the main contextual factor of employee’s attitudes, motivation and behavior (Hornung
and Rousseau, 2007). In literature (Hackman and Oldhman, 1975; Sazandrishvili, 2009)
job autonomy concerns the extent to which employees have a power in organizing their job
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activities. Therefore, the current study focused on job autonomy as being among job
resources and contextual factors.

Autonomy refers to the freedom of individuals to make independent decisions regarding
job related issues (Sazandrishvili, 2009, p:5). Job autonomy gives employees power and
more opportunities to determine the frames of the job they are implementing (Kulik,
Oldham and Hackman, 1987). Previous cross-sectional studies (Hakanen, Bakker and
Schaufeli, 2006; Saks, 2006); Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Schaufeli, 2009;
Spiegelaere, Gyes, Witte, Niesen and Hootegem, 2014) have shown that several job
resources like autonomy and social support related positively to individual work outcomes
of such as involvement, work engagement, creativity, and innovative work behaviors. It
was addressed that the managers of high performance companies, who supported
autonomy, had employees who experienced more job satisfaction, were more trusting of
top managers and felt less pressured and controlled (Deci, Connell and Ryan, 1989, p:583;
Rothmann et al., 2013,p:4). According to Deci and Ryan (2012, pp:88-89), increased work
autonomy enhances commitment to organization and positive work outcomes. A number
of authors (Amabile, Conti, Lazenby and Herron, 1996; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis and
Strange, 2002) argued that organizational motivation to innovate and management
practices which refer to allowance of freedom and autonomy are important components of
innovative performance in organizations. In the study of Scott and Bruce (1994),
employees who reported that their supervisors were characterized by high level of
autonomy viewed their organization as supportive for innovation. Moreover, previous
studies reported that perceived autonomy had positive relationship with work-related
outcomes of performance and innovativeness (e.g., Cotton, 1995; Solomon, Winslow and
Tarabishy, 2010; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, Soenens and Lens, 2010).
Thus, in line with the previous findings, the third hypothesis is generated:

3H1: Autonomy satisfaction relates positively to employee innovativeness.

1.2.4.0rganizational Culture as a Moderator Variable

Since innovation studies have revealed that organizational culture can act as a driver or
barrier to innovation (Valencia, Valle and Jimenez, 2010), few studies attempted to
empirically link organizational culture with organizational innovativeness. Blayse and
Manley (2004) pointed out the importance of the innovationsupportive culture to champion
innovation in an organization. Among the limited studies that focus on the influence of
organizational culture on employee innovativeness, it was revealed that a culture which is
open for collaboration and a high tolerance of risk would encourage creativity and lead
towards innovativeness (Panuwatwanich, Stewart and Mohamed, 2009; Yusof and Abidin,
2011).

When the basic assumptions related to the understanding of organizational culture's
relationship with organizational and employee implications, it has been recognized that
organizational culture could be examined as an independent variable, moderating variable,
or mediating variable. Previous research of Robert and Wasti (2002) and Wasti (2003)
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suggested that organizational culture had a positive and significant effect on performance
when investigated as an independent variable.

Zheng, Yang and McLean (2009) indicated that organizational culture referred to the
existence of a shared definition of the function and purpose of the organization and
members, therefore had major influences on organizational functioning. Jung, Su, Baeza
and Hong (2008) have demonstrated that organizational culture has significant effect
towards quality management deployment. In addition, a recent study has found that
organizational culture effected organizational commitment levels of employees
(Kranenburg, 2013). On the other side, past literature claimed organizational culture to
play a vital role in mediating the relationship between variables such as leadership,
performance, innovation, citizenship behaviors, etc. Imran, Zahoor and Zaheer (2012) have
examined the mediating role of organizational culture in the relationship between
transformational leadership and organizational performance. As a result of their study,
transformational leadership was found to positively and significantly affect organizational
performance along with the mediating role of organizational culture in the relationship
between transformational leadership and organizational performance (Imran et al., 2012,
p.713).

In this stream of research, several studies have investigated the influence of culture more
explicitly and have proposed culture-specific (emic) antecedents as well as culturally
salient antecedents of employee attitudinal outcomes such as commitment, involvement,
and job satisfaction (e.g. Boyacigiller and Adler, 1991; Palich, Hom and Griffeth, 1995;
Redding, Norman and Schlander, 1994; Wasti, 2003). In one ofthe empirical studies in the
latter group, Palich et al. (1995) investigated whether culture moderated the relationship
between affective commitment and a number of well-documented antecedents, namely,
role clarity, job scope, participative management, and extrinsic rewards. Their results
showed that not only were the antecedents strong predictors of affective commitment for
each cultural group, but also there were no significant cultural moderation effects. While
several other authors concluded that organizational culture aspects could be investigated as
a moderating variable and thus, organizational culture has been evaluated as a contingent
variable (e.g. Wasti, 2003; Azanza, Moriano and Molero, 2013). A recent study has
confirmed that job attitudes and prosocial service behavior relationship was moderated by
organizational culture (Limpanitgul, Jirotmontree, Robson and Boonchoo, 2013).

In fact, organizational culture has long been considered to be important in management
studies because of its relationship to various outcomes (Robert and Wasti, 2002).However,
studies in which organizational culture has been explicitly explored as a moderating
variable are limited in number (Robert and Wasti, 2002). Thus, the primary aim of the
present study is to investigate the role of organizational culture on the relationship between
employee perceptions (i.e., supportive manager relations, HR practices, and autonomy) and
innovativeness at work. By linking such employee perceptions and innovativeness
together, the current void in the literature would be filled and the organization, in pursuit of
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innovativeness, would be better informed on how to develop and manage employee
innovativeness.

Based on the above discussion, in the current study, we assumed that type of organizational
culture could affect innovativeness in the organizations and could have a moderating role
on the links between the suggested antecedent variables and innovativeness.
Organizational culture in this study has been viewed a s contingent variable which might
affect the strength and direction of the relationship between the independent variables and
the innovativeness construct. A mediation affect of organizational culture has not been
expected since we have not assumed that the independent variables would affect
innovativeness over organizational culture (see Biiylikoztirk, 2007; Imran et al., 2012).
Thus, it can be suggested that the independent variables would affect the innovativeness
directly and separately and with the interaction of organizational culture aspects, the effect
of those variables on innovativeness would be strengthened.

Further, this study focused on understanding organizational culture’s role with the
perspective of Wallach (1983, p:29). Wallach (1983, pp:29-33) conceptualized three
categories of organizational culture (a) bureaucratic, (b) innovative, and (c) supportive to
measure the organizational culture. A bureaucratic culture was a hierarchical type of
culture and this type there are clear lines of authority and responsibility and the work is
well planned and organized. The bureaucratic culture was based on power and control. The
second category was innovative culture, result oriented and challenging work environment.
Innovative cultures mostly focused on internal system of organization and looking for
competitive advantage, it encouraged openness to new thoughts and prepared internal
capabilities to adopt new ideas, process, or product successfully. The third category
supportive culture was teamwork, trusting, encouraging work and a people-oriented
environment. An organizational culture that encourages and challenges organizational
members to come out with new ideas is also argued to lead towards innovativeness
(Panuwatwanich et al., 2009; Jaskyte and Dressler, 2005).

With that respect, organizational culture aspects can be expected to moderate the
relationship between supportive manager relations, satisfaction with HR-practices,
autonomy satisfaction and innovativeness. Under conditions of high perceived bureaucratic
culture, employees may tend to comply on power and control by involving themselves in
their required tasks (Scott-Ladd and Chan, 2004, p:96) and since (Wang, Law, Hackett,
Wang and Chen, 2005, pp:421-422) it is suggested that for bureaucratic culture, the
interactions between among employees are frequently authority and control based so
supportive manager relations, satisfaction with HR or personal autonomy would not be
effective under conditions of high perceived bureaucracy. In the study of Yusof and Abidin
(2011, p:724),the relationship between organizational culture and the innovativeness of the
organizations were investigated and the results showed that dimensions of the
organizational culture were statistically significantly correlated with organizational
innovativeness with moderate strength.
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With the adverse approach, under conditions of high supportive/innovative culture,
employees may tend to be result-oriented and contribute to product and process innovation
by involving themselves in developing required tasks (Scott-Ladd and Chan, 2004, p:97)
and since (Wang et al., 2005, p:424; Rasool, Kiyan, Aslam, Akram and Rajput, 2012,
p:301) it is suggested that for bureaucratic culture, the interactions between new ideas and
teamwork, therefore supportive manager relations, satisfaction with HR and autonomy
would be effective under conditions of high perceived supportive/innovative culture. For
that rationality, we propose that supportive manager relations, satisfaction with HR and
autonomy would have more profound effects on the outcomes of innovativeness when
perceived supportive/innovative culture is high. Therefore, from the above discussion, the
following hypotheses were proposed:

4H1: Organizational culture when perceived supportive/innovative relates positively to
employee innovativeness.

5H1: Organizational culture moderates the relationship between supportive manager
relations and employee innovativeness; such that the relationship will be stronger when
perceived supportive/innovative culture is high.

6H1: Organizational culture moderates the relationship between satisfaction with HR-
Practices and employee innovativeness; such that the relationship will be stronger when
perceived supportive/innovative culture is high.

7H1: Organizational culture moderates the relationship between autonomy satisfaction and
employee innovativeness; such that the relationship will be stronger when perceived
supportive/innovative culture is high.

In accordance with the rationality and background theories of the current study, the
conceptual research model and the variables can be presented as follows:
FIGURE 1: The Hypothesized Model

] 1H1
Supportive
Manager Relations ;
< JH1 F En?pl.u;_. ee
Safisfaction withHR- | __ Innovativeness
Practices 3H1
Autonomy . )
Safisfaction % s Al 4H1
TH1 /
v
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2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Sample and Data Collection

To test the propositions, a field survey using questionnaires was conducted. The survey of
this study was conducted on participants by management level was involving middle
management, junior management, senior management, and executive level of high
performance and innovative firms in different industries in Turkey. The firms were
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identified according to Turkish Time Journal’s (2011) official report of “The Most
Innovative Firms in Turkey”. In this report, 100 firms were listed with grades ranged from
48 to 80 depending on their assessments of innovativeness indicators. Among these firms,
12 firms were identified from different sectors. The questionnaire survey was performed
with personal interviews and via electronic database between July 2013 and January 2014.
Data obtained from questionnaires were analyzed through the SPSS statistical packet
program and LISREL. For testing the measurement model, confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was performed and structural model was tested.

2.2. Measuring Instruments

The questionnaire was either administered online or as a paper version. Participants
receiving the online version got access to the questionnaire by means of a link to an online
application as instructed by the researcher and the company administration. In sum, the
overall questionnaire was composed of 85 items and 6 demographic questions. The items
were evaluated by using a five-point scale that varies from 1 (‘totally disagree’) to 5
(‘totally agree’).

“Manager Relations Scale” (MRS) (May et al., 2004, p:30) was used to measure the
participants’ experiences of manager support and trust which was composed of totally 10
items (5 items for manager support, 5 items for trust). Examples of the items were: “My
manager encourages employees to participate in important decisions” and “My manager
does what he or she says he or she will do”. Rothmann and Rothmann (2010, p:9) found an
alpha coefficient of 0.95 and Rothmann et al. (2013, p:7) found an alpha coefficient of 0.90
for the one-dimensional scale.

“Employees’ satisfaction with HR-practices” was measured by 36 items developed in
accordance to Beer, Spector, Lawrence, Quinn Mills and Walton’s (1984) model of human
resource management (e.g., Beer et al., 1984; DeNijs, 1998) and composed of the sub
components of satisfaction with the amount of employee influence, the work flow, the
work system, and the reward-compensation system which have been adopted form Torka
and Schyns (2007) and Ruschoff (2008). Examples of the items were such as “To what
extend are you asked for your opinion when changes concerning your position/function are
made?” (employee influence) and “My compensation is good compared to what I could
earn elsewhere in a comparable position” (primary compensation).

“Autonomy satisfaction” was measured with the Work-related Basic Need Satisfaction
Scale (WBNSS) (Van den Broeck et al., 2010, p:310) to measure the satisfaction of
psychological needs. The WBNSS measures the satisfaction of autonomy, competence and
relatedness. In the current study, only the autonomy satisfaction related sub scale was used.
An example of the item of six items sub scale was: “I feel like I can pretty much be myself
at work”. Swart (2012, p:145) confirmed the three-factor structure of the WBNSS and his
study revealed an alpha coefficients of 0.81, 0.79 and 0.79 confirm the reliability for
autonomy, competence and relatedness satisfaction (Diedericks, 2012, p:159).
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“Innovativeness” as being the dependent variable of the current research study was
measured by a 9-item scale originally developed by Scott and Bruce (1994), extended by
Janssen (2000) and recently confirmed by Ruschoff (2008). The scale is subdivided into
three subcategories containing three items each. The categories evaluated employees’ idea
generation, idea promotion, and idea realization. Examples of the items were: “How often
do you search out new technologies, processes, techniques and/or product ideas” (idea
generation) and “How often do you promote and champion ideas to others” (idea
promotion) (Scott and Bruce, 1994, p:50). Ruschoff (2008) have found an alpha coefficient
of 0.92 for the one-dimensional scale.

“Organizational culture” in the current study was assessed by 24 items organizational
culture scale by Wallach (1983) which was also used in the research studies of Koberg and
Chusmir (1987, p:401) and Lok and Crawford (2004, p:329). Wallach defined three types
of culture (a) bureaucratic, (b) innovative or (c) supportive and each of the three types was
assigned 8 items measuring organizational culture. The previous studies have revealed
alpha coefficients of 0.70, 0.82, 0.91.

2.3.Descriptive Results

A total of 300 questionnaires were distributed among respondents who were selected by
stratified random sampling and 235 usable questionnaires were returned. Majority of the
respondents (68.78%) were male and only (31.22%) were female respondents. The average
age of the sample group was 37. When respondents were evaluated according to their
qualification, it was seen that majority of the respondents were holding masters degree
(69%), and very few (30%) were having bachelors degree or degree above masters and
very minor (1%) were having below bachelors degree. When respondents were evaluated
about their work experience (72%) of the respondents were having work experience
between 1-10 years, employees having work experience between 11-20 years were (22%)
and employees having work experience more than 20 years were only (6%).

2.4.Reliability and Validity

Cronbach's alpha was utilized for reliability evaluation and the Cronbach's alpha reliability
of all the variables were more than 0.7, which indicated that all the scales demonstrated
good reliability (Table 1).

As further, content validity and construct validity were used for evaluating the validity of
the questionnaires. In order to test the content validity, after devising a framework for the
questionnaire, 3 professors and 2 private company managers were asked to modify it if
needed. That committee evaluated all the items in the questionnaire and confirmed them.
In addition, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to investigate the construction
of the questionnaire. Before adopting CFA, skewness and kurtosis values for each item of
the scale were examined to check out the normality. Afterwards CFAwas conducted. The
results of the CFA of research variables indicated that all the mentioned criteria have been
measured with the scales in the questionnaire. Factor loadings of the construction of the
questionnaire are presented in the Figure 2.
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Number of

Factors - Mean a
questions

Manager support 5 4.2055 0.88
Trust 5 3.8765 0.84
Supportive Manager Relations 10 0.86
Sat. with employee influence 9 4.4355 0.79
Sat. with work flow 9 44177 0.83
Sat. with work system 9 4.0382 0.89
Sat. with reward&comp.system 9 3.9905 0.92
Satisfaction with HR-Practices 36 0.86
Satisfaction with Autonomy 6 0.91
Idea generation 3 4.2156 0.84
Idea promaotion 3 3.8952 0.84
Idea realization 3 3.6871 0.81
Innovativeness 9 0.86
Bureaucratic 8 3.1974 0.78
Innovative-Supportive 16 4.2055 0.85
Organizational Culture 24 0.82
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2.5. Measurement Models of Research Variables

In the next stage, the relationship between the latent variables of innovativeness,
satisfaction with HR-practices, supportive manager relations, autonomy, and
organizational culture, and their indicators were tested. For the assessment of construct
validity, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed (as referred by Nunnally and
Bernstein, 1994; Simsek, 2007). The results of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
showed good fitness of the models, proving that the selected indicators were good
representatives for each dimension of research variables (Table 2).

TABLE 2: Fitness Indices of Research Variables Based on CFA

Fltr]ess Supp._Man. sat. . HR- Autonomy Innovativeness  Org.Culture  Principle
indices Relations Practices

Chi-square/df  2.3873 2.4456 2.3372 2.2846 2.7933 <3
P-value 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 <0.05
RMSEA 0.065 0.061 0.069 0.063 0.074 <0.10
GFI 0.95 0.92 0.93 0.96 0.98 >0.9
AGFI 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.94 0.95 >0.9

2.6.Findings of Structural Equation Modeling Analysis

In this study the relationships among supportive manager relations, satisfaction with HR-
practices, satisfaction with autonomy, innovativeness, and organizational culture were
tested using the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) technique. SEM was described as a
statistical model where exogenous variables (explanatory variables) can potentially affect
endogenous variables (response variables) both directly and indirectly via intervening
variables (Byrne, 2013). A structural model is a part of the entire structural equation model
diagram that would be completed for every model within the research study's propose. It is
used to relate all of the variables (both latent and manifest) that were needed to account for
in the model. A measurement model is a part of the entire structural equation model
diagram that was completed for every model in accordance with the study propose and it is
essential if there are latent variables in the model (Walker, 2012; Garson, 2012). Together,
the structural model and the measurement model form the entire structural equation model
includes everything that has been measured, observed, or otherwise manipulated in the set
of variables examined.

Comparative fit index (CFI), non-normed fitindex (NNFI) and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) were used to check if the model fit the data. After re-
specification of models Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was computed to check for the
internal consistency of adapted and developed scales. In accordance with the assumptions
of SEM, the fit indices and their acceptable levels are displayed with Table 3.
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TABLE 3: Fit Indices and Their Acceptable Threshold Levels

Fit Index Acceptable Threshold Levels

Chi Square/df x2 /df <

CFI CFI>0.90, acceptable
CFI>0.95

NNFI(TLI) NNFI>0.90 acceptable
NNFI>0.95

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05, close fit; 0.05<RMSEA< 0.10, mediocre
fit;

RMSEA>1, poor fit
RMSEA<0.08, adequate model fit

Source: Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger and Miiller, 2003

For testing the hypotheses, the structural model applying 3 dimensions of innovativeness, 2
dimensions of organizational culture, 36 items of satisfaction with HR-practices, 10 items
of supportive manager relations, and 6 items of satisfaction with autonomy was performed.
Manifest variable has been existed in the current study since a variable that is directly
observed and measured is called a manifest variable (it is also called an indicator variable
in some circles). In addition, Path analysis is a special name for a structural equation
model which examines only manifest variables, called path analysis (Garson, 2012).

Moreover, as organizational culture was assessed as the moderator variable in the current
study, it should be noted that for the purposes of SEM, specifically, moderation refers to a
situation that includes three or more variables, such that the presence of one of those
variables changes the relationship between the other
two(https://www.stat.purdue.edu/StructuralEquationModeling.doc). In  other words,
moderation exists when the association between two variables is not the same at all levels
of a third variable. One way to think of moderation is when you observe an interaction
between two variables in an ANOVA. The below Figure 3 shows a diagram of
moderation. This diagram shows that there are three direct effects that are hypothesized to
cause changes in innovativeness — the main effects of supportive manager relations,
satisfaction with HR practices, autonomy, and organizational culture, and the interaction
effects of each independent variable and organizational culture.

The fit of the models to the data was assessed with the chi-square (X°) statistic, the
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA). In addition, three fit indices were used that are less sensitive to sample size: the
Comparative Fit Index (CFl), the Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and the Tucker—Lewis Index
(TLI). For each of these statistics, values of .90 are acceptable and of .95 or higher are
indicative of good fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999). In accordance with Browne and Cudeck’s
(1993) description, only for the RMSEA for which values of .05 indicate good fit and
values up to .08 represented reasonable errors of approximate
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FIGURE 3: Structural Equation Model

Chi-square/df = 2.7232, p-value = 0.000, RMSEA = 0.074

Fitness's indices showed the good fitness of the Structural model; as RMSEA = 0.074, p-
value = 0.000, and chi-square/df = 2.7232. Moreover, Figure 3 and Table 3 summarize the
hypotheses test results in terms of path coefficients (standardized solution) and t-value, by
SEM technique.

TABLE 3: The Findings of the Hypotheses Tests

Path
Hypotheses coefficients T-value Results
1H1 Supp.Man.Relations — Innovativeness ~ 0.50 3.85 Confirmed
2H1 Sat. HR-Practices — Innovativeness 0.20 3.06 Confirmed
3H1 Autonomy — Innovativeness 0.20 4.04 Confirmed
4H1 Org.Culture — Innovativeness 0.40 2.77 Confirmed
Supp.Man.Relations — Culture — .
5H1 . 0.50 2.33 Confirmed
Innovativeness
gH1 oot HR-Practices — Culwre — 45, 3.82 Confirmed
Innovativeness
7Hp  Awonomy — o Culure o 4, 2.35 Confirmed

Innovativeness

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The present study aimed to investigate the antecedents of employee innovativeness within
the organizations and the moderating role of organizational culture aspects. The findings of
this study have revealed that all variables of the research model had significant
relationships between each other. A stratified random sampling has leaded the return of
235 usable questionnaires and the reliabilities of the scales used in the survey were
evaluated by utilizing Cronbach's alpha. It was seen that all the scales demonstrated good
reliability due to the reliability values of each variables. Moreover, content validity and
construct validity for evaluating the validity of the questionnaires were used and in order to
examine the construction of the questionnaire. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
revealed that all the mentioned criteria have been measured in the questionnaire. The
findings of the CFA indicated good fitness of the models, proving that the selected
indicators were good representatives for each dimension of research variables.
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As further, the hypotheses proposing the relationship among supportive manager relations,
satisfaction with HT-Practices, autonomy, innovativeness and organizational culture were
tested using the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) technique. Fitness's indices showed
the good fitness of the Structural model (RMSEA = 0.074, p = 0.000, chi-square/df =
2.7232). The results also indicated significant links between the tested variables supporting
our proposed hypotheses. Thus, according to the results of hypotheses tests in terms of path
coefficients (standardized solution), t-value, by SEM technique, it was demonstrated that
the significant influences of supportive manager relations, satisfaction with HR-Practices
and autonomy on innovativeness construct were confirmed. Furthermore, the hypothesis
testing the moderating influence of innovative- supportive organizational culture on the
relationship between each of the independent variables and innovativeness were
confirmed.

These findings supported the previous literature evidences which have indicated that
supportive manager relations, HR practices, autonomy and innovative-supportive
organizational culture had association with employee outcomes of innovativeness
(e.g.Wallach, 1983; Witt et al., 2000; May et al, 2004; Wang et al., 2005; Ruschoff, 2008;
Chalofsky and Krishna, 2009; Van den Broeck et al., 2010; Deci and Ryan, 2012;
Rothmann et al., 2013). Moreover, the present study went beyond previous models of
employee innovativeness that have considered effects of work and individual variables
separately. This study confirmed the importance of organizational culture variable as
moderator of the effect of perceived supportive manager relations, HR-practices, and
autonomy on innovativeness. An initial important finding concerned the role of satisfaction
with job autonomy and HR-practices on innovativeness of employees since these variables
have been under researched in the previous literature. The importance of these concepts in
innovativeness of employees is consistent with other research and can be explained by the
fact that HR-practices of the organization provides employees decision-making processes,
the work system, the reward system and the human resource flow (Ruschoff, 2008;
Salanova, Bakker and Llorens, 2006), while the job autonomy gives freedom and
opportunity to carry out their job activities and to put better innovative performance on the
work they do (Sazandrishvili, 2009). Thus, this study contributed to the implication about
the effects of supportive manager relations, HR practices, perceived autonomy and
innovative culture employees’ behavioral outcomes of innovativeness. Furthermore, the
present study extends our understanding of employee innovativeness by empirically
investigating the relationship between dimensions of organizational culture and the
innovativeness. This study showed that, in general, the innovativeness of employee in
Turkish firms was relatively high and that these employees agreed on the existence of
innovative and supportive cultures in their organizations. In addition, the presence of
innovative and supportive cultural dimensions in the said organizations would necessarily
lead to innovativeness of the employees since that dimension was positively related to
innovativeness and had significant moderating impacts on the relates of it antecedents.
These results were consistent with earlier studies such as (Scott-Ladd and Chan, 2004;
Jaskyte and Dressler, 2005; Yusof and Abidin, 2011), who argue that performance and
support oriented cultures are actually drivers to employee innovativeness. These results
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also supported Hartmann(2006) claims that organizations having a supporting culture and a
performance orientation encourageinnovation.Furthermore, the results were compatible
with the implications of Dasanayaka’s (2009) study in which a significant correlation
between culture dimensions of clan and adhocracy types and degree of innovativeness
were found. As such, it is suggested that the results of the present study contributes to the
understanding of how supportive and innovative organizational culture can stimulate and
build employee innovativeness (Martin and Terblanche, 2003) a long with HR-practices,
autonomy and positive managerial relations among the employees.

However, as a limitation of this study, the questionnaire survey was conducted among the
employees working in the management level involving middle management, junior
management, senior management, and executive level of high performance and innovative
firms in different industries in Turkey (operating in White Good Manufacturing, Food and
Drink, Telecommunication, Banking, and Textile industries). Therefore, the findings may
not be generalized to all industries or countries. It is recommended that further studies
should be applied within larger samples and in different countries. This would enable the
generalizability and reliability of the findings. Another limitation of this survey is that
innovativeness items were responded by the employees subjectively. Common method
biases in behavioral research may be a weak point of the survey (see Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff, 2003). It is suggested that further surveys can use the
supervisor-report method or multiple sources (self reported and leader reported) method
for measuring innovativeness so that the objectivity of the responses can be increased and
the same-source biases can be eliminated.
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