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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this research is to determine the effect of organizational culture types on 

innovation and to reveal the mediating role of psychological safety in this relationship. 

This research was carried out with 445 people working in four-star and five-star hotel 

enterprises, which allowed the research, operating in Turkey. Within the scope of this 

research, organizational culture was examined over four types of organizations: clan, 

adhocracy, hierarchy and market. As a result of the analysis, it can be seen that clan, 

adhocracy and market culture positively affect organizational innovation. However, 

when psychological safety is included in the model as a mediating variable in the 

relationship between clan and adhocracy, the analysis shows that psychological well-

being is partial in the relationship between clan culture and innovation, and it is fully 

mediated in the relationship between adhocracy and innovation. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

After the concepts of ‘efficiency’ in the 1950–1960s, ‘quality’ in the 1970–1980s and 

‘flexibility’ in the 1980–1990s, today the concept of ‘innovation’ has become the focal 

point of global competition (Janszen, 2000, p. 3). Innovation is the key driving force of 

economic development and it plays a crucial role in competition at both national and firm 

levels (Tellis, Prabhu and Chandy, 2009). Innovation emerges as a result of various 

preliminary organizational factors or elements (Wolfe, 1994). Organizational culture is 

an important element of innovation, which influences the behaviour of employees and 

helps employees accept innovation as a core value of the organization (Hartmann, 2006). 

Innovation, which creates a competitive advantage for organizations (Tutar, Kocabay and 

Aric, 2007, p. 196), draws its energy from new knowledge and experiences (Egrican, 

2009, p. 9). Organizational culture is of great importance in transforming these new 

knowledge and experiences into innovative processes, products and organizational 

structures that benefit the organization. In their study, Fis and Wasti (2009) stated that 

the most important variable that affects the success and failure of the innovation process 

is organizational culture. Organizational culture, which employees accept without 

questioning and which separates an organization from other organizations, constitutes 

subcultures by the similarities and differences within itself. According to a plethora of 

research studies, while some culture types positively affect innovation, some affect it 

negatively (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby and Herron, 1996; Arad, Hanson and 

Schneider, 1997; Cotterman et al., 2009; Jaskyte, 2004; Jaskyte and Kisieliene, 2006; 

Kimberly and Evanisko, 1981; Llorens, Ruiz and Garcia, 2005; Lock and Kirkpatrick, 

1995; Martins and Terblanche, 2003; Naronja-Valencia, Jimenez-Jimenez and Sanz-

Valle, 2015; Saraph, Benson and Schroeder, 1989). In this study, it is aimed to determine 

how the clan, adhocracy, market and hierarchy subcultures defined in Cameron and 

Quinn’s (2006) ‘Competitive Values’ model affect innovation. In order to maintain their 

competitive advantage, organizations are required to adapt to changing environmental 

conditions and continue to learning. Organizational learning is the acquisition of 

development and sharing of knowledge needed by organizations to gain a competitive 

advantage (Jashapara, 1993). Organizational learning takes place in environments where 

employees feel psychologically safe. The process of transforming knowledge into 

innovation that makes today’s organizations successful requires an organizational culture 

in which learning is supported. It is believed that the concept which directs this process 

is that which makes employees feel psychologically safe in their learning environment. 

In the process of transforming information into innovation, what makes today’s 

organizations successful is an organizational culture in which learning is supported. In 

an organizational culture where learning is supported, the variable that will help 

employees engage in innovative activities is thought to be psychological security. In this 

sense, it is important to determine how psychological safety perceptions guide the 

relationship between cultural structures of organizations that are aware of their basic 

abilities and aim to transform these abilities into competitive advantages and innovations.  

Over the decades, tourism has experienced continued growth and deepening 

diversification to become one of the fastest-growing economic sectors in the world. 

Tourism, in the year 2018 with 1.7 trillion USD, was the world’s third-largest export 

category after chemicals and fuels, and it was ahead of automotive products and food. 

This global spread of tourism in industrialised and developed states has produced 
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economic and employment benefits in many related sectors – from construction to 

agriculture or telecommunications (World Travel Organization, 2019). The contribution 

of tourism to economic well-being depends on the quality and revenues of the tourism 

offer. 

Tourism firms operate in different sectors such as transportation, accommodation, 

leisure or financial intermediation. Innovation behaviour and organizational culture of 

tourism firms also differ from each other. The hotel industry is dissociated from others 

due to its homogeneity that provides an important part of tourism services (Orfila-Sintes 

and Mattsson, 2009, p. 381). However, the reason why the hotel industry was chosen for 

this study is the fact that tourism is an important and extremely competitive sector 

characterised by consistent transformation (WTO, 2004). In this sense, the most basic 

way to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage in the hotel industry is based on 

differentiating its activities, processes and products through innovation (Hassan, Shaukat, 

Nawaz and Naz, 2013, p. 244). Furthermore, the hotel industry is labour-intensive and 

people-oriented. Employees play an important role in the production and presentation of 

products and customer satisfaction. They are the key factors in creating a difference and 

being innovative in a hotel enterprise in an intensely competitive environment. For these 

reasons, examining the factors such as organizational culture and psychological safety 

that affect employees and innovations in hotel enterprises is important for success and 

competitiveness.  

Turkey has long been one of the world’s most popular tourist destinations. The 

total visitor arrivals for 2018 reached a record of 45.6 million, representing a remarkable 

21.7% growth over 2017, with US$ 25.2 billion flowing into the national economy 

(Turkish Statical Instutite, 2019). To meet the requirements of the growing inbound and 

outbound tourism, the hotel industry, with 4,761 hotel enterprises, plays an important 

role in Turkish tourism (Association of Turkish Travel Agencies, 2019). It is, therefore, 

the aim of this study to determine the effect of organizational culture types on innovation 

and to reveal the mediating role of psychological safety in this relationship in the Turkish 

hotel industry. 

 

II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 

A. Organizational Culture 

 

Organizations are established by people and operate in the community. Therefore, 

organizations form both an element of culture and a separate culture within themselves 

(Karaman, 2005, p. 72). This culture, which is related to the organizational environment, 

created by organizations and shaped by organizational practices, is called organizational 

culture (Oudenhoven, 2001). In the management literature, organizational culture is 

defined as the forms of understanding, norms and values that are a part of organizational 

life and shared by members of the organization (Beyer and Trice, 1987, p. 6). According 

to Schein (1990, p. 113), organizational culture is a set of values and beliefs that a 

particular group develops while analysing the problems of internal integration and 

external harmony and which is accepted by employees. Deshpande and Webster Jr (1989, 

p. 4) define the organizational cultures as, ‘a model of common values and beliefs that 

helps individuals understand the organizational functioning and thus introduces them to 

the norms of behaviour within the organization’. In organizations with a strong 
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organizational culture, employees have certain ideologies that are strengthened by the 

cultural patterns and sharing of employees in order to solve different problems and 

uncertainties. Therefore, the shared values are of great importance in overcoming 

uncertainties, developing common emotions and establishing successful collaborations 

in a changing environment (Erkmen, 2010, p. 160).  

Culture, in its various manifestations, has a significant influence on human 

behaviour (Li, Zhang, Xiao and Chen, 2015, p. 35). Individuals are influenced by culture 

in different ways and levels. The ability of individuals to behave differently in the same 

society and organizational culture comes to the fore in the field of management as an 

issue that needs to be explained. Cultural theory or grid–group analysis may help to 

explain different behaviours within a particular organization as it allows for cultural 

differences within a society and because all types can exist in one society. Although 

cultural theory comes from anthropological ideas on the concept of risk, other disciplines 

have developed a theory on how culture affects behaviour (Fisher, 2009, p. 42). Grid–

group theory is relevant to the prediction of both attitudes and behaviour (Chai, Dorj and 

Sherstyuk, 2018). Originated by the social anthropologist Douglas (1978), the grid–group 

analysis is proposed as a model, or mapping the links, that exists between culture and 

behaviour with inclusive emphasis on occupational culture and behaviour. The 

fundamental idea of grid–group cultural theory is that what people do or want is culturally 

biased. Grid–group theorists claim that culture can be classified into two dimensions of 

sociality: through individuation in the group dimension and through social incorporation 

in the grid dimension (Douglas, 1982). The grid dimension measures the ‘degree to which 

an individual’s choices are constrained within a social system by imposed prescriptions 

such as role expectations, rules, and procedures’. In a strong grid environment, 

individuals are highly constrained by the organization. The group dimension ‘represents 

the degree to which people value collective relationships and the extent to which they are 

committed to the larger social unit’. A strong group environment seeks to preserve the 

integrity of the organization above even that of the members (Harris, 2005). Douglas 

(1982) argues that these elements combine to produce four ‘worldviews’ that structure 

the organizations and perceptions within societies: hierarchy–oversight (high grid, high 

group), individualism–competition (low grid, low group), egalitarianism/enclave–

mutuality (low grid, high group) and fatalism–contrived randomness (high grid, low 

group). Thompson et al. (1990, p. 97) states that these four dimensions of Group–Grid 

Cultural Theory help to shape the values and behaviours of individuals. 

It can be seen that organizational culture is explained with different models in the 

literature (Cameron and Freeman, 1991; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Denison and Mishra, 

1995; Douglas, 1982; Handy, 1995; Harrison, 1972; Hofstede, 1980; Kilmann, 1985; 

Ouchi, 1988; Peters and Waterman, 1995; Quinn, 1988).  

In this study, Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) culture model was used to determine 

the effects of organizational culture on innovation. This culture model consists of four 

subdimensions: clan, adhocracy, hierarchy and market. In their model, Cameron and 

Quinn (2006) evaluated each culture type according to the dominant characteristics, 

leadership type, organizational bond and strategic emphasis elements. The characteristics 

of these elements differ depending on the type of culture. In the clan culture, the dominant 

characteristics within the organization are commitment, participation, group work and a 

sense of family. In this culture, leaders are consultants and facilitators. The bond within 

the organization is loyalty, tradition and interpersonal loyalty. The concepts of human 
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resources development, employee loyalty and morale are given importance strategically 

within the organization. In the adhocracy culture, the dominant characteristics within the 

organization are entrepreneurship, creativity and adaptability. In this culture, leaders are 

entrepreneurial, innovative, risk-taking people. The bond within the organization is 

formed by entrepreneurship, flexibility and risk assistance. Innovation, growth and new 

resources are emphasised strategically within the organization. In the hierarchy culture, 

orders, rules, regulations and uniformity draw attention as the dominant characteristics 

within the organization. In this culture, leaders play the role of coordinators and managers. 

Bonds within the organization consist of rules, policies and processes. Strategic stability, 

predictability and problem-free activities are given importance within the organization. 

Finally, in the market culture, the dominant characteristics within the organization are 

competitiveness and achievement. In this culture, leaders are determined and tend to 

succeed. The bond within the organization is goal orientation, production and 

competition. Strategic importance is given to the concepts of competitive advantage and 

market superiority within the organization (Deshpande, Farley and Webster, 1993). 

 

B. Innovation 

 

The concept of innovation was first introduced by an economist, Joseph Schumpeter 

(1976), from an entrepreneurial perspective. He described innovation as an essential 

driver of competitiveness and economic dynamics. According to him, innovation is a 

‘process of industrial mutation that incessantly revolutionises the economic structure 

from within, incessantly destroying the old one, incessantly creating a new one’. He also 

believed that innovation is the centre of economic change causing gales of ‘creative 

destruction’. Considering the economic benefits that innovation will provide to the 

enterprises in the following years, the concept was defined as ‘introducing, developing, 

utilising and commercialising an idea of a new process according to the new product, 

new service or business models in the current market’ (Gamal, Salah and Elrayyes, 2011, 

p. 7). To this end, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 

and the European Statistical Office (Eurostat) (2005, pp. 50–51) have prepared a 

publication called the Oslo Guide in order to establish a common set of principles for 

collecting and interpreting innovation-related data. Accordingly, innovation is the 

realisation of new products, services, processes, marketing methods and organizational 

methods that companies have developed for the first time or adapted from other 

enterprises.  

Innovation, which is a very important concept for micro-enterprises, also seems 

to be strongly related to entrepreneurship (Gasse and Tremblay, 2011, p. 213). Innovation 

has benefits such as increase in the market share of the enterprise, compliance with global 

business requirements, competitive advantage, cost advantage, growth of the enterprise, 

increase in productivity and increase in profitability level (Toraman, Abdioglu and 

Isguden, 2009, p. 103). In an environment where competition is stiff, economic 

uncertainties are intense and technology has a fast pace of change, and innovation comes 

forward as a new product, service or business style that enables them to exist in the 

market or achieve a competitive advantage (Lipit, 2006, p. 73; Nochur, 2009). However, 

innovation is a means of change that a business can use to adapt to its environment 

(Damanpour, 1987). 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BUSINESS, 26(4), 2021                                       51 

It is possible to consider the factors affecting innovation activities in 

organizations as internal and external. The organic or mechanical status of organizations 

which means the culture that is prevalent in the organization and shared by employees 

and the attitude of the top management and human resources which have an important 

effect on the organization’s innovative activities are considered as internal factors. 

However, the market in which the organization operates, the type and quality of the 

product that it produces and the power of competitors and customers can be counted as 

external factors (Tidd and Bessant, 2014, p. 71). 

 

C. Psychological Safety 

 

The phenomenon of psychological safety, which was discovered by the pioneering 

researchers in the 1960s, has started to gain the necessary attention in the field since the 

1990s. It is thought that the concept will become an important theoretical and practical 

phenomenon in the near future due to the needs of today’s modern organizations 

regarding learning and innovation (Schein and Bennis, 1965). Psychological safety 

explains the perception of the consequences of interpersonal risk-taking in a particular 

context, such as the workplace, and expresses the individual’s perception of showing 

his/herself, without fear of suffering negative consequences regarding his/her image, 

status and career (Edmondson, 1999). Similarly, the concept is defined by Kahn (1990) 

as a sense of self-expression and use without fear of negative consequences on image, 

status or career. Samra et al. (2012) stated that the study areas that are created to prevent 

the deterioration of psychological health as a result of neglect, careless or conscious 

behaviours that the individual will encounter in the work environment can be associated 

with psychological safety.  

Many conceptual and empirical studies focusing on understanding the effects of 

psychological safety on individuals, teams and organizations try to understand and 

explain the perception of psychological safety (Edmondson and Lei, 2014). For example, 

it has been observed that employees, who exhibit a participatory behaviour with the 

phenomenon of psychological safety, respond less to change, participate in the decision-

making process, offer new ideas and apply advanced working methods (Yener, 2014). 

There are also interactions where individuals, who feel psychologically safe, will 

perceive that they are not at interpersonal risk and will be willing to try new ways of 

doing new and different jobs and increase their individual job performance (Ning and Jin, 

2009). Again with psychological safety, it can be said that employees will tend to exhibit 

the ‘voice behaviour’, which is defined as the expression of new ideas and opinions in 

order to improve their organization, and they will express themselves freely (Cheng, 

Chang, Kuo and Lu, 2014; Detert and Burris, 2007; Head, 2019; Liang, Farh and Farh, 

2012). In many research studies, it was determined that individuals do not want to work 

in environments where they do not feel that their speech and ideas are safe (Detert and 

Edmondson, 2011; Milliken et al., 2003; Ryan and Oestreich, 1998) and, in parallel with 

this, they tend to quit (Yener, 2014). 

However, the presence of psychological safety in the organization appears to 

reduce employees’ learning anxiety (Schein, 1985, pp. 298–299) and increase their 

knowledge sharing behaviour (Collins and Smith, 2006; Siemsen, Roth, 

Balasubramanian and Anand 2008). It was also determined that employees in these 

organizations are less resistant to change (Edmondson, 2003; Eggers, 2011) and they 
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contribute to developing new products and services by taking initiative (Baer and Frese, 

2003).  

In comprehensive researches, it was seen that psychological safety has 

positively contributed to the learning abilities of organizations and teams (Bunderson and 

Boumgarden, 2010; Carmeli, 2007; Carmeli, Brueller and Dutton, 2009; Carmeli and 

Gittell, 2009; Edmondson, 1999; Tucker et al., 2007), and learning behaviour was 

observed to play a mediating role between team psychological safety and team 

performance (Edmondson, 1999). Baer and Frese (2003), on the other hand, found that 

psychological safety and initiative climate have a positive interaction with the firm 

performance criteria, thus long-term change is supported and there are positive 

reflections on the process innovations. Similarly, Carmeli and Gittell (2009) stated that 

psychological safety mediates the link between high-quality relationships and learning 

from failures in organizations.   

 

D. Research Hypotheses 

 

Today’s global market understanding, research and development costs and efforts are 

insufficient alone. In addition to these activities, an organizational culture that supports 

innovation and creativity is needed (O’regan, Ghobadian and Gallear, 2006). At this point, 

it is very important for organizations to have an organizational culture that supports their 

innovative activities, which can be defined as value-creating innovation, for sustainable 

competition (Griffin, 1999, p. 40; Westwood and Low, 2003, p. 9).  

The effect of organizational culture, which shapes the basic vital activities of 

organizations and creates an identity for employees, has helped to increase the number 

of researches on this subject in recent years. Many studies in the literature try to determine 

the relationships between organizational culture and innovation (Ahmed, 1998; 

Buschgens et al., 2013, p. 777; Claver, Llopis, Garcia and Molino, 1998; Dobni, 2008; 

Dombrowski, Kim, Desouza and Braganza 2007; Hurley and Hult, 1998; Jimenes-Zarco 

et al., 2012; Jucevicius, 2007; Obenchain and Jahnson, 2004; Jassawalla and Sashittal, 

2002; Wan, Ong and Lee, 2000; Westwood and Low, 2003, p. 9). What is not clear 

enough on the subject is which culture type develops or prevents innovation. However, 

the effect of organizational culture on innovation develops depending on the content of 

the culture (Jaskyte and Kisieliene, 2006). 

Considering the globalising market conditions, the formation of a strong 

organizational culture adopted for the entire organization can also mean competitive 

advantage for enterprises (Krasulja et al., 2013, p. 169–173). Organizational culture, 

which is defined as the whole beliefs, values and principles that are shared by all 

employees and accepted without question, may differ from different perspectives 

(Danisman, Hinings and Slack, 2006). While some of the subcultures created by these 

differences have positive relationships with innovation, some can create different effects. 

In this sense, Jones et al. (2000) revealed in their study which characteristics have 

potential in terms of innovation within the frame of cultural dimensions. These are high 

individuality, low power distance, weak uncertainty avoidance and high and moderate 

masculinity. 

Cameron and Freeman (1991) addressed culture types from two perspectives: 

internal–external orientation and flexibility–stationarity. Externally driven cultures are 

expected to encourage innovation more than internally driven cultures in obtaining 
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knowledge from the market and seeing the available opportunities better (Kimberly and 

Evanisko, 1981; Saraph, Benson and Schroeder, 1989). On the other hand, it is clear that 

innovation requires a culture that focuses on flexibility and this is supported by many 

studies (Arad, Hanson and Schneider, 1997; Jaskyte, 2004; Jaskyte and Kisieliene, 2006; 

Lock and Kirkpatrick 1995; Martins and Terblanche, 2003).  

Companies that encourage their employees to work on personal projects have 

higher innovation characteristics that can be associated with an adhocracy culture 

(Cotterman et al., 2009). Lau and Ngo (2004) examined and revealed the effect of 

adhocracy culture on innovation in their study on many industrial enterprises. A study on 

companies in Spain revealed that hierarchical cultures prevent innovation, while 

adhocracy culture promotes innovation (Naronja-Valencia, Jimenez-Jiménez and Sanz-

Valle, 2015). While the hierarchy culture that supports internal focus and control, in 

general, restricts the ability of innovation, the culture of adhocracy emphasising external 

focus and flexibility contributes to the development of innovation (Obenchain, 2002; 

Obendhain and Johnson, 2004).  

In the studies on clan and market culture, a full consensus could not be achieved. 

It is thought that clan culture will encourage innovation with its structure supporting the 

teamwork (Llorens, Ruiz and Garcia, 2005) and participation (Amabile, Conti, Coon, 

Lazenby and Herron, 1996). However, how much an organization with an internally 

driven structure and far from the needs of the market can be related to innovation is also 

discussed (Lucas and Ferrell, 2000; Jaskyte and Kisieliene, 2006). 

It is thought that the externally driven market culture will support innovation by 

providing new ideas from the market and becoming familiar with the needs of the 

customers (Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011; Lucas and Ferrell, 2000; Reid and Brentani, 

2004; Salavou, Baltas and Lioukas, 2004). However, the pro-control and stability policies 

of companies with a market culture can be seen as an obstacle to innovation.  

Again, Yildirim and Karabey (2016) determined that hierarchy organizational 

culture has a negative effect on product, process, strategy and market innovation that are 

organizational innovation types.  

In this sense, determining the effects of the clan, adhocracy, market and 

hierarchy subcultures, defined by Cameron and Quinn (2006) in the ‘Competitive Values’ 

model, on innovation are important. In this sense, the first hypothesis of this research is 

as follows: 

 

H1: The cultural structure of the organization significantly affects innovation. 

H1a: Clan culture is effective in innovation. 

H1b: Adhocracy culture is effective in innovation. 

H1c: Hierarchy culture is effective in innovation. 

H1d: Market culture is effective in innovation. 

 

In the study conducted by Kahn (1990), the factors that determine psychological 

safety in the work environment are gathered in four main groups: interpersonal relations, 

intra-group and inter-group dynamics, management styles and processes, and 

organizational norms. As reported by Kahn (1990), human relationships based on 

flexibility and trust and supportive, flexible and enlightening management concepts 

increase psychological safety. Again, Kahn (1990) found in his research that employees 

feel more safe when they have control over their jobs. However, organizational norms, 
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which consist of thought and behavioural patterns about how employees should act in the 

system, contribute to psychological safety. May, Gison and Harter (2004) stated that the 

determinants of psychological safety are supervisory relationships, colleague 

relationships and behavioural norms, which can be counted as elements of organizational 

culture, as well. Again, Yener (2014) stated that psychological safety is influenced by a 

number of variables including organizational culture. For example, Mathieu, Gilson and 

Ruddy (2006) found a relationship between empowering work teams and the safety 

climate in their research. In their study, Nembhard and Edmondson (2006) revealed that 

psychological safety increases when leaders actively reduce the position differences 

between themselves and the lower-level staff. Faraj and Yan (2009) found that in 

software development teams, increased decision-making autonomy for designing teams’ 

activities is associated with psychological safety. Singer et al. (2015) found that 

psychological safety increased when leaders established mutual support, acceptance and 

respect relationships in the work environment. In the above-mentioned researches, it is 

seen that these factors that make up the organizational culture affect psychological safety. 

Organizational culture ensures the occurrence of psychological safety among 

employees, creating an environment where employees and employers contribute to the 

process to a high degree. In line with all these explanations, the second hypothesis of this 

research is as follows: 

 

H2: The cultural structure of the organization affects psychological safety in a significant 

way. 

H2a: Clan culture is effective on psychological safety. 

H2b: Adhocracy culture is effective on psychological safety. 

H2c: Hierarchy culture is effective on psychological safety. 

H2d: Market culture is effective on psychological safety. 

 

Psychological safety consists of five learning-oriented behaviours: asking for 

help, innovative behaviour and innovation, knowing the boundaries, talking about errors 

and concerns, and feedback (Edmondson, 2003). According to Edmondson (2003), who 

has made significant contributions to the definition and development of the concept, the 

concept of innovation, which is closely related to the production and sharing of 

knowledge, is affected by psychological safety. Employees in a company that does not 

threaten them personally and provides supportive education are more likely to propose 

new ideas than an employee who feels they will be censored, attacked, mocked or 

punished when they suggest a new idea (West, 1990, p. 312). Again, Kark and Carmeli 

(2009) found that psychological safety stimulates the feelings of vitality, and these 

feelings of vitality make positive contributions to creative work. Ucok (2016) stated that 

employees who feel comfortable and safe take more risks for new ideas and propositions. 

Kessel, Kratzer and Schultz (2012) stated that high psychological safety perceived in the 

team is an important determinant of creative team performance. Baer and Frese (2003), 

who examined psychological safety with an organizational perspective, found that 

psychological safety positively affected organizational and innovation process 

performance. However, Yuan and Woodman (2010) stated that the lack of psychological 

safety prevents innovative behaviours. Edmondson and Nembhard (2009), on the other 

hand, demonstrated that psychological safety is particularly important in environments 
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where research activities are vital. In this context, the third hypothesis of this research is 

as follows: 

 

H3: Psychological safety affects innovation in a significant and positive way. 

 

It is known that organizational culture has an effect on innovation in 

organizations (Hurley and Hult, 1998, p. 43–47). Organizations’ ability to compete is 

strengthening in parallel with the importance given to knowledge and innovation. In 

innovation, new ideas should be spread to all units, the staff should be innovative and 

risk-taking individuals and a creative environment should be created (Steele and Murray, 

2004, p. 320). In this sense, cultural structures, that open and flexible organizations have, 

in which employees can express their new thoughts and ideas without fear will contribute 

to the formation of a positive psychological safety concept. When employees feel safe in 

the organization, they can express their ideas and thoughts that will create a competitive 

advantage and added value for the organization without fear of being criticised, snored 

or ostracised. The concept of psychological safety to be created within the organization 

is manifested by innovative activities that can be expressed as the emergence of 

innovations creating competitive advantage and added value for the organization. At this 

point, it is thought that the concept of psychological safety guides the relationship 

between the cultures the organizations have, the subcultures that make up these cultures 

and innovation. In this literature review, there is no study to determine what role 

psychological safety plays in the effect of organizational culture, which contributes to 

and directs organizations sustainability, competitiveness and creates added value on 

innovation. In this context, whether psychological safety has a mediating role in the effect 

of organizational culture on innovation constitutes the problematic factor of this research. 

The last hypothesis created for research purposes is as follows: 

 

H4: Psychological safety plays a mediating role between the organization’s cultural 

structure and innovation. 

H4a: Psychological safety plays a mediating role between clan culture and innovation. 

H4b: Psychological safety plays a mediating role between adhocracy culture and 

innovation. 

H4c: Psychological safety plays a mediating role between hierarchy culture and 

innovation. 

H4d: Psychological safety plays a mediating role between market culture and innovation.  

 

The research model created according to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) ‘Mediating 

Variable Approach’ is shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 

Research model 

 
 

 

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

 

 The purpose of this study is to reveal the relationships between organizational 

culture types and firm innovation level and the effects of different types of organizational 

culture on innovation, especially for (labour-intensive) hotel enterprises. Relational 

screening model was adopted in the research for these purposes. In the descriptive study, 

the data were collected using the survey method. The survey form consists of four parts. 

In the first part, there are items for measuring the employees’ perception of organizational 

culture; in the second part, their perception of psychological support; in the third part, the 

perception of company innovation; and in the fourth part, demographic information 

questions.  

In this study, the scale prepared by Deshpande, Farley and Webster (1993), by 

taking into account the ‘Competitive Values Model’ of Cameron and Freeman (1991) and 

Quinn (1988), was used to evaluate employees’ perceptions of organizational culture. The 

scale is dimensioned to four types of organizational culture: clan, adhocracy, hierarchy 

and market. Organizational culture types are measured according to four criteria: 

‘dominant characteristics, leadership style, organizational commitment means and 

strategic emphasis’. For each criterion, there are four different expressions suitable for 

the relevant organizational culture type and participants were asked to distribute 100 

points between these expressions, considering the situation in their company. In this sense, 

the scale consists of 16 expressions. 

In measuring psychological safety, the 5-item ‘Psychological Safety’ section of 

the Learning Organization Scale put forward by Garvin et al. (2008) in their article titled 

‘Is Yours a Learning Organization’ was used. The items of the scale were translated from 

English, which is its original language, to Turkish, by translating and retranslating. Items 

2 and 5 in the scale were reverse statements and these statements were included in the 

analysis by reverse coding before analysis. The scale was rated as a 5-point Likert type 

and answer options were (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) undecided, (4) agree and 

(5) strongly agree. 

‘Firm Innovation Scale’, created by Calantone, Cavusgil and Zhaob (2002), 

was used to measure firm innovation. The scale consists of six items and one dimension. 

The response categories of the scale items were subjected to a 5-point Likert rating (1 = 

strongly disagree, … , 5 = strongly agree). Before the data were collected, a pilot practice 

was carried out on 56 employees of a five-star hotel in Turkey and the scale was finalised. 

The employees of four-star and five-star hotels operating in Adana, Mersin and 

Hatay (three metropolitan municipalities in Turkey) constituted the study population of 

Organizational 

Culture 

Psychological 

Safety Innovation 

Organizational 

Culture 
Innovation 
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this research. According to the 2017 data of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism, there 

were 14 five-star and 36 four-star hotel enterprises in all these provinces. There are no 

statistics for employees who work in the hotel enterprises in Turkey. In this sense, there 

is no clear data about the size of the population. However, when the literature was 

examined, it indicated that there were 0.59 employees per bed for five-star enterprises in 

Turkey, while there were 0.38 for the four-star enterprises (Agaoglu, 1992, p. 114). 

 Based on these figures, 2350 + 2592 + 792 × 0.59 = 3383 employees for five-star 

enterprises in Adana, Mersin and Hatay, and 2559 + 2669 + 945 × 0.38 = 2234 for four-

star ones (5728 employees in total) numerically refer to the study population of this 

research. Based on this, the sample volume that can represent the study population best 

was calculated as 361 employees, taking into account α = 0.05 significance level and ± 

0.05 sampling error (Bartlett, Kortlik and Higgins, 2001, p. 46). Of the 600 distributed 

questionnaires, 445 utilisable questionnaires were obtained. The data collected from the 

sample were subjected to frequency, factor, correlation and regression analysis in a 

computer environment. 

 

IV. FINDINGS 

 

It is seen that 60% of the participants are male, 27.2% are between the ages of 26 and 35 

years and 27% have a high school education. Again, it is determined that 64% of the 

participants work in the personnel position and 41.6% of them have continued their 

activities in the accommodation enterprises, where the research was carried out, for 1–5 

years. Finally, it is seen that 60.4% of the accommodation enterprises in which the study 

took place are not chain but independent hotels and 57.5% of them are in the status of 

four-star enterprises.  

 
Table 1 

Demographic Features 

Experience N % Working Process N % 

Less than 1 year 16 3.6 Less than 1 year 36 8.1 

1-5 59 13.2 1-5 168 37.8 

6-10 132 29.7 6-10 125 28.1 

11-20 136 30.6 11-20 105 23.5 

More than 20 years 102 22.9 More than 20 years 11 2.5 

Education Level N % Title   

High School 85 19.1 Employee 218 49 

Associate 120 27 Chief 168 37.8 

Undergraduate 113 25.4 Manager 59 13.2 

Graduate 127 28.5    

Gender   Hotel Status   

Female 241 54.2 Chain  163 36.6 

Male 204 45.8 Independent 282 63.4 

 
The relationship between organizational culture, psychological safety 

perception and innovation, which are the variables of this research, and the standard 

deviation and mean values of these relationships are given in Table 2.  



58                                                                                   Koca Balli, Ustun, Balli 

      

Table 2 

Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation Values 

 Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1.Clan  33.37 9.74 1      

2.Adhocracy  24.17 6 0.12 1     

3.Hierarchy  22.38 2.41 0.87** 0.20** 1    

4.Market 19.85 6.19 0.82** 0.42** 0.53** 1   

5.Psychological    

Safety 

3.78 6.89 0.29** 0.30** -0.46** 0.10 1  

6.Innovation 3.29 0.62 0.30** 0.29** 0.14 0.48** 0.51** 1 

* indicates that the relationship is significant at %5 level; ** indicates that the relationship is significant at 1% 

level (p <0.01; p <0.05). 

 

When Table 2 is analysed, a moderately significant and positive relationship is 

found between innovation and clan culture (r = 0.30; p < 0.01), adhocracy culture (r = 

0.29; p < 0.01) and market culture (r = 0.48; p < 0.01), but no significant relationship is 

found between innovation and hierarchy culture (r = 0.14; p > 0.05). While there is a 

positive relationship between psychological safety and clan culture (r = 0.29; p < 0.01) 

and adhocracy culture (r = 0.30; p < 0.01), there is a negative relationship between 

psychological safety and hierarchy culture (r = −0.46; p < 0.01). No significant 

relationship can be detected between psychological safety and market culture. Finally, a 

positive and significant relationship is found between psychological safety and 

innovation (r = 0.51; p < 0.01).When the averages of organizational cultures are analysed, 

it is seen that the most common organizational culture type is clan culture (33.37), 

followed by adhocracy (24.17), hierarchy (22.38) and market culture (19.85). While the 

average of psychological safety level perceived in the organization is 3.78, the average 

of innovation is calculated as 3.29. 

In this research, different hypotheses have been developed to determine the 

mediating role of psychological safety in the effect of organizational culture types on 

innovation. A four-stage regression analysis proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) was 

carried out to test the hypotheses. The analyses carried out to test the hypotheses formed 

in this direction and the findings are given in Table 3. 

 
Table 3 

Findings of Hierarchical Regression Analysis 

 Dependent 

Variable 

Independent  

Variable 

    β  t Sig. R2 F Sig. 

1. 

Condition 

X-->Y 

Innovation 

Clan (H1a) 0.301 2.942 0.004 0.090 8.655 0.004 

Adhocracy(H1b) 0.292 2.848 0.005 0.085 8.110 0.005 

Hierarchy (H1c) 0.140 1.315 0.192 0.019 1.729 0.192 

Market (H1d) 0.487 5.204 0.000 0.237 27.077 0.000 

2. 

Condition 

X-->M 

Psychological 

Safety 

Clan (H2a) 0.293 2.863 0.005 0.086 8.198 0.005 

Adhocracy(H2b) 0.304 2.981 0.004 0.093 58.885 0.004 

Hierarchy (H2c) -0.465 -4.903 0.000 0.217 24.041 0.000 

Market (H2d) 0.990 0.929 0.356 0.010 0.863 0.356 

3. 

Condition 

M-->Y 

Innovation 
Psychological  

Safety (H3) 
0.505 5.451 0.000 0.255 29.709 0.000 
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Mediation 

Effect 
Innovation 

Clan (H4a) 0.225 2.545 0.000 

0.285 18.906 0.000 Psychological 

Safety 

0.495 5.261 0.000 

Innovation 

Adhocracy(H4b) 0.153 1.583 0.117 

0.276 16.365 0.000 Psychological 

Safety 

0.458 4.755 0.000 

 

In the first stage of the analysis, the effect of organizational culture types, which 

is an independent variable, on the innovation which is dependent variable was examined. 

Considering the relationships, it is seen that clan culture (β = 0.301; p < 0.01), adhocracy 

culture (β = 0.292; p < 0.01) and market culture (β = 0.487; p < 0.01) have significant 

and positive effects on innovation, while hierarchy culture does not have any significant 

effect on innovation. Thus, H1a, H1b and H1d hypotheses are accepted, whereas the H1c 

hypothesis is not.  

In the second stage, the effect of organizational culture types, which is 

independent variable, on the psychological safety, which is the mediating variable, was 

examined. As a result of the analysis, clan culture (β = 0.293; p < 0.01) and adhocracy 

culture (β = 0.304; p < 0.01) have significant positive effects on psychological safety, but 

hierarchy culture (β = −0.465; p < 0.01) was found to have a significant negative effect 

on psychological safety. Finally, it was found that market culture has no significant effect 

on psychological safety. Thus, H2a, H2b and H2c hypotheses are accepted, but the H2d 

hypothesis is not.  

In the third stage, the effect of psychological safety, which is the mediating 

variable, on innovation was examined, and it was found that psychological safety (β = 

0.505; p < 0.01) has a significant positive effect on innovation; so the H3 hypothesis is 

accepted.  

In the fourth and last stage, the mediating role of psychological safety in the 

effect of organizational culture types on innovation was examined. In the first stage, it 

was seen that the hierarchy culture had no effect on innovation, and in the second stage, 

market culture had no effect on psychological safety. 

Since this does not meet the conditions suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986), 

in the last stage, the mediating role of psychological safety in the effect of clan culture 

and adhocracy culture on innovation, which provided only the previous conditions, was 

tested. With the inclusion of psychological safety, which is the mediating variable in the 

effect of clan culture (β = 0.301; p < 0.01) on innovation, the effect of clan culture (β = 

0.225; p < 0.01) on innovation decreased but the relationship remained significant. This 

shows that psychological safety has a ‘partial mediating’ role in the effect of clan culture 

on innovation. It was found that the relationship between adhocracy culture and 

innovation became meaningless with the inclusion of psychological safety, which is the 

mediating variable in the effect of adhocracy culture on innovation (β = 0.304; p < 0.01), 

in the model. This indicates that psychological safety has a ‘full mediating’ role in the 

effect of adhocracy culture on innovation. Thus, H4a and H4b hypotheses are accepted, 

but H4c and H4d hypotheses are not. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

 

Increasing competition in today’s conditions, rapid change in customer needs and 

developing technology have forced organizations to innovate. However, the need for 

innovation is also clear in dealing with increasing costs, protection from the threat of 

substitute goods and ensuring sustainability. In this sense, it is important to reveal the 

determinants of innovation and the factors that affect innovation. In this study, it is 

examined how different types of organizational culture affect innovation and is aimed to 

reveal the mediating role of psychological safety in this relationship, which explains the 

beliefs of the employees about how to get answers in cases such as asking questions about 

the subject, reporting an error, asking for feedback and putting forward a new idea.  

As a result of the analyses carried out to realise the purpose of this research, it is 

seen that clan culture, adhocracy culture and market culture, which are among the culture 

types of the organization, positively affect innovation. On the other hand, it is determined 

that the hierarchy culture did not have a significant effect on innovation. The culture type 

that is expected to encourage innovation, as it emphasises on external orientation and 

flexibility, is basically the culture of adhocracy. The adhocracy culture, which expresses 

entrepreneurship, creativity, flexibility, risk-taking and adaptation, reveals a cultural 

structure that includes the basic elements of innovation. It is known that in this cultural 

structure, where flexibility, tolerance and trust have a great place, innovative activities 

are supported. Flexibility, which is one of the important conditions for innovation, refers 

to the fact that the number of rules and norms is low or no. Again, employees working in 

flexible structures can introduce new and different creations by concentrating on their 

work without fear of being judged and criticised by their colleagues, managers and 

environment. The presence of tolerance, which constitutes another condition, helps 

employees, who get free of the fear of making mistakes, scolding or dismissal, to succeed 

in innovating. In this sense, it is seen that the results of this study are in parallel with the 

literature. 

In the scope of this study, another type of organizational culture that has a 

significant relationship with innovation is market culture. Market culture refers to 

enterprises that know customers’ needs and strive to have an important place in the 

market. Enterprises that want to maintain their market leadership must follow innovation 

by following customer demands. Therefore, as a result of the study, it is understandable 

that the market culture positively affects innovation. When previous studies are examined, 

it can be seen that similar results are achieved in many studies, although there is no full 

consensus. 

Finally, it is determined that the clan culture also positively affects innovation. 

Due to its structure, clan culture consists of large and important networks among 

employees. In clan culture, where trust and loyalty are extremely important, participation 

in decisions, agreement and teamwork are indispensable characteristics. Clan culture 

finds itself a place in organizations where common values are shared, teams work, a sense 

of unity is high and employees have opportunities to improve themselves. In this sense, 

the presence of team members working in harmony with each other and aspiring to 

develop may be a reason for the clan culture to increase innovation. In hierarchical 

structures, where logic and rationality are prioritised and central and formal structures 

are valued, the lack of support, flexibility and participation in decisions, which are the 

main determinants of innovation, come forward. The fact that this structure, surrounded 
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by orders, rules and standards, does not match the libertarian structure of innovation 

supports the conclusion of this research. The intensity of close supervision and evaluation 

in this organizational culture is an obstacle to the employees’ innovative activities. 

The results of the research indicate a significant relationship between 

psychological safety, which is the mediator variable, with the dimensions of clan, 

adhocracy and hierarchy. As mentioned earlier, human relations are important in clan and 

adhocratic organizational structures that are more flexible in nature, prone to teamwork 

and are supported by creativity. In these structures, which are shaped with trust and bonds, 

the interests of the team and the organization are prioritised by moving away from 

individuality. Studies have shown that psychological safety is higher in the organizations 

where the ‘we consciousness’ is felt more intensely.  

According to the results of this research, there is a negative relationship between 

hierarchical structures and psychological safety. Accordingly, it can be said that the 

hierarchical organizational structure, which indicates the existence of formal structures 

where rules, standards and orders are prioritised, negatively affects psychological safety. 

The intensity of close supervision and evaluation existing in the hierarchical 

organizational culture is an obstacle to the psychological safety perceptions of the 

employees. According to Nembhard and Edmondson (2006), hierarchy, degree of 

authority and dignity given to individuals based on their position in a social system reduce 

psychological safety.  

Finally, no significant relationship between market culture and psychological 

safety is found. In organizations where market culture is dominant, there is a kind of strict, 

success-oriented and demanding management approach. Within the framework of this 

structure, the concept that employees attach value to is to ‘win’. It is possible to say that 

individual success and strength will gain importance in such a management framework, 

while teamwork and harmony will not find a place for themselves. This situation is not 

compatible with psychological safety, which means that team members believe that they 

are safe in taking risks.  

As a result of the analysis, the fact that the market, which is a subdimension of the 

organizational culture, does not have an effect on the psychological safety and the 

hierarchy subdimension does not affect innovation shows that the necessary conditions 

for the mediation test are not created. On the other hand, with the inclusion of 

psychological safety as a mediating variable, a partial mediating role in the relationship 

between clan culture and innovation and a full mediating role in the relationship between 

adhocracy culture and innovation are determined. Accordingly, the prevalence of clan 

and adhocracy culture in organizations can affect their innovative activities according to 

their psychological safety perception. Clan and adhocracy culture increase innovative 

activities through psychological safety. The full mediation here shows that the effect of 

organizational culture on innovation is all over psychological safety. At this point, it can 

be said that in organizations where clan or adhocracy culture is dominant, innovative 

activities will increase with the high psychological support perceptions of employees. 

In line with these results, it can be thought that the cultural dimensions of clan and 

adhocracy are related to the concepts of innovation and psychological safety. In addition 

to this direct relationship, it can be seen that psychological safety plays a mediating role 

in the relationship between clan and adhocracy culture dimensions and innovation. 

Accordingly, it is possible to say that the psychological safety perception that will occur 

in adhocracy and clan cultures, which are flexible organizational structures where the 
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organizational pressure, control and evaluations decrease with getting free from the fear 

of being criticised, judged and dismissed, and the innovative activities that come into 

existence with the effect of psychological safety will increase. According to the results 

of this study, it is possible to come up with innovative products, processes and methods 

within the framework of the current sample only with the psychological safety perception 

to be created in cultures based on trust and human relationships, such as clan and 

adhocracy. With future researches, it will be seen whether these results of this research 

will be supported. 

It should be noted that this study, which sheds light on the relationship between 

organizational culture and innovation, not only provides important information to the 

literature and practitioners, but also includes various constraints. The abstract structures 

of the concepts of organizational culture and psychological safety, which are research 

variables, require the use of questionnaire technique in collecting data. Again, the fact 

that the research sample consists of hotel enterprises operating in Turkey can be counted 

among the limitations of the research. Therefore, the inability to generalise the obtained 

data is another limitation of the research. In this sense, it can be said that a simultaneous 

and comparative study will provide more satisfying information. 

This study measures the organizational culture based on the Competitive Values 

model. It is among the suggestions of the research that different models can also be used 

in the measurement of organizational culture of hotel enterprises. Among these models, 

‘Group- Grid Cultural Theory’, with its dynamic and different structure, can make a 

significant contribution to the understanding of the organizational culture in hotel 

enterprises. 
 

REFERENCES 

 

Agaoglu, O.K., 1992, “İşgücünü Verimli Kullanma Tekniklerinin Turizm Sektörüne 

Uygulanması,”. Journal of Verimlilik, 110-121. 

Ahmed, P. K., 1998, “Culture and Climate for Innovation,” European Journal of 

Innovation Management, 1(1), 30-43. 

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., and M. Herron, 1996, “Assessing the 

Work Environment for Creativity,” Academy of Management Journal, 39(5), 1154-

1184. 

Arad, S., Hanson, M. A. and R. J. Schneider, 1997, “A Framework Forthe Study of 

Relationships between Organizational Characteristics and Organizational 

Innovation”. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 31(1), 42-58. 

Association of Turkish Travel Agencies, 2019, “Tourist Facilities and Businesses,” 

Accessed June 30, 2020.  https://www.tursab.org.tr/istatistikler/turistik-tesis-

isletmeler. 

Baer, M. and M. Frese, 2003, “Innovation is not Enough: Climates for Initiative and 

Psychological Safety, process, Innovation and Firm Performance,” Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 24, 45-68. 

Baron, R. M., and D. A. Kenny, 1986, “The Moderator–Mediator Variable Distinction in 

Social Psychological Research: Conceptual, Strategic, and Statistical 

Considerations,” Journal of personality and social psychology, 51(6), 1173. 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BUSINESS, 26(4), 2021                                       63 

Bartlett, J.E., Körtlik, J.W. and C.C. Higgins, 2001, “Organizational Research: 

Determining Appropriate Sample Size in Survey Research,” Information Tecnology, 

Learning and Performance Journal, 19 (1), 43-50 

Bas, S., 2019, “Öğretmenlerin Kişilik Özellikleri, Psikolojik Güvenlik Algıları ile 

Öğretmen Sesliliği Arasındaki İlişki”, Master Thesis. Yıldız Technical University, 

Istanbul. 

Beyer, J. M. and H. M. Trice, 1987, “How an Organization’s Rites Reveal Its Culture,” 

Organizational Dynamics,15(4), 5-24. 

Bunderson, J. S., and P. Boumgarden, 2010, “Structure and Learning in Self-Managed 

Teams: Why “Bureaucratic” Teams Can Be Better Learners,” Organization Science, 

21(3), 609-624. 

Büschgens, T., Bausch, A., and D. B. Balkin, 2013, “Organizing for Radical Innovation-

A Multi-Level Behavioral Approach,” The Journal of High Technology 

Management Research, 24(2), 138-152. 

Calantonea R., J, Cavusgil S.,T. and Y. Zhaob, 2002 “Learning Orientation, firm 

Innovation Capability, and Firm Performance”. Industrial Marketing Management, 

31(6), 515-524. 

Cameron, K. S. and S. J. Freeman, 1991, “Cultural Congruence, Strength and Type: 

Relationships to Effectiveness,” Research in Organizational Change and 

Development, 5, 23-58. 

Cameron, K. S. and R. E. Quinn, 2006, Diagnosing and Changing Organizational 

Culture. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Carmeli A., 2007, “Social Capital, Psychological Safety and Learning Behaviours from 

Failure in Organizations,” Long Range Plan, 40(1), 30–44. 

Carmeli, A., and J. H. Gittell, 2009, “High‐Quality Relationships, Psychological Safety, 

and Learning from Failures in Work Organizations,” Journal of Organizational 

Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology and Behavior, 30(6), 709-729. 

Carmeli, A., Brueller, D., and J. E Dutton, 2009, “Learning Behaviours in the Workplace: 

The Role of High‐Quality Interpersonal Relationships and Psychological Safety,”. 

Systems Research and Behavioral Science: The Official Journal of the International 

Federation for Systems Research, 26(1), 81-98. 

Chai, S.-K., Dorj, D. and K. Sherstyuk, 2018, Cultural Values and Behavior in Dictator, 

Ultimatum, and Trust Games: An Experimental Study, University of Hawai`i at 

Mānoa Department of Economics Working Paper Series, 18(5).  

http://www.economics.hawaii.edu/research/workingpapers/WP_18-05.pdf 

Chatman, J. A. and K. A. Jehn, 1994, “Assessing the Relationship Between Industry 

Characteristics and Organizational Culture: How Different Can You Be?” Academy 

of Management Journal, 37(3), 522-553. 

Cheng,J., Chang, S, Kuo, J. and K. Lu, 2014, “Social Relations and Voice Behavior: The 

Mediating Role of Psychological Safety,” WSEAS Transactions on Business and 

Economics, 11, 130-140. 

Claver, E., Llopis, J., Garcia, D., and H. Molina, 1998, “Organizational Culture for 

Innovation and New Technological Behavior,” The Journal of High Technology 

Management Research, 9(1), 55-68. 



64                                                                                   Koca Balli, Ustun, Balli 

      

Collins, C. J., and K. G. Smith, 2006, “Knowledge Exchange and Combination: The Role 

of Human Resource Practices in the Performance of High-Technology Firms,” 

Academy of management journal, 49(3), 544-560. 

Cotterman, R., Fusfeld, A., Henderson, P., Leder, J., Loweth, C., and A. Metoyer, 2009, 

“Aligning Marketing and Technology to Drive Innovation,” Research-Technology 

Management, 52(5), 14-20. 

Damanpour, F., 1987, “The Adoption of Technological, administrative, and Ancillary 

Innovations: Impact of Organizational Factors,” Journal of management, 13(4), 675-

688.  

Danisman, A., Hinings, C. R., and T. Slack, 2006, “Integration and Differentiation in 

Institutional Values: An Empirical Investigation in the Field of Canadian National 

Sport Organizations,” Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences/Revue 

Canadienne des Sciences de l'Administration, 23(4), 301-317. 

Denison, D. R. and A. K. Mishra, 1995, “Toward a Theory of Organizational Culture and 

Effectiveness,” Organization Science, 6(2), 204-223. 

Deshpande, R. and Jr, F. Webster, 1989, “Organizational Culture and Marketing: 

Defining the Research Agenda,” The Journal of Marketing, 53(1), 3-15. 

Deshpande ,́ R., Farley, J. U. and J. Webster, 1993, “Corporate Culture, Customer 

Orientation and Innovativeness in Japanese Firms: Aquadrad Analysis,” Journal of 

Marketing, 57 (1), 22-27. 

Detert, J. R., and E. R. Burris, 2007, “Leadership Behavior And Employee Voice: Is the 

Door Really Open?,” Academy of management journal, 50(4), 869-884. 

Detert, J. R., and A. C. Edmondson, 2011, “Implicit Voice Theories: Taken-for-Granted 

Rules of Self-Censorship at Work,” Academy of management journal, 54(3), 461-

488. 

Dobni, C. B., 2008, “The DNA of Innovation,” Journal of Business Strategy, 29(2), 43-

50. 

Dombrowski, C., Kim, J. Y., Desouza, K. C., Braganza, A., Papagari, S., Baloh, P., and 

S. Jha, 2007, “Elements of Innovative Cultures”. Knowledge and Process 

Management, 14(3), 190-202. 

Douglas, M. 1978, Cultural Bias. Occasional paper (35), The Royal Anthropological 

Institute of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.  

Douglas, M., 1982, “Introduction to Grid/Group Analysis,” Essays in the Sociology of 

Perception, 1-8. 

Drucker, P. F., 1985, Innovation and Entrepreneurship: Practice and Principles. London: 

Heinemann. 

Edmondson A. C., 2004, Psychological Safety, Trust, and Learning in organizations: A 

Group-Level Lens. In Trust and Distrust in Organizations: Dilemmas and 

Approaches, (Ed.) RM Kramer, KS Cook, pp. 239–72. New York: Russell Sage. 

Edmondson, A., 1999, “Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams,” 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(2), 350-383. 

Edmondson, A. C., 2003, “Speaking Up in the Operating Room: How Team Leaders 

Promote Learning in Interdisciplinary Action Teams,” Journal of Management 

Studies, 40(6), 1419-1452. 

Edmondson, A. C., and Z. Lei, 2014, “Psychological safety: The History, Renaissance, 

and Future of an Interpersonal Construct,” Annual Review of Organizational 

Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 23-43. 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BUSINESS, 26(4), 2021                                       65 

Edmondson, A. C., and I. M. Nembhard, 2009, “Product Development and Learning in 

Project Teams: The Challenges are the Benefits,” Journal of Product Innovation 

Management, 26(2), 123-138. 

Eggers, J. T., 2011, “Psychological Safety Influences Relationship Behavior,” 

Corrections Today, 73 (1), 60-61. 

Egrican, N., 2009, Açılış Konuşması: Bilgi ve İnovasyon Yönetimi’nin Bilgi Çağı’nda 

Ö nemi. Bilgi Çağında Varoluş: “Fırsatlar ve Tehditler” Symposium. 01-02 October 

2009 - Yeditepe Universty, Istanbul. 

Erkmen, T., 2010, Ö rgüt Kültürü. Istanbul: Beta Yayıncılık. 

Faraj, S., and A. Yan, 2009, “Boundary Work in Knowledge Teams,” Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 94(3), 604-617. 

Fisher D., 2009, ”Grid-Group Analysis and Tourism: Tipping as a Cultural Behavior,” 

Journal of Tourism and Cultural Change, 7(1): 34–47. 

Fis, M. A and A. Wasti, 2009, “Örgüt Kültürü ve Girişimcilik Yönelimi İlişkisi,” METU 

Development Journal, 35, 127-164. 

Gamal, D., Salah, E. T., and E. N. Elrayyes, 2011, ”How to Measure Organization 

Innovativeness,” Technology Innovation and Entrepreneurship Center. Accessed 27, 

June 2020. https://www.tiec.gov.eg/Arabic/Reports/Lists/Reports/Attachments/17/ 

MeasuringOrganizationInnovativeness.pdf.  

Garvin, D. A., Edmondson, A. C., and F. Gino, 2008, “Is Yours a Learning 

Organization?,” Harvard Business Review, 86(3), https://www.alnap.org/system/ 

files/content/resource/files/main/r0803h-pdf-eng.pdf. 

Gasse, Y., and M. Tremblay, 2011, “Entrepreneurial Beliefs and Intentions: A Cross-

Cultural study of University Students in Seven Countries,” International Journal of 

Business, 16(4), 303-314. 

Griffin, R. W., 1999, Management, Houghton Mifflin Company, Altıncı Basım: Boston. 

Handy, C., 1995, Süper Yönetim. (Çev. S. Hatay). İstanbul: İlgi Yayınevi.  

Harris, E. L., 2005, Key Strategies to Improve Schools: How to Apply Them Contextually. 

Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield Education. 

Harrison, R., 1972, “Understanding Your Organization’s Character,” Harvard Business 

Review, 50(23), 119-128. 

Hartmann, A., 2006, “The Role of Organizational Culture in Motivating Innovative 

Behaviour in Construction Firms,” Construction Innovation, 6(3), 159-172. 

Hartnell, C. A., Ou, A. Y., and A. Kinicki, 2011, “Organizational Culture and 

Organizational effectiveness: A Meta-Analytic Investigation of the Competing 

Values Framework's Theoretical Suppositions,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 

96(4), 677. 

Hassan, U. M., Shaukat, S., Nawaz, S. M., and S. Naz, 2013, “Effects of Innovation 

Types on Firm Performance: An Empirical Study on Pakistan’s Manufacturing 

Sector,” Pakistan Journal of Commerce and Social Sciences, 7 (2), 243-262. 

Hofstede, G., 1980, “Motivation, Leadership, and Organization: Do American Theories 

Apply Abroad?,” Organizational Dynamics, 9(1), 42-63. 

Hurley, R. F., and G. T. M. Hult, 1998, “Innovation, Market Orientation, and 

Organizational Learning: An İntegration and Empirical Examination,” Journal of 

Marketing, 62(3), 42-54. 



66                                                                                   Koca Balli, Ustun, Balli 

      

Isabel Jiménez-Zarco, A., Torrent-Sellens, J., and M. Pilar Martínez-Ruiz, 2012, 

“Proactive Orientation Effects on Product Innovation Activities: Empirical 

Evidence,” Innovation, 14(1), 90-106. 

Janszen, F., 2000, The Age of Innovation. London: Prentice Hall Inc. 

Jashapara, A., 1993, “The Competitive Learning Organization: A Quest for The Holy 

Grail,” Management Decision, 31(8), 52-62. 

Jaskyte, K., 2004, “Transformational Leadership, Organizational Culture, and 

Innovativeness in Nonprofit Organizations,” Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 

15(2), 153-168. 

Jaskyte, K., and A. Kisieliene, 2006, “Organizational Innovation: A Comparison of 

Nonprofit Human-Service Organizations in Lithuania and The United States,”. 

International Social Work, 49(2), 165-176. 

Jassawalla, A. R., and H. C. Sashittal, 2002, “Cultures That Support Product-Innovation 

Processes,” Academy of Management Perspectives, 16(3), 42-54. 

Jimenez-Zarco, A.I., Torrent-Selles, J., and M.P. Martinez-Ruiz, 2012, “Proactive 

Orientation Effects on Product Innovation Activities: Empirical Evidence,” 

Innovation: Management, Policy and Practice, 14(1), 90-106. 

Jones, A. L., Herbert, D., Rutter, A. J., Dancer, J. E., and J. L. Harwood, 2000, “Novel 

inhibitors of the condensing enzymes of the type II fatty acid synthase of pea (Pisum 

sativum),” Biochemical Journal, 347(1), 205-209. 

Jucevičius, G., 2007, “Innovation Culture: The Contestable Universality of the Concept,” 

Socialiniai Mokslai, (4), 7-19. 

Kahn, W. A., 1990, “Psychological Conditions of Personal Engagement and 

Disengagement at Work,” Academy of Management Journal, 33(4), 692-724. 

Karaman, A., 2005, Nasıl ve Niçin Vizyon Yönetimi. İstanbul: IQ Kültür Sanat Yayıncılık. 

Kark, R., and A. Carmeli, 2009, “Alive and creating: The mediating role of vitality and 

aliveness in the relationship between psychological safety and creative work 

involvement,” Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(6), 785-804. DOI: 

10.1002/job.571. 

Kessel, M., Kratzer, J., and Schultz, C., (2012), Psychological safety, knowledge sharing, 

and creative performance in healthcare teams. Creativity and Innovation 

Management, 21(2), 147-157. 

Kilmann, R. H., 1985, Five steps for closing culture-gaps. In R. H. Kilmann, M. J. Saxton, 

R. Serpa and Associates (Eds.), Gaining control of the corporate culture: 351-369. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Kimberly, J. R., and M. J. Evanisko, 1981, “Organizational Innovation: The Influence of 

Individual, Organizational, and Contextual Factors on Hospital Adoption of 

Technological and Administrative Innovations,” Academy of Management Journal, 

24(4), 689-713. 

Krasulja, N., Radojevit, I., Ratkovlt, M., Taslt, S., and D. Radosavljevlt, 2013, 

“Adjustment of Corporate Culture to (on) The Serbian Market,”. Metalurgia 

International, 18(6), 169. 

Lau, C. M. and H. Y. Ngo, 2004, “The HR System, Organizational Culture, and Product 

Innovation,”. International Business Review, 13(6), 685-703. 

Li, M., Zhang H., Xiao H., and Y. Chen, 2015, “A Grid-Group Analysis of Tourism 

Motivation,” International Journal of Tourism Research, 17 (1), 35–44. 



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BUSINESS, 26(4), 2021                                       67 

Liang, J., Farh, C. I., and J. L. Farh, 2012, “Psychological Antecedents of Promotive and 

Prohibitive Voice: A Two-Wave Examination,” Academy of Management Journal, 

55(1), 71-92. 

Lipit, M, 2006, “Patterns in Innovation: Goals and Organization Life Cycle,” Human 

Resource Planning Society Journal, 75(3), 226-235. 

Llorens-Montes, F. J. A. Ruiz-Moreno, and V. Garcia-Morales, 2005, “Influence of 

Support Leadership and Teamwork cohesion on Organizational Learning, 

Innovation and Performance: An Empirical Examination,” Technovation, 25, 1159–

72. 

Lock, E. A., and A.S. Kirkpatrick, 1995, Promoting creativity in organizations. In 

“Creative action in organizations: Ivory Tower Visions and Real World Voices”, 

edited by C. M. Ford and D. A. Gioia, 115–120. London: Sage. 

Lucas, B.A., and O. C. Ferrell, 2000, “The Effect of Market Orientation on Product 

Innovation,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28 (2), 239–247. 

Martins, E. C. and F. Terblanche, 2003, “Building Organizational Culture that Stimulates 

Creativity and Innovation,” European Journal of Innovation Management, 6(1), 64-

74. 

Mathieu, J. E., Gilson, L. L., and T. M. Ruddy, 2006, “Empowerment and Team 

Effectiveness: An Empirical Test of an Integrated Model,” Journal of applied 

psychology, 91(1), 97. 

May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., and L. M. Harter, 2004, “The Psychological Conditions of 

Meaningfulness, Safety and Availability and The Engagement of The Human Spirit 

at Work,” Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(1), 11-37 

Milliken, F. J., Morrison, E. W., and P. F. Hewlin, 2003, “An Exploratory Study of 

Employee Silence: Issues That Employees Don’t Communicate Upward and Why,” 

Journal of Management Studies, 40(6), 1453-1476. 

Nembhard, I. M., and A. C. Edmondson, 2006, “Making it safe: The effects of leader 

inclusiveness and professional status on psychological safety and improvement 

efforts in health care teams,” Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(7), 941-966. 

Ning, L. I., and Y. A. N. Jin, 2009, “The Effects of Trust Climate on Individual 

Performance,” Frontiers of Business Research in China, 3(1), 27-49.  

Nochur, K., 2009, İnovasyon Yapmak. (çev. Melis İnan). İstanbul: Optimist Yayını. 

Obenchain, A. M., and W. C. Johnson, 2004, “Product and Process Innovation in Service 

Organizations: The Influence of Organizational Culture in Higher Education 

Institutions,” Journal of Applied Management and Entrepreneurship, 9(3), 91. 

Obenchain, M., 2002, Organizational Culture and Organizational Innovation in Not-

For-Profit. Doctoral dissertation, Nova Southeastern University, Davie, FL. 

OECD/Eurostat, 2005, Oslo Manual: Guidelines for Collecting and Interpreting 

Innovation Data. Paris: OECD Publishing 

O'Regan, N., Ghobadian, A., and D. Gallear, 2006, “In Search of the Drivers of High 

Growth in Manufacturing SMEs,” Technovation, 26(1), 30-41. 

Orfila-Sintes, F. and J. Mattsson, 2009, “Innovation behavior in the hotel industry,” 

Omega 37, 380 -394. 

Ouchi, W., 1989, Teori Z: Japonların Yönetim Tarzı Nasıl İşliyor? (Ç ev. Y. Güneri). 

İstanbul: İlgiYayınları.  

Oudenhoven, J. P., 2001, “Do Organizations Reflect National Cultures? A 10-Nation 

Study,” International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 25(1), 89-107. 



68                                                                                   Koca Balli, Ustun, Balli 

      

Peters, T. J. and R. H. Waterman, 1995, Yönetme ve Yükselme Sanatı: Mükemmeli Arayış 

(Ç ev. S. Sargut). İstanbul: Altın Kitaplar Yayınevi. 

Quinn, R. E., 1988, Beyond Rational Management. San Francisco: Jossey-BassInc., 

Publishers. 

Reid, S. E., and U. De Brentani, 2004, “The Fuzzy Front End of New Product 

Development for Discontinuous Innovations: A Theoretical Model,”. Journal of 

Product İnnovation Management, 21(3), 170-184. 

Republic of Turkey Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2017, Tourism Statistic. 

https://yigm.ktb.gov.tr/TR-201120/konaklama-istatistikleri.html  

Ryan, K. D., and D. K. Oestreich, 1998, "Driving Fear Out Of The Workplace: Creating 

The High-Trust, High-Performance Organization. Jossey-Bass. 

Salavou, H., Baltas, G., and S. Lioukas, 2004, Organizational Innovation in SMEs: The 

Importance of Strategic Orientation and Competitive Structure. European Journal 

of Marketing, 38(9/10), 1091-1112. 

Samra, J., Gilbert, M., Shain, M., and D. Bilsker, 2012, “What is Psychological Health 

and Safety,” Centre for Appiled Research in Mental and Addiction (CARMHA) 

Handout.(2014). 

Saraph, J. V., Benson, P. G., and R. G. Schroeder, 1989, “An Instrument for Measuring 

the Critical Factors of Quality Management,” Decision sciences, 20(4), 810-829. 

Schein EH and W. Bennis, 1965, Personal and Organizational Change Through Group 

Methods. New York: Wiley. 

Schein, E. H., 1990, “Organizational Culture,” American Psychologist, 45(2), 109–119. 

Schumpeter, J. A., 1976, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. New York: Harper and 

Row. 

Siemsen, E., Roth, A. V., Balasubramanian, S., and G. Anand, 2009, “The Influence of 

Psychological Safety and Confidence in Knowledge on Employee Knowledge 

Sharing,”. Manufacturing and Service Operations Management, 11(3), 429-447. 

Singer, S. J., Hayes, J. E., Gray, G. C., and M. V. Kiang, 2015, “Making Time for 

Learning-Oriented Leadership in Multidisciplinary Hospital Management Groups,” 

Health Care Management Review, 40(4), 300-312. 

Steele, J., and M. Murray, 2004, “Creating, Supporting and Sustaining A Culture of 

Innovation,” Engineering, Construction and Architectural Management, 11(5), 316-

322. 

Tellis, G. J., Prabhu, J. C., and R. K. Chandy, 2009, “Radical Innovation Across Nations: 

The Preeminence of Corporate Culture,” Journal of Marketing, 73(1), 3-23. 

Thompson, M., Ellis, R., and A. Wildavsky, 1990, Cultural Theory. Boulder: Westview 

Press. 

Tidd, J. and J. Bessant, 2014, Strategic Innovation Management. New York: John Wiley 

and Sons. 

Toraman, C., Abdioglu, H., and B. İsgüden, 2009, “İşletmelerde İnovasyon Sürecinde 

Entelektüel Sermaye ve Yönetim Muhasebesi Kapsamında Değerlendirilmesi,” 

Journal of Afyon Kocatepe University I.I.B.F.,  11(1), 91-120 

Tucker, A. L., Nembhard, I. M., and A. C. Edmondson, 2007, “Implementing New 

Practices: An Empirical Study of Organizational Learning in Hospital Intensive Care 

Units,” Management Science, 53(6), 894-907. 

Turkish Statical Instutite,2019, Tourism Statistic. http://www.tuik.gov.tr/PreTablo.do? 

alt_id=1072  



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF BUSINESS, 26(4), 2021                                       69 

Tutar, F., Kocabay, M., and H. Aric, 2007, “Firmaların Yenilik (İnovasyon) Yaratma 

Sürecinde Serbest,” Karamanoğlu Mehmetbey University Journal of Social and 

Economic Studies, 3, 195-203. 

Ucok, D. I., 2016, The Relationship of Group Cohesiveness, Psychological Safety, 

Control Over Work, and Competitive Work Environment With Organizational 

Silence: The Mediating Role of Motives of Silence. Doctoral Thesis. Marmara 

University, İstanbul. 

Wan, T. W., Ong, C. H., and W. S. F. Lee, 2000, The Impact of Firm Characteristics on 

Firm Innovation. In “Proceedings of The 2000 IEEE International Conference on 

Management of Innovation And Technology”. ICMIT 2000. Management in the 21st 

Century, 1,180-184. 

West, M. A., 1990, The social psychology of innovation in groups. In M. A. West, and J. 

L. Farr (Eds.), “Innovation and creativity at work: Psychological and 

Organizational Strategies (pp. 309–335),” Chichester: Wiley 

Wolfe, R. A., 1994, “Organizational Innovation: Review, Critique and Suggested 

Research Directions,” Journal of Management Studies, 31(3), 405-431. 

World Tourism Organization, 2019, International Tourism Highlights, 2019 Edition. 

UNWTO, Madrid. 

World Tourism Organization, 2004, Tourism Highlights Edition 2003. Madrid: World 

Tourism Organization. 

Yener, S., 2014, Özel Ortaöğretim Kurumlarında Paylaşılan Liderlik Davranışı ve İşten 

Ayrılma Niyeti Arasındaki İlişkide Psikolojik Güvenlik Algısının Aracı Değişken 

İlişkisinin Araştırılması. Doctoral thesis, Haliç University, Social Sciences 

University, Institute of Social Sciences. 

Yıldırım, F., and C. N. Karabey, 2016, “Örgüt Kültürünün Yeniliğe Etkisinde Personel 

Güçlendirmenin Biçimlendirici Rolü,” Gazi University Journal of Economics and 

Administrative Sciences,18(2), 426-453. 

Yuan, F., and R. W. Woodman, 2010, “Innovative Behavior in The Workplace: The Role 

of Performance and Image Outcome Expectations,” Academy of Management 

Journal, 53, 323-342. 

 


