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Abstract

This research was made in the faculty of Social Communication and Journalism of a Colom-
bian private university, renowned for its high-quality standards, with the goal to identify the
actual characteristics of its organizational culture and its relationship in favor of innovation.
This study was made with a mixed approach and involved compiled information gathered
by using two instruments: the Inventory of Organizational Culture in Education Institutions
(ICOE), designed by Marcone and Martin in Psycothema, 15(2), 292-299 (2003), and the
TB Test, designed by Bridges in The character of organizations: Using personality type in
organization development. Davies-Black Publishers (2000), as well as semi-structured inter-
views done to professors and administrative staff. The gathered information was compared
with both theoretical models of cultural analysis built for superior education organizations and
representative researchers in the area of organizational culture for innovation, a field of study
broad and consolidated nowadays but one that is not usually geared toward understanding
and explaining the relationship between organizational culture and innovation in high educa-
tion organizations. Our findings let us make a characterization of the organizational culture of
the faculty and identify its cultural strengths and weaknesses regarding adopting and favor-
ing innovation. Also, this empirical research adds up to an effort to make studies regarding
organizational culture for innovation specifically geared toward high-education organizations.
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Introduction

Although business innovation is currently seen as one of the essential capaci-
ties of organizations that seek to increase their competitiveness while being sus-
tainable, its implementation varies and depends considerably on the features of
organizational culture and the ability of the leaders to embrace the challenges
and transformations brought about by innovation. However, the lack of a consen-
sus on what both innovation and culture are and the different ways and perspec-
tives in which these components have been studied, makes it difficult to iden-
tify how organizational culture affects each enterprise in its effort to implement
innovation.

As part of these efforts, it is acknowledged that high-education organizations
have been making adjustments and changes in order to implement innovation, but
there is a lack of studies that show strategies designed and oriented to meet that
goal, as well as the way in which the characteristics of the organizational culture
of those organizations can either favor or not the intention to implement innova-
tion. This is worrying, because high-education organizations, together with enter-
prises and organizations among many economic and governmental sectors, have
to focus their actions on a team effort to promote socioeconomic development
and innovative processes, especially in need in Latin America (Jasso et al., 2017).

The circumstances previously stated served as a starting point for the develop-
ment of this research, which was made in the faculty of Social Communication and
Journalism from a renowned high education institution located in Colombia. The
information was gathered through questionnaires and interviews and was compared
with findings coming from the few studies made in the country that are in line with
our problem of study (Issa-Fontalvo, 2017; Prieto et al., 2020), from the model of
culture analysis of Kezar and Eckel (2002), and from what is proposed by renowned
authors in the field of innovation-oriented culture studies: Martins and Martins
(2002); Martins and Terblanche (2003); Jamrog et al. (2006); Sharifirad and Ataei
(2012); Jenkins, (2014) and Daher (2016); among others.

A Literature Review

We are immersed in a knowledge society. Fernandez et al. (1998) argue that an
organization’s knowledge and information—called intangible assets—are the
decisive factors for increasing its market competitiveness; they state that organi-
zational culture plays an essential role in the intangible asset known as organiza-
tional capital. Though many organizations acknowledge the importance of inno-
vation in an increasingly dynamic and competitive market, its implementation
does not always respond satisfyingly to organizational needs and expectations.
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This is due in part to not understanding the definition, complexity, and reach of
the innovation concept (Morales & Le6n, 2013) or because of the absence of an
organizational culture aimed at adopting innovation.

From the standpoint of knowledge management in universities, Schmitz et al.
(2016) made two assertions: universities must work together with the industrial
and government sectors to promote socioeconomic development and innovation
and, to that aim, they must question and overcome traditional organizational man-
agement, a conservative culture, and barriers imposed by norms.

Organizational Culture

Organizational culture is understood as an organization’s set of common values,
ideas, customs, and beliefs that are learned, discovered, or developed as a response
to the needs posed by the surroundings or the environment (Schein, 1988). We may
define organizational culture as a learned product—emerging from interactions—that
accounts for constructions of meaning and sense that take place in every organization.

According to Schein (1988), organizational culture performs two main functions:
allowing an organization to adapt to external phenomena and keeping its members
together. Culture works like the social glue that binds those who belong to an organ-
ization (Gonzalez-Limas et al., 2018); we can infer from this that organizational cul-
ture helps integrate an organization’s various intangible assets, and it is a crucial
element because it influences thinking and behavior as well as the goods or services
that each organization can produce.

An organization’s culture can be seen as its very soul (Gaus et al., 2019) insofar
as it allows the organizational strategies, processes, structures, and interactions not
only to function properly but to function in a way that differs from other organiza-
tions. Since culture is bound to the individuals that belong to an organization and
the interrelationships among them, culture manifests itself in an organization’s way
of doing things, as well as in the way that its members interact and communicate,
in its processes, in the set of norms that frame relationships and the shared values
and beliefs that have meaning for the organization’s members (Hatch, 1993; Martin,
1992, 2004; Smircich, 1983), and in communications, relationships, and the exercise
of power and authority.

Innovation

Innovation refers to new ways of developing useful products, processes, or services
(OECD, 2018) by using creative or novel ideas (Schumpeter, 1934) to make eco-
nomic gains while responding to society’s needs (Drucker, 2014). Daher (2016)
states it is the organization’s capacity to initiate, develop, or implement new ideas,
products, or technologies to expand the market and increase its competitiveness.
According to Daher (2016), innovation is the organization’s capacity to initiate,
develop, or implement new ideas, products, or technologies to expand the market
and increase its competitiveness. Moreover, Boyd (2020) posits that innovation is
the main and most important source of growth and development, stressing that it
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is possible to stimulate creativity—as an element that is connected (and indispen-
sable) to innovation—through the use of tools that help attain new ideas and think-
ing within the limitations of business work in terms of reach, time, pertinence, and
resources.

Understanding innovation as an ability and as a competitive asset requires to includ-
ing existing relationships between innovation and organizational culture (Sadegh &
Ataei, 2012) and, as Azeem et al. (2021) state, innovation can be looked upon in favor if
the organization has some specific characteristics in its organizational culture.

Relationship Between Organizational Culture and Innovation

Many studies, such as the ones done by Freeman (2002) and Arocena and Sutz
(2003), have focused on analyzing the way in which the capacity for innovation
is related to a group of characteristics that can favor or hinder its implementation,
development, and maintenance. Some of these characteristics are exogenous, or
come from the environment, and are related to science and technology systems, pol-
icies and norms focused on development, systems of innovation, and educational
and technological environments that end up affecting both organizations and those
who are a part of them. Some more of those characteristics, according to Lin et al.
(2012), are endogenous, and among them are highlighted organizational culture, the
conditions of the labor environment, the communications ways and social interac-
tion, the styles of leadership, the management processes and the human resources
management (Lau & Ngo, 2004; Pister, 2021; Cai et al., 2021).

However, Sandoval (2014) emphasizes that the fundamental challenge is to sus-
tainably maintain a culture that facilitates the changes and learnings required by
innovation—understanding the need for change as an element that creates value.
For Murray and Steele (2004), to create and share an innovation-oriented culture
requires to framing, socializing, and positioning a group of policies, values, and
practices that result in learning and sharing ideas successfully, ideas that come from
different levels and areas among the organization. On the other hand, for Janssen
(2000), this culture implies identifying the human potential within the organization
in order to recognize and stimulate the critical sense, the ability to make propos-
als, the exercise of creative thinking, and to take errors as reflexive opportunities;
in this way, the development of the workers’ innovative behavior is strengthened
regarding the creation, promotion, and application of new ideas, products, processes,
procedures, and methods at work, in order to boost their results (either individual
or of a specific area). This also helps to develop better adaptability and flexibility
skills among the organization (such as leadership, motivation, and human resources
management) in order to be better suited to adapt to the changing conditions of the
environment.

Morales and Leén (2013) argue that an enterprise can “have the best innovation
culture, but if it does not have a robust process, it will not go very far. On the con-
trary, the enterprise can have the best innovation process, but if its people do not live
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the passion for innovation or are unwilling to question the status quo, take risks and
try new things, the best process will not take it very far either.” (p. 109).

In turn, Gonzialez (2001) states that beliefs must be transformed to favor inno-
vation and combat the self-protectiveness of organizational traditions. As stressed
by Felizzola and Anzola-Morales (2017), a culture that favors innovation integrates
creativity and a knack for risks, merges strategy and organizational structure, and
fosters problem-solving among organization members in different ways than busi-
ness as usual. To successfully implement an innovation culture, the empowerment
of collaborators and the presence of an allied and facilitating leader are fundamental
(Amar & Juneja, 2008).

The Organization as an Environment that Favors Innovation

This approach prioritizes organizational efforts to facilitate the implementation of
innovation over the inherent capacities of collaborators. Martins and Martins (2002)
contend that, for many organizations, change is inevitable. In this sense, organiza-
tional leaders seek to build institutional frameworks that integrate creativity and
innovation as basic cultural values within an organization. Martins and Terblanche
(2003) back this organizational approach and hold that even though organizations
are making efforts to implement creativity and innovation in some of their pro-
cesses, conflictive situations may arise when there is not an adequate culture. Hence,
they state that culture integrates and coordinates the behavior of collaborators while
regulating how collaborators make use of an organization’s resources. From this

Measured dimensions to describe the organizational culture
Strategic mission and vision Managerial processes

Needs and objectives of employees
Focus on the client, external focus

Interpersonal relationships

Means to attain objectives Leadership

Measured dimensions of the organizational culture that influence creativity and innovation

Support Behavior that c icati

mechanisms promotes innovation ommunication
B et Error management
V|S|‘on_and Rewards and Creation of ideas

mission Freedam recognition Risk-taking Open

Purpouse : Competitiviness communication
B Cooperative teams Resource Suaaasi e EhEnee
and interactions availability pp ) ) 9
Conflict resolution

! ! !
T

Fig.1 A model for the implementation of innovation in organizations. Martins and Martins’ version.
Source: Martins and Martins (2002)
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perspective, the features shown in Fig. 1 influence a culture that favors innovation
(Martins & Martins, 2002).

Organizational culture appears as an element that links the implementation of
innovation with an organization’s strategic objectives while providing suitable val-
ues for the introduction of innovation and a positive climate for its development
(Felizzola & Anzola-Morales, 2017); moreover, organizational culture facilitates
change processes and turns innovation and creativity into key elements of an organi-
zation’s success and competitiveness (Martins & Martins, 2002). Successful organi-
zations are those who have managed to absorb innovation into their organizational
culture and managerial processes (Martin & Terblanche 2003; Sharifirad & Ataei,
2012).

Individuals as the Driving Force Behind Organizational Innovation

This perspective centers the success of innovation on the talent, capacities, moti-
vations, and values of an organization’s workforce. McLean (2005) and Khazanchi
et al. (2007) affirm that innovation fructifies more easily in structures that recognize,
value, and empower an organization’s members.

Thus, Gonzélez (2001) proposes changing innovation beliefs through success
stories within organizations or enterprise areas; using “vivid” communication to
involve collaborators in the attainment of goals; using a leadership style of mod-
erate and flexible control to align the desires and intentions of collaborators with
the organization’s strategic objectives; forming multidisciplinary and heterogene-
ous workgroups during the idea generation stage—while more homogeneous and
cohesive groups can be created for the implementation and development of ideas;
empowering collaborators with autonomy, expanding the outreach of positions, and
giving relevant meaning to their functions and roles to keep them motivated; and
focusing goals on learning and self-learning and the increase of the collaborators’
competency and performance, instead of basing results on assessments and technical
skills.

Dombrowski et al. (2007) identified the following eight characteristics present
in innovative organizations: innovative mission and vision; democratic communi-
cation; safe work spaces and environments; flexibility of functions; collaboration
between different staff members and work teams; expansion of boundaries (empow-
erment and laboral autonomy); incentives; and leadership. However, these character-
istics are not always present in organizations, nor can be generated in the same way
or from the same mechanisms as other organizations can. Additionally, Amar and
Juneja (2008) stress that innovation comes from the implicit knowledge of collabo-
rators. According to the authors, part of the construction of an innovation-oriented
organizational culture relies on selecting workers and developing their competen-
cies through what they call “knowledge pockets.” They argue that the interaction
between the implicit knowledge in these “pockets” and the (mainly socio-cultural)
context leads to the development of creative and divergent thinking that ultimately
promotes innovation.
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Fig.2 A model for the implementation of innovation in organizations. Amar and Juneja’s version.
Source: Author’s own using data from Amar and Juneja (2008)

For Amar and Juneja (2008), the sum of knowledge, culture, and trust-related
social capital yields creative thinking—which they consider to be the basis for the
entire innovation process in organizations (see Fig. 2).

A Joint Effort Between Organization and Collaborator

This final approach understands the implementation of creativity and innovation
as a joint effort between the actions taken by the organization and the collabo-
rators. Jemkins (2014) holds that although there is a clear influence of organi-
zational culture on the implementation of creativity and innovation in organiza-
tions, there is no conclusive evidence of an ideal configuration of culture.

In turn, Ahmed (1998), Morales and Leén (2013), and Afsar and Umrani
(2020) contend that the essential elements for building an innovation-oriented
organizational culture are:

e Vision and leadership for innovation: leaders must communicate, inspire,
and challenge other organization members with their vision while leading by
example in performing innovative actions.

e Questioning the status quo: a climate where the way things are done in an
organization is questioned must be fostered while highlighting best practices
and promoting the creation of new ideas.

e Environment and resources: organizations must set aside space, time, and
strategies for the development of competencies involved in creativity, the
search for opportunities, and the implementation of innovation initiatives.
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e Talent and motivation: enterprises do not innovate. People do. It is fundamen-
tal to attract, retain, develop, incentivize, and recognize the innovative efforts
of collaborators while assigning challenges and projects to those that are the
most interested.

e FExperimenting and taking risks: organizations must reduce the perception of fear
related to proposing ideas while promoting experimentation with new ways of
doing things and fault tolerance—insofar as they lead to organizational learning.

e Thought diversity: organizations must favor multidisciplinarity and heterogeneity
in work teams to promote the creation of connections—internal or external—
while enriching perspectives and knowledge.

e Collaboration: all areas of the organization need to get involved in innovation
processes. Thus, it is important to promote collaboration among departments, the
formation of transversal groups, and an atmosphere of trust and respect.

Closing the Gap Between Innovation and Organizational Culture

Building paths and bridges between the existing organizational cultures and the
proposals included in each of these components through concrete actions are the
way to raise awareness in organizations about the importance of innovation without
neglecting the fragile balance between the empowerment of collaborators, the flex-
ibility of processes, and the control over these efforts (Naranjo et al., 2011). In this
sense, Pisano (2019) identified an existing tension between the openness and flex-
ibility that innovation requires and the orientation toward eradicating incompetence,
keeping a rigorous discipline, communicating openly, taking individual responsibil-
ity, and embodying strong leadership.

Innovation must be taken as an interactive learning process within sociocultural
and organizational contexts where transforming elements and variables coexist. Inno-
vation accounts for a process where different types of knowledge are accumulated
and combined to create a process of change—framed by culture—with technical and
social components (Médynez-Guadarrama et al., 2012).

According to Anzola-Morales (2019), both innovation and change are concepts
that have undergone countless modifications that speak of a migration from a macro
conception centered on the analysis of elements outside of the organization to a
microlevel analysis where most organizational behavior can be explained from ele-
ments that pertain to the organization, its institutional context, and its internal and
symbolic dynamics. Therefore, innovation becomes an element that catalyzes a set
of reconfigurations of organizational elements that require collective actions.

On the other hand, if innovation becomes a process of change, it is necessary to
acknowledge that transformation processes can conflict with the beliefs, attitudes,
habits, routines, and behavior patterns commonly accepted within an organization—
which can be seen as the memorization of an organization’s accumulated knowledge
that makes part of the organizational culture.
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An Educational Outlook
The Perception of Innovation Among High Education Institutions

Cultural studies are many and complex. Aktouf (2002) and Anzola-Morales et al.
(2017) state that it is within this very complexity that researchers distort the concept of
“culture” itself, leading to results that do not consider the elements that must be studied
to define an adequate culture for innovation in organizations, which leads to believe that
innovation in higher education is mainly related to technological development (Zhu,
2015). In this regard, Cardenas et al. (2017) state that innovation helps to integrate
cutting-edge technology into the teaching—learning process—the latter being a growing
trend that is now focused on new areas and uses such as gamified education (educating
through ludic and practical digital experiences), digital empowerment (technology in
classrooms as a tool to facilitate learning), and the merging of pop culture into aca-
demia (TrendHunter.com, 2018).

However, aside from education trends involved in this technological compo-
nent, the element of organizational culture in higher education institutions must
be analyzed since it is one of the major barriers to adopting new strategies, tech-
nologies, and innovation processes. Cardenas et al. (2017) argue that the imple-
mentation of innovation in higher education also must:

e Increase the quality of education and improve all organizational areas since it
favors the solution to most of the problems faced by higher education institu-
tions at the local level.

e Transform multiple higher education areas (such as teaching and management
processes, the availability of learning resources, and new learning programs
and methods, among others).

Kezar and Eckel (2002) contend that there is no theoretical framework that
refers specifically to innovation-oriented culture in higher education organiza-
tions; instead, the global concepts of innovation culture that were developed in
business settings are applied, and so this defines how higher education institu-
tions are often seen as enterprises (a situation that leads to countless problems).
For instance, Schmitz et al. (2016) concluded that terms like “innovation” and
“entrepreneurship” have not been defined with precision, which hinders their
proper implementation, measurement, and focusing; specifically, innovation has
gained recognition in university networks that promote environments that boost
innovation.

Along these lines, higher education institutions must implement innovative
models that overcome the adoption of new technologies as the only method to
respond to the new demands (of the environment and the organizational sphere).
Copying other models also does not guarantee the sought-after success, so it is
necessary to create one’s own model to develop an innovation culture in every
organization (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).
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The Latin-American Context of Innovation in High Education Institutions

Although innovation can become a strategic ally in the face of challenges and oppor-
tunities encountered by education organizations, it is worth asking if Latin American
education institutions are ready for innovation. Traditional universities often strongly
resist change and are slow and reactive when it comes to implementing environmen-
tal trends. In the context of Latin America, Morales and Le6n (2013) show how
some cultural “vestiges” in society affect the implementation of innovation:

e We are stuck in the past: if things have worked before, we believe it is not neces-
sary to change the way we do them.

e We are too respectful of hierarchies: the boss knows everything and imposes the
way of doing things; the process is above everything else.

e We lack creative autonomy: we believe that everything that comes from outside
is better, and that only other countries are capable of innovating and thinking
big.

e We are short-sighted: daily tasks absorb all the efforts of organizations. Invest-
ment returns must appear quickly; otherwise, a project or novel idea is not con-
sidered useful.

e We are afraid of success: organizations are selfish and would rather prevent the
success of other organizations than work with them and share victories.

Hasanefendic et al. (2017) state that innovation in higher education institutions is
determined by the changes in their regional, political, and economic context as well
as the normative restrictions in every institution. Garcia (2018) posits that, due to
the recent free trade agreements between Latin-American and developed countries,
education started to be traded like any other service—following the General Agree-
ment on Trade in Services (GATS)—given its high profitability and the benefits this
brings to developed countries. On the other hand, in developing countries, education
and research investments are not aligned to actual needs, for they prioritize coverage
over quality and lead to the establishment of an education system that is highly hier-
archized and distant from the contextual conditions.

One of the negative consequences of this phenomenon lies in the threat posed by
the potential incorporation of higher education institutions in the country, the brain
drain catalyzed by the mobility of students, professors, and researchers, and the pos-
sible decrease in education quality (Garcia, 2018).

Methodological Aspects

This research followed a combined approach: qualitative and quantitative meth-
ods are seen as complementary so data obtained through the use of qualitative and
quantitative tools can be validated (Jick, 1979). The desired research level is of the
explanatory kind. This research was developed in three phases: the diagnosis; the
characterization of organizational culture; the proposal of a model for innovation-
oriented culture.
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Population and Sample

The object of this study was a university faculty comprising 111 members. The
random, non-stratified participation involved 43 individuals of this finite popula-
tion, represented by 24 men and 19 women who had varying employment periods
(less than a year, 6.98%; between 1 and 5 years, 41.86%; between 5 and 10 years,
30.23%; more than 10 years, 20.93%) and the following positions (adjunct profes-
sors, 46.51%; part-time professors, 13.95%; full-time professors, 11.63%; adminis-
trative staff, 27.91%). The sample is representative of a 10% sampling error and a
95% confidence interval. On the other hand, in order to get more information regard-
ing the perceived relationship between organizational culture in the faculty and the
required developments for innovation, four interviews were made with collaborators
in the faculty: two full-time professors, an adjunct professor, and an administrative
staff member.

Data Gathering Techniques and Instruments

Given the combined approach followed in this research, interviews were used as a quali-
tative data-gathering technique. As for the quantitative approach, the Inventory of the
Organizational Culture in Education Institutions (ICOE) (Marcone and Martin 2003)
and Bridges’ test (TB) (Bridges, 2000) were applied (see Annex 1 and 2, respectively).

Initial data gathering was followed by a characterization of the current state of
the organizational culture, which was compared with the ideal components that
the authors state must be present in an organizational culture that is prepared for
innovation.

Regarding this characterization of innovation-oriented organizational culture,
we took into account the three phases proposed by Lin et al. (2012): the intention
of innovation, the process of innovation, and the results of innovation. Also, the
characteristics proposed by Tierney (quoted by Kezar & Eckel, 2002), Martins and
Martins (2002), and the four second-level factors identified by Marcone and Martin
(2003) in the ICOE were used as a reference to make the necessary changes to the
components that were characterized in the previous phase.

Descriptive Analysis of the Instruments

Bridges’ test and the ICOE can analyze two different components of organizational
culture. The first looks for the organization’s profile and its relationship with the fea-
tures that belong to an innovating profile, whereas the second look for the cultural
perspective of organizations in the education sector.

Bridges’ test This test groups 36 questions in pairs of responses that are graded
using a Likert scale from 1 to 4 to identify the profile of organizations between
16 possible options (see Table 1); these options arise from the combination of
pairs of features, thus: extrovert or introvert, sensor or intuitive, thinker or feeler,
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Table 1 Types of organizational profiles

Type Profile Type Profile

ESTJ  Extrovert, sensor, thinker, and judger ESFJ Extrovert, sensor, feeler, and judger
ENTJ  Extrovert, intuitive, thinker, and judger ENF]J Extrovert, intuitive, feeler, and judger
ENFP  Extrovert, intuitive, feeler, and perceiver ~ENTP  Extrovert, intuitive, thinker, and perceiver
ESTP  Extrovert, sensor, thinker, and perceiver ESFP Extrovert, sensor, feeler, and perceiver
ISTJ Introvert, sensor, thinker, and judger ISFJ Introvert, sensor, feeler, and judger

INTJ Introvert, intuitive, thinker, and judger INFJ Introvert, intuitive, feeler, and judger
INFP Introvert, intuitive, feeler, and perceiver INTP Introvert, intuitive, thinker, and perceiver
ISTP Introvert, feeler, thinker, and perceiver ISFP Introvert, sensor, feeler, and perceiver

Source: Bridges, as quoted by Calderén and Naranjo (2007)

judger or perceiver. It is important to note that the extrovert, intuitive, feeler, and
perceiver (ENFP) profile is associated with an organization that is more attuned to
innovation.

The identified profile for the faculty is introvert, intuitive, feeler, and judger
(INFJ) (see Fig. 3).

Of the four personality features, in the Extroversion—introversion range, the fac-
ulty’s organizational culture seems to be divided between an outward look, seeking
to focus on the market behavior and competition (extroversion), and an inward look
focused on its own resources, the deanship, and the culture of the university (intro-
version) to which it belongs. In any case, the scores are slightly inclined toward
introversion—a feature that is not associated with the innovative profile.

From the sense: Intuition perspective, the faculty has an intuition-oriented
approach: a holistic view to identify opportunities in situations and project a vision
into the future; this component coincides with the profile that is associated with
innovative organizations.

In the thinking: Feeling category, the results show that the faculty is focused on
feeling. This suggests the prevalence of the common good, the promotion of creative

Introversion Extroversion
Sense Intuition
Thinking Feeling
Judgement Perception

Fig. 3 Organizational profile of the social communication—journalism faculty
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thinking, and personalized education processes; this approach also matches the pro-
file associated with innovative organizations.

Lastly, in the judgement: Perception sphere, the decisions related to the outside
world are taken firmly, clearly, and hierarchically; this is directly related to the
judgement feature a perspective that is linked to innovation.

ICOE The Inventory of Organizational Culture for Education Institutions evaluates
several aspects of organizational culture by arranging different groups of ques-
tions—o62 in total—into first- and second-level factors (see Fig. 4).

Additionally, a preliminary diagnosis was carried out to analyze each question
separately. It is important to note that, after applying descriptive statistical processes

CEAG Comﬁptment and enthusiasm for ER Effort recognition
attaining goals
L Effort iti
OEN Organizational entropy and negentropy | ERSF facct"c;r recognition as a success
ap Communication and integration of CHES Comm_unlcatlon and historical
personnel evolution of the school
-, - Emphasi h
RER Recognition and equity in rewards EHR mp. asts . on uman
relationships
OCL Organizational credibility and learning ESL Equity in School life
. . Educati t
AEUF | Accepting errors as a unity factor EML uca o.n managemen
leadership
ICET Improv.ement and commitment to the pPE Performance-promotmg
educational task environment

Sources: Marcone & Martin (2003).

Fig. 4 Factor grouping of ICOE
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to the results and grouping the responses based on the demographic characteristics
of the sample, the only demographic variable that showed significant differences
was the “type of employment relationship with the faculty.” The other two varia-
bles (gender and employment period) had a homogeneous behavior in the responses.
Thus, the results shown comprise only those affected by the variable “type of
employment relationship with the faculty.”

(1) General

To identify the components of the ICOE questionnaire with the greatest
response variations, a descriptive statistical process of variability was used.
Following a maximum 25% dispersion or variability percentage (that is to say,
assuming as acceptable variabilities those below 25%), the questions noted in
Table 2 were found to have a variability greater than or equal to 25%, and
in this case, the percentage of variability is understood as the relationship
between the standard deviation and the mean obtained for each response.

Table 2 Responses with variability greater than or equal to 25%

Question % Variability

7. Managers let us know—clearly and explicitly—what is expected from each of us 27%

13. We value errors as part of our nature and as an oftentimes necessary step toward 25%
learning

14. In this faculty, we share the idea that error is a deferred success 28%

15. In this faculty, it is common for managers to encourage us frequently, which motivates 28%
us to keep going

16. In this faculty, every well-done task or achievement is carefully and timely recorded in  30%
the worker’s curriculum vitae

24. In this faculty, we are used to saying things clearly and directly 26%

29. We have pictures that remind us of the different development stages that we have gone 38%
through

32. The language used between managers and professors is clear and direct, which facili-  25%
tates tasks and duties

33. In the faculty, there are many rumors about the impossibility of attaining changes that 52%
would positively transform life in this university

39. We can easily reconstruct the history of the faculty by studying existing documents 27%

45. We meet periodically to review the established goals and determine what we have and 29%
have not attained

46. In this faculty, people tell stories about how very difficult goals were attained thanks ~ 27%
to joint efforts

51. In this faculty, we work to maintain a form of communication that facilitates person-  28%
nel integration and cohesion

52. In this university, professor councils constitute spaces of study characterized by deep  25%
reflection and the search for adequate coordination

56. In this faculty, efforts are recognized, and rewards are justly given 28%
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(i)

(iii)

Question 45 addresses periodical meetings to keep track of goals; broadly
speaking, questions 14, 15, 51, and 56 involve fault tolerance, support and
motivation from managers, communication as the foundation of team cohe-
sion, and the recognition of efforts. Even though these components have rela-
tively positive behavior, they may require reinforcement actions to close the
variability gap.

First-Level Factors

These factors comprise groups of questions oriented toward defining the
behavioral profile of organizational culture; there are 14 first-level factors, as
shown in Fig. 4. A descriptive statistical process was applied to identify the
behavior of these factors in the faculty. Starting from a 25% tolerance (i.e., var-
iability below 25% was defined as normal), the predominant profile was ESL
(Equity in School Life, a profile that values the pedagogical relationship and
everyday life in the institution); also, the profiles with the highest variability
were OEN (Organizational Entropy and Negentropy, a profile that incorporates
the relationship between the rumors that circulate within an organization and
the records and pieces of evidence that account for the organization’s evolu-
tion) and CHES (Communication and Historical Evolution of the School, a
profile that emphasizes communication and graphical records as channels that
portray the organization’s evolution) with 25 and 24 percent, respectively.

We found that the OEN profile shows a high variability among the groups
that differ on the type of employment relationship. To identify the cause of
this variability, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistic process was applied
to the scores for the questions that make up the OEN profile; the behavior of
part-time and full-time professors is remarkable in this profile: their evalua-
tions per aspect are the most negative from the sample.

Second-Level Factors

The 14 previously described factors can be grouped into four new factors.
These factors seek to probe the general perception of organizational culture in
terms of leadership, communication, effort recognition, and human relation-
ships. In general, the results do not show a remarkable variation.

However, the findings related to first-level factors show that it is impor-
tant to delve deeper into these results. After applying the descriptive statistic
process of variability based on the type of employment relationship with the
faculty, we found again that full-time professors gave the lowest gradings.
Nevertheless, it must be noted that adjunct professors also graded the effort
and communication factors with a satisfactory grade—below 4.0.

We can conclude that the main components that have room for improvement
are those related to supporting and recognizing efforts, building and com-
municating a transparent historical memory that accounts for the evolution
of the faculty, mitigating rumors through written records, and strengthening
communication both between managers and professors and between professors
themselves.

Full-time professors were identified as the members that disagree the most
with the current state of the previously described components. In some of
these components (for instance, effort recognition and strengthening of com-
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munication channels), part-time professors and adjunct professors also concur
with full-time professors.

Correlational Analysis Between the Instruments

After analyzing the results for every instrument separately, a correlational analy-
sis was carried out to identify possible links between the profile obtained through
Bridges’ test and the profiles that have room for improvement that were identified in
the ICOE. A statistical significance study was undertaken to identify the questions
where there is a high degree of relation; answers with considerable significances
of 0.05 (95% confidence) and 0.1 (90% confidence) were taken into account (see
Table 3).

This correlation supports the findings related to each instrument’s analysis. Strik-
ing discrepancies recur in both significances regarding effort recognition, clarity,
and relevance of communication systems in the faculty, and the socialization of the
faculty’s history and achievements as elements to justify changes and pedagogical
innovation. Other key components that appear—mainly in the 90% significance
level—are the leadership style and behavior of managers in terms of exemplary
leadership, the empowerment and appraisal of others’ opinions, the attention to opti-
mal work conditions, and fault tolerance. It must be noted that all these elements are
essential when implementing innovation processes in an organization.

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Faculty’s Organizational Culture Concerning
Innovation

After the previously described diagnosis of the faculty’s organizational culture—and
comparing it to the cultural ideals for innovation that were presented—the following
matrix emerges:

Two conclusions can be drawn from this analysis. Firstly, though the faculty has some
adequate elements for the implementation of innovation (such as managers’ support and
welcoming of new ideas, an atmosphere of camaraderie, multiple communication chan-
nels, and human resources with varied kinds of knowledge), the administrative approach
oriented toward results and solving everyday problems, the difficulty in creating interdis-
ciplinary teams, and the professors’ lack of motivation—either due to the lack of effort
recognition or the excess of assigned functions—negatively impact the development of
innovation projects.

Secondly, some elements harm specific groups of professors. For example, part-
time and adjunct professors feel excluded from many of the meetings organized by
managers, and they also state that communication channels are not effective with
them, while full-time professors complain about the lack of coordination in the
development of projects with part-time professors.
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Findings and Insights

By analyzing the strengths and weaknesses identified after making a correlation
between the data we gathered and the different characteristics and values that an
ideal innovation-oriented culture possesses according to the literature review, we
identified eight main components that an innovation-oriented organizational culture
for the faculty studied should foster: environment; resources; risk-taking and fault
tolerance; vision and leadership for innovation; strategic thinking; talent, motivation,
and thought diversity; communication and collaboration; autonomy and empower-
ment (as shown in Table 4).

These eight components can be grouped into three levels or cores (personal,
administrative, and external) to identify the key components that lack coordination
and promote efforts and actions to adjust them.

It is important to note that for innovation-oriented organizational culture to be
built successfully and remain sustainable through time, adjustments and changes
should be stimulated first in the personal core, to be extended later to the administra-
tive core, and, eventually, to influence the external core.

The personal core is related to the most inner part of the faculty and brings
together the three components that were identified as particular to each individual
that belongs to the organization: talent, motivation, and thought diversity; com-
munication and collaboration; and autonomy and empowerment. These compo-
nents involve all the talents, capacities, and freedom of action that each individ-
ual has within the organization. The balance of these components results in an
individual that is aligned with innovation processes.

The administrative core is related to the managerial and structural part of the
faculty and brings together the components related to the organization’s vision
and mission, either of the enterprise as a whole or one of its areas: vision and
leadership; decision-making and fault tolerance and strategic thinking. The bal-
ance between these components results in an organization whose strategic vision
is aligned with innovation.

Finally, the outer core is related to the external environment of the faculty
(regulations, geopolitical restrains, economical resources, among others) and may
or may not be susceptible to adjustment. However, innovation can start from a set
of restrictions imposed by the environment and resources, so it is more important
to prioritize balance at the inner level of the model to later align the middle-level
components.

These three cores can be understood as if imbued within each other, as shown
in Fig. 5.

Inner Core: The Personal Level
The personal core alludes to the components of each faculty member; these com-
ponents are considered important for innovation. Moreover, the diagnosis showed

that these are the most affected components in the faculty. The component
“autonomy and empowerment” is well balanced toward innovation. However, the
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components related to “talent, motivation, and thought diversity” and “communi-
cation and collaboration” are not.

The diagnosis showed that faculty members have multidisciplinary talents and
types of knowledge, as well as a great diversity of thought, perspectives, and cre-
ativity when it comes to proposing and executing projects for the faculty. The
motivation area is the one that shows problems: the lack of effort recognition,
lack of awareness of past achievements, bureaucratic and administrative processes
that slow down the development of projects, and little sense of belonging regard-
ing the faculty’s vision.

The component related to communication and collaboration is the one that is the
most far from ideal regarding innovation. Though there are several communication
channels in the faculty, professors do not use them to communicate among them-
selves about the projects that they are developing; in fact, full-time professors do not
know the projects of their peers or the projects being developed by part-time pro-
fessors. Additionally, adjunct professors are uneasy, for they feel excluded and seg-
regated, which undermines their motivation and ultimately leads to the misaligned
behavior of the described component.

Middle Core: The Administrative Level

The components related to the faculty’s strategic vision are found at the administra-
tive core; these components are linked with innovative organizations. Of the compo-
nents that comprise this level (“vision and leadership,” “risk-taking and fault toler-
ance,” and “strategic thinking”), “strategic thinking” is the one that is less optimal
for innovation; managers and the dean’s office pay considerable attention to the ful-
fillment of metrics, the results of everyday tasks, and the efficiency of economic
resources (for example, by assigning multiple functions to several members). Like-
wise, the faculty only has one postgraduate program, is in the process of creating
another one, is working on the design of some MOOCs, and is undertaking the rede-
sign of the undergraduate program’s syllabus to adjust it to new quality standards.
This evidence shows a reactive approach in the faculty—a position that is not linked
to innovation.

It is important to note that the “vision and leadership” and the “risk-taking and
fault tolerance” components are slightly unbalanced toward innovation. Though the
efficiency-oriented vision, the attention to metrics and objectives, and the control-
based leadership style have led to the faculty’s growth in recent years, these factors
are currently a source of uneasiness among professors. They argue that this leader-
ship style prevents them from carrying out their projects and administrative deci-
sions with more efficiency; furthermore, the amount of assigned functions forces
them to focus on solving everyday problems instead of looking for alternatives and
developing their projects.

The diagnosis showed that, though the faculty understands that changes entail
risks, such risks must be calculated. In this sense, fault tolerance in the faculty has
various shades: the leadership style oriented toward control and metrics makes fail-
ure punishable, but failure can be tolerated when some objectives are not met if the
project is new or it has the potential to yield outstanding results.
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Outer Core: The External Level

Though it is not entirely controllable and adjustable to the faculty’s interests, the
external organizational core exerts a direct influence on the organizational core. At
this level, two components are found: environment and resources.

According to the full-time professors, there are bureaucratic and economic bar-
riers that limit the outreach of projects designed by the faculty. However, these bar-
riers escape the management that can be undertaken from the faculty since they
are restrictions, protocols, and measures that are adopted by the university itself.
From another perspective, the faculty has several resources (human resources, infra-
structure, teams that specialize in media, and a network of contacts) that give it the
potential to conceive and develop projects without depending on limited economic
resources.

Final Thoughts

These cores contain one another, and so the outer core contains the administrative core,
and the administrative core contains the personal core. However, it is essential to prior-
itize adjustments at the personal core to build and cultivate a culture that fosters inno-
vation; according to Amar and Juneja, “organizations do not innovate—subjects do”
(2008). This core approach for the faculty’s organizational culture is the first step to
understanding how its members’ values, knowledge, interactions, and work are linked
together. This approach also helps to quickly identify which component needs priority
adjustment to build together an innovation-oriented organizational culture.

Along this line, it is very important to stress that not every innovation process
regarding high education organizations implies the adoption of new technologies.
By strengthening some or all the components shown previously—such as leader-
ship, communication, and strategic thinking, just to name a few, individuals and
areas within the organization can improve their processes and the design of pro-
grams, strategies, and different educational products with the resources at hand.

In the Colombian context, at the time of the publication of this article, there were
not many studies done to analyze innovation-oriented culture in high education insti-
tutions. This article adds to the efforts to study the relationship between culture and
innovation in that kind of organization.

Regarding the studied faculty, it shows potential intention for innovation—for
instance, by designing and creating new programs and redesigning the current
ones it has; this potential can be used in order to allocate resources and efforts to
strengthen the weak components identified that are related to an innovation-oriented
organizational culture or to innovate in administrative processes, pedagogical com-
ponents, and strategic vision.

It is important to note that the university in which the studied faculty is located
does not exist in an area specifically built to develop abilities and characteristics
related to innovation. In this regard, this study pretends to be an initial step to
open the discussion regarding the importance of innovation in high education
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RISK-TAKING AND
FAULT TOLERANCE

TALENT,
MOTIVATION AND
THOUGHT
DIVERSITY

VISION AND STRATEGIC
LEADERSHIP THINKING

Fig.5 The three cores of the innovation-oriented organizational culture of the faculty

organizations, both as a whole and its faculties and departments, making clear that
there is not a specific approach that works equally to every institution and as such
copying other successful approaches and models do not necessarily mean that they
will work as well as intended.

Finally, the correlation made by crossing the gathered data by using both the
ICOE and the Bridges’ Test was instrumental in identifying key insights and find-
ings that let us come up with a characterization in depth, that in turn helped us to
make the three-core approach for the faculty’s organizational culture. We hope that
more studies of innovation-oriented organizational culture regarding high education
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institutions are made; in this effort, we provide the instruments used in this study as
annexes, leaving an open path for this kind of research.

Appendix

ANNEX 1. Inventory of Organizational Culture in Education Institutions
(ICOE) (Marcone & Martin, 2003)

This questionnaire aims to understand your perception regarding the organizational
culture of the Faculty of Social Communication and Journalism. Please, assign a
grade from 1 to 5 the following 62 states, being 1 “I disagree completely;” 2 “I disa-
gree;” 3 “neutral;” 4 “T agree;” 5 “I agree completely.”

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

I believe this faculty offers an environment that motivates students to give the
best of themselves.

At the faculty, “being on the look™ means to be alert to signals and messages
that are generated in the pedagogical process and to act accordingly.

At the faculty, all ideas that change past educational practices are strengthened
periodically and formally.

The changes experimented by our faculty, from its beginnings, demonstrate a
creative and innovative life.

At the faculty, we value the directors’ efforts to create and keep a good com-
munication system with other faculty members.

The existence of agile and expeditious communication channels guarantee our
work’s success.

Directors let us know what is expected from each of us in a clear and explicit
way.

Work meetings are announced in advance, in such a way that we know, oppor-
tunely, the topics that will be addressed.

In our university life there is a sequence of events that show a close union of the
members.

At the faculty, we share the firm commitment to our students’ learning, which
drives us toward pedagogical change.

By putting innovative ideas into practice, our leaders publicly express their
willingness to change.

At the faculty, we tell how, thanks to our willpower and work, we have overcome
the challenges that pedagogical change implies.

We value mistakes as part of our very nature and as a sometimes necessary step
for learning.

At the faculty, we share the idea that error is deferred success.

In this faculty, it is common for directors to hearten us frequently, which encour-
ages us to move forward.

In this faculty, every work well done or success of the staff is recorded, carefully
and in a timely manner, in their resume.
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17. Our history reveals a permanent learning of the faculty members, which has
contributed to the current success achieved.

18. In this faculty, the directors support the professors in their work initiatives.

19. Daily conversations reveal our conviction that we will achieve the changes that
this faculty requires to move forward.

20. Pedagogical innovation is constantly and publicly supported by directors.

21. Many projects, which at one time seemed unfeasible, have become a reality
thanks to our efforts.

22. Opinions about work are well-regarded, no matter where they come from.

23. The search for consensus is the best way to resolve conflicts that originate in the
faculty.

24. In this faculty we are used to telling each other things clearly and directly.

25. In the faculty, when there have been differences between professors and direc-
tors, positive action has always been taken.

26. In the faculty, the directors value the opinions and feelings of the staff.

27. The management style of directors reveals that they consider professors as
responsible and capable of taking on challenges.

28. The directors’ communications clearly reflect what they want to say and do so
with deep interest and respect for us.

29. We have photographs that remind us of the various stages of development we
have gone through.

30. Directors do not miss an opportunity to demonstrate, with their own example,
their commitment to the faculty.

31. Atthe faculty we act with great security, since we all know the rules of the game
that rule our work.

32. The language used between directors and professors is clear and direct, which
facilitates tasks and duties.

33. Many rumors circulate in the faculty about the impossibility of achieving the
changes that positively transform life in this university.

34. In this faculty it is customary to recognize the efforts of the professors in the
educational task.

35. The credibility of directors has been sustained, over time, in the coherence that
they have managed to establish between what they say and what they do.

36. At the faculty, the work environment fosters autonomy and authenticity, on a
level of equality and respect.

37. Our beliefs are very clearly reflected in the facts of daily life at the faculty.

38. Our students fully identify with the faculty, which is verified in daily life and in
their behavior in public events.

39. We can easily reconstruct the history of the faculty by studying the existing
documents.

40. In the faculty there is a real concern about the working conditions of all the staff.

41. At the faculty we think that managers are motivated by our good professional
performance.

42. When we take action, the directors let us know, clearly and directly, that we have

their support.
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43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.
55.

56.
57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

It is customary to promote our students’ achievements, no matter how small they
may be.

At the faculty we are told, clearly and firmly, that continuous effort is the key
to success in our teaching work.

We meet periodically to review the established goals and determine what we
have achieved and what we still need to achieve.

At the faculty, stories are told about how, thanks to joint efforts, very difficult
goals were achieved.

The goals that are being pursued at this university respond to the demands and
expectations of the community.

In the faculty, the directors encourage the participation of all the staff in the
achievement of the objectives.

At the faculty, at the beginning of each academic term, the objectives and goals
that will guide our efforts are established.

The history of our faculty shows us how the established goals have been
achieved over time.

This faculty works to maintain communication that facilitates the integration
and cohesion of the staff.

In this university, the professors’ councils constitute instances of study of deep
reflection and search for adequate coordination.

The constant effort of directors and professors has made it possible to visualize
a promising future.

An open doors policy allows us to participate equally in university life.

In the speeches and acts of university life, the importance of equity is high-
lighted as a norm of life.

In the faculty there is a recognition of efforts and a fair allocation of rewards.
In this university, when allocating resources, it has always tried to act with
equity.

The motto “always do what is right” guides our actions in the daily life of the
university.

What sets us apart from other universities is the enthusiasm we put into achiev-
ing our goals.

The instructions and guidelines for students, parents, guardians and the public
are clear and precise.

In the faculty, before starting a new project, it is customary to create the condi-
tions so that the professors can concentrate on their work.

Past events show us that the achievements reached have originated with the
constant effort of professors and directors.

ANNEX 2. Bridges' Test (Bridges, 2000)

This questionnaire aims to identify the innovation profile of the organizational cul-
ture present in the faculty. Please rate the following 36 questions from 1 to 4, based
on what is specified in each question, where the extreme values (1 and 4) imply that
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there is a strong point of view, while the average values (2 and 3) imply that the
point of view is slightly inclined.

1. Does the faculty pay more attention to the requests of the clients-students or
to its internal knowledge on how to work well? — Clients 1 2 3 4 know how to
work well

2. Is the faculty better at producing and delivering goods and services or creating
new ones? — Producing 1 2 3 4 creating new ones

3. What matters more to the faculty: management systems or people’s dedication
to their work? — Management systems 1 2 3 4 people’s dedication

4. What does the faculty like more: to make procedures and policies very clear and
explicit or do you prefer to leave people without much detail so that they can
work their way within the basic instructions? — Make clear 1 2 3 4 leave without
much detail

5. Can employees openly see how decisions are made in the organization or are
decisions hidden from top management and appear mysteriously? — Very open
12 3 4 very hidden

6. Is leadership based on decision-making, taking into account detailed informa-
tion on facts and events, or is it based on an approach to the fact or event in a
schematic way and in general terms? — Detailed information 1 2 3 4 general
terms

7. Is the faculty concerned about fulfilling the roles and functions of people, estab-
lished effectively, or does it allow people to work based on the full exercise of
their talents? — Official roles 1 2 3 4 people’s talents

8. Would you say that the faculty emphasizes rapid decision-making or waits for
all points of view, even if this implies delays? — Rapid decision-making 12 3 4
delayed decision-making

9. Are decisions made based on market data and facts or rather on internal fac-
tors such as the experience and beliefs of the directors and the capacities of the
faculty? — Market data 1 2 3 4 internal factors

10. Are the actions of the faculty based on current events and the present, or are
they focused more on trends and expectations for the future? — Present 1 2 3 4
future

11. How decisions are really made in the faculty: with the head (moderated with a
bit of humanism) or with the heart (supplemented with information)? — Moder-
ated, with the head 1 2 3 4 balanced, with the heart

12. If there is an error in the faculty, is it due to hasty decisions or because many
options were kept that delayed the decision? — Hasty decisions 1 2 3 4 too many
options

13. In a project or job, do people collaborate naturally from the beginning or do they
do it in a forced way and after each one defines the extent of their responsibili-
ties? — From the beginning 1 2 3 4 in a forced way

14.  When the changes have already been discussed, what demands more attention:
the monitoring of the steps to achieve the objective or the final result and meet
the agreed deadline? — Monitoring of the steps 1 2 3 4 final result
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

When it comes to staff issues, what is taken more seriously: policies and rules or
individual circumstances and situations? — Policies and rules 1 2 3 4 individual
circumstances

Are the actions of the faculty based mainly on the priorities and strategies
already traced or on the opportunities and signs identified in the market or the
environment? — Priorities 1 2 3 4 opportunities

Are the actions of the faculty influenced more by relationships with customers
and competitors or are they the result of its identity, of following the organiza-
tional mission and culture? — Relationships 1 2 3 4 identity/mission

Is the faculty better at producing reliable products and services or generating
ideas and designs whose results are presumed to be good? — Reliable products
and services 1 2 3 4 novelty ideas

In the faculty, does the word “communication” mean giving and receiving infor-
mation or keeping in touch with all the collaborators? — Giving and receiving 1
2 3 4 keeping in touch

Does the faculty work by established procedures and rules or does it work and
decide mainly as things happen? — Procedures 1 2 3 4 as things happen

Is the scope of the faculty determined by the external challenges that are pre-
sented to it or by the availability of resources? — External challenges 1 2 3 4
resources

Is the form of leadership in the faculty identified more as solid and down to earth
or more as intuitive and visionary? — Down to earth 1 2 3 4 visionary

Which is more accurate to describe what is expected of leaders: to act according
to rational policies and rules or to act according to their sensitivity and sense of
humanity? — Rational policies 1 2 3 4 sensitivity and a sense of humanity

To deal with situations, does the faculty choose between trying to decide as soon
as possible or looking for options? — Decide soon 1 2 3 4 look for options
Does the faculty have an open point of view and allow itself to be influenced by
the clients-students and the opinion of the employees or does it have a closed
point of view and always respond to an already established management system?
—Open 1234 closed

Is action taken more in a practical and efficient way or in an ingenious and
inventive way? — Practical way 1 2 3 4 inventive way

When you think of “what is right,” do you think more of what is logical and
rational or what is human and sensible? — Logical and rational 1 2 3 4 human
and sensible

Does the faculty in general seek to “hold on to something solid” or “go with the
flow”? — Hold on something solid 1 2 3 4 go with the flow

In terms of strategy, is the faculty more focused on satisfying the clients-students
and competitors or on the maximum use of the capacities of its employees? —
Clients and competitors 1 2 3 4 capacities of its employees

When there are big changes, does the faculty prefer to do them step by step or
all at once and in an integral way? — Step by step 1 2 3 4 integral way

Is the structure of the faculty based mainly on the hierarchy and the tasks of the
organizational chart or on the relationships of its members? — Based on tasks 1
2 3 4 based on relationships
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32. When planning projects, are deadlines followed and delivery dates met or are
schedules made flexible and negotiated according to circumstances? — The plan
is followed 1 2 3 4 it is flexible

33. Does the faculty seek alliances to work with other organizations or does it prefer
to face the market on its own? — Works with others 1 2 3 4 goes on its own

34. Ts the faculty better described as clinging to tried and true ways or open to new
and uncertain ones? — Clinging to tried ways 1 2 3 4 open to new ways

35. Which word best describes your leader: criticism or motivation? — Criticism 1
2 3 4 motivation

36. Finally, are plans made thinking about the future or are they made living day to
day? — Future 1 2 3 4 day to day
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