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Exploring the Elements of Organizational
Inertia and Impacts on Organization
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Abstract---Previous studies on inertia indicated the word of inertia in Latin means “idle and lazy”” and it is
always referred to describe difficulties faced by organizational in implementing changes within organization. As
inertia became a part of the routines in organization, organization tends to practice the same routines and resists
changes due to their past experience. Inertia is a form of inability to resist changes either in processes or
procedures within organization and it could be either individual or organizational. Literature reviews explained

development of organizational inertia, elements and impacts on organization.
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l. INTRODUCTION

The existence of inertia is due to the absence of changes in the organization [1] Organization inertia also
cause obstruct to the company in finding the necessary of changes within the organization and adaption to the
environment [2]. Inertia also can be defined as persistent in using or applying the same systems although they are
aware of better alternatives or incentives to change [3]. Inertia can be accepted as less risky solution and it appeared
in several previous studies in various fields such as customer satisfaction [4], external pressure [5], financial services
[6].

Some of the successful companies cannot adapt in the new way of conducting business as they faced some
difficulties due to the inertia although they have records on past successful business models [7][8][9]. The continuity
in using wisdom knowledge in finding sustained competitive advantages and failure to adapt to environment as
possible will cause inertia to the organization [10][11]. As a result, organization tends to resist to have any changes
within the organization because of past successful and having difficulties in responding to the external changes in

order to compete with other competitors.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW
Negative influences of organizational inertia were found in the previous studies because rigidity always
exists in any innovative organization and it is hard to overcome the inertia although they had triggered the attention
on the value of the innovation [12][13]. Furthermore, some of the successful companies cannot adapt in the new way
of conducting business as they faced some difficulties due to the inertia although they have records on past
successful business models [7][8][9] As a result from the inertia, organization tends to resist to have any changes
within the organization because of past successful and having difficulties in responding to the external changes in

order to compete with other competitors.

Muhammad Suhaimi Mohd Yusof, School of Government, Universiti Utara Malaysia
Abd Rahim Romle, School of Government, Universiti Utara Malaysia, abd.rahim@uum.edu.my

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/VV2412/PR200747
Received: 05 Jan 2020 | Revised: 20 Jan 2020 | Accepted: 30 Jan 2020 4243



International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, Vol. 24, Issue 02, 2020
ISSN: 1475-7192

Cognitive inertia

This type of inertia refer to the agent’s internal conflict as they felt bias in implement any changes in the
organization due to limitation of information and the limited capability caused the agent to limit their thinking effort
in execute the changes within the organization [14][15]. As a result of limitation of cognitive, they had filter all the
available information (external) and make judgment on the changes during the cognitive process [16]. In the
cognitive process, the conflict happens between agents has caused the coordination degree decreased and the
changing process has become slow. The cognitive also due to the hierarchical cognitive inertia in the case of Polarid
and it also caused the horizontal inertia as the different interest between the departments is greater leads to more

conflict within the organization.

Active Inertia

Active inertia is a reutilized process and shared norms and belief that cause determination also it also can
be focused as capability evolution as the successful organization core capability become core rigidity or competence
trap [17][18]. Nevertheless, the research found that the evolution capability caused path dependence and the
preventing any adaptation by the organization. The standard operation process or routines will helps them in
providing solutions to the organization from implement any changes nonetheless they tend to ignore any feedback

although they have enabled the feedback as the routines acted as they filtered the information and knowledge [19].

Resource rigidity

It is a state of organization which failed to change the patterns of investment [20][21]. There are two crucial
points in the resource rigidity which the firm might uninvest in discontinuous change; resource dependency and
incumbent reinvestment incentives. Resource dependency was driven by [22] that showed internal strategic choices
were constraints by resource providers whilst resource provider could include both capital markets and customer
markets. As an example of that, the changes in the business models were constrained by performance requirement in
the public equity markets [23].

Another arguments on the resource rigidity is the market power which emphasized on the possibility of
incumbent firm that well known for technology to invest in discontinuous change. Unfortunately, the firm is tends to
invest in the current markets if they face any constraint to invest in the new technology and there is also possibility
for the firm not to invest if the market adoption is increase which could alter the dominant position of the firm
[24][25]. Hence, the resource dependence created the constraint form the market power is represent the powerful

inertial which block the investment in discontinuous change.

Routine rigidity

This is the second problem of inertial as revealed in the literature on this problems which focused on the
inflexibility and persistence of firm routines [24]. Routines can describe as repeated patterns in responding to the
interdependence activities within the organization which strengthened from fixed structural and repetition of
responding to the activities [26][27]. Routine rigidity is created from the ability of rejection in adapting the
discontinuities due to self-reinforcing [28][29][30]. On top of that, new capabilities would be difficult to be

developed due to the exploitation process that could remove the exploration process [31][32][33].
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Inertia Threat Perceptions

The differences in the resource and routine rigidity are very important in finding the threat perception role
in discontinuous change nevertheless less attention has been made on the differences and interaction [21]. The role
of threat perception is crucial in order to determine whether the perception will increase or decrease inertia within
the organization as threat are defined as negative element especially in loss or out of control [16].

In the strategic change literature, threat perception was described as response catalyst as showed by Huff
and his colleagues on how threat-related stress could overcome inertia whilst [34] found that companies are willing
to execute strategic change due to performance decline. On the other hand, [35] said the manager need to evaluate
external changes due to the effect on the performance before execute internal change in the first place. Threat not
only reduce the inertia claimed by strategic management literature but it also increases inertia in the organization
and it also motivated by three intermediate behaviors as claimed by management scholar in applying social-
psychology ideas; authority, reduced experimentation and focusing on existing sources [36].

The threat of perception will lead increase the authority centralization, better formalization and adjustment
on procedures whilst the previous research shows the firm’s leader will reduce the level of experimentation in

responding to the crisis also preserve the existing resources from creating any opportunities [37][38][39][40].

Measuring Organizational Inertia

The effect of inertia work as an obstacle which keep the firm from having changes within the firm itself and
restrain organization’s capabilities from learning the new market especially on the New Product Development
(NPC) and it may hinder the firm’s ability from expanding through the change process [41]. This study assessed the
inertia effect on the organizational performance through three stages; (1) pre-change, (2) the implementation stage
and (3) post-change stage.

The first stage of inertia is a state of planning and decision making as this is the upmost stage in analyzing
the environments while second stage is the implementation phase as this stage will analyze the mismatched
problems which occurred at this point. This is also known as “stage of trouble” which inertia will react immediately
and most of the change progress could fail due to the mismanagement cause by inertia forces. Delaying the process
in overcome inertia could result in inertia forces by getting stronger by time. Finally, third stage is the stage of the
transformation of the firm in completing the change process nonetheless it depends on the firm’s knowledge,
leader’s capabilities, and response from organization to the inertia. Thus, this study will foresee the effect of
organizational inertia towards organizational performance whether it would cause good or bad effect to the firm

during decline period.
I1l.  THEORIES AND IMPACTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL INERTIA

Theory of Structural Inertia

[42] has proposed the theory of structural inertia which has provide a well-structured framework for
modelling processes of organizational change as change-resistant complex systems is risky as inaction. The theory
emphasized on the survival advantage to the modern organization on the aspects of reliability and accountability as
the major sources. Reducing the variability of products or services and fulfilling the demands of customers’

expectations in the aspects of timing, quality and prices are under the term of reliability meanwhile the rewards of
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accountability can be considered as if they are able to document how the resources are allocated and convincing
members, investors and clients on the decision for the specific outcomes. The rate of accountability and reliability is
high if the goals are institutionalized and activities routinized nonetheless it also generate the pressure of inertial as
this process will boost the competencies of replication and exploitation [42].

However, structural inertia is not a continuous process in the life-course of organizational as it is differ in
the aspects of age and size nonetheless the function of organization reliability and accountability is to increase the
size monotonically with size and age. The rate of changes within organization decreases as organization getting
grow older and the movement of resistance to change is the same as reliability and accountability as well. Structural
inertia theory is a dynamic theory that comes with multiple feedback loops and it is consistent during the process of
organization change but it does not show the relationship of organizational inertia, change and survival which has

been emphasize by the theory.

Organizational Ecology Theory

The theory of ecology organizational is about organization population which explains about organization
diversity and composition of population in the organization change through time patterns of source utilization” [43].
“Population” in this theory share certain similar features such as technologies, goals, and forms of authority [44].
The term of ecological in this theory is referring to the dependence of members’ on a certain set of resources and
respond to the changes in their environment.

This theory described strategic change as an element of environmental forces that emphasis on the reason
of the firm failures. In this view, the causes of firm failures are because of the management choice in setting the
characteristics which is incompatible with the current environments whilst the theory explain on how the
organization population change through time although they might had changed little especially individual firms.
This theory emphasize that organizational change is difficult, costly, consuming time and high degree of failures but
successful organization is the one that keeps on reproduce their structures and routines consistently. Maturity of
organization is related to organizational inertia which brings positive thing from this view nevertheless the challenge
lies on how to identify the situations which survivability advantage produces by inertia [45] and how young

organization suffer from a liability of newness due to certain situations.

Impacts of Organizational Inertia

As emphasized by [46] organizational inertia could be a tool for survivability of organization as
organizational inertia also will prevent them from innovating and change their business model due to past
experience related to various organizational structures, inertia behavior for systems and strategies and fixed
operating procedures [47]. Findings from previous studies on Organizational Inertia by [44] which organizational
inertia have positive side as supported by organizational ecologist. Thus, organization with higher level of inertia
might grow and become market leader or a monopolist. Manager in the position of high level of inertia was
motivated by the sales volume growth and it is a way to ensure organization can survive.

Thus, manager willing to accept lower profits by increasing the number of output than optimal and by
certain period of time other firms will decide to leave the market which prevent the firm from producing more

outputs. As stressed by [48] in [49], certain level of organizational inertia needed by them to ensure they will
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function effectively with stability and legitimacy. On top of that, reliable organization can maintain their consistency
of product quality or services by reducing variety in the organization [44]. [50] stressed the more stable structure of
organization the higher chances for organization to survive.

Previous studies on organizational inertia has indicates negative effects which will affect organization
performance but the development of construct and finding showed positive and significant relationship on
organizational performance. Organizational inertia or resistance to change will benefit the organization by saving
costs but change process will costs in financial aspect to organization at the same time. Resistance to change also
will benefit organization by making them as monopolist in the market as some of organization decided to undergo
change process while organization decided to remain inertia in market.

As the world facing changes rapidly, organization also need to adapt with current changes within volatile
environment which enable them to encounter the blockages or obstacles in the market. However, organization that
tends to invest in new business no matter in new technology or not, they will face greater risk by entering new
business [36][51]. Hence, organizational inertia will do some favors in assisting organization to maintaining routines
in preserving previous victorious practices as their reference in the volatile environment [52]. Previous successful
practices could help organization in considerate their needs during change process whether to adapt or remain the
same as before whilst inertia will prevent additional costs during and after change process such as during

retrenchment process.

IV.  CONCLUSION
Based on discussion above on organizational inertia, it has negative affect on innovation as the existence is
due to reluctant to change from within organization especially employee who resist to change although it is
important for them to adapt due to volatile environment [12][53][54][55][56][57]. However, previous studies on

organizational inertia showed important roles and prior on size and age [58][59][60] in the organization.

REFERENCES

[1] Yi, S, Knudsen, T., & Becker, M. C. (2016). Inertia in Routines: A Hidden Source of Organizational
Variation. Available at SSRN 2712193.

[2] Godkin, L. and Allcorn, S. (2008), “Overcoming organizational inertia: a tripartite model for achieving
strategic organizational change”, The Journal of Applied Business and Economics, Vol. 8 No. 1, pp. 82-94.

[3] Polites GL, Karahanna E (2012) Shackled to the status quo: The inhibiting effects of incumbent system habit,
switching costs, and inertia on new system acceptance. MIS Quart. 36(2):21-42

[4] Lai, L. H., Liu, C. T., & Lin, J. T. (2011). The moderating effects of switching costs and inertia on the
customer satisfaction-retention link: auto liability insurance service in Taiwan. Insurance markets and
companies: analyses and actuarial computations, 2(1), 69-78.

[5] Greenfield, H. I. (2005). Consumer inertia: A missing link?. American Journal of Economics and

Sociology, 64(4), 1085-1089.

[6] White, L., &Yanamandram, V. (2004). Why customers stay: reasons and consequences of inertia in financial
services. Managing Service Quality: An International Journal, 14(2/3), 183-194.

[71  Sull,D.N.(1999),“Why Good Companies Go Bad?”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 77 No.4, pp. 42-52.

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/VV2412/PR200747
Received: 05 Jan 2020 | Revised: 20 Jan 2020 | Accepted: 30 Jan 2020 4247



International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, Vol. 24, Issue 02, 2020
ISSN: 1475-7192

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]
[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]
[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

Chesbrough, H. and Crowther, A.K. (2006), “Beyond high tech: early adopters of open innovation in other

industries”, R&D Management, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 229-236.

Chesbrough, H. and Schwartz, K. (2007), “Innovating business models with co development partnerships”,

Research Technology Management, VVol. 50 No. 1, pp. 55-59.

Hung, D. F. (2015). Sustained Competitive Advantage and Organizational Inertia: The Cost Perspective of

Knowledge Management. Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 6(4), 769-789.

Delfgaauw, J., & Swank, O. H. (2016). Task-Specific Human Capital and Organizational Inertia. Journal of

Economics & Management Strategy, 25(3), 608-626.

Blumentritt, T. and Danis, W.M. (2006), “Business strategy types and innovative practices”, Journal of

Managerial Issues, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 274-291.

Matthyssens, P., Vandenbempt, K. and Berghman, L. (2006), “Value innovation in business markets:

breaking the industry recipe”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 35 No. 6, pp. 751-761.

Cyert, R.M. and J. G. March (1992), A Behavioral Theory of the Firm. Blackwell: Oxford.

Simon, H.A. (1947), Administrative Behaviour. The Free Press: New York.

Jackson, S. E., & Dutton, J. E. 1988. Discerning threats and Opportunities, Administrative Science Quarterly,

33:370-387

Leonard-Barton, D. 1992. Core capabilities and core rigidities: A paradox in managing new product

development. Strategic Management Journal, 13; 111-125

Levitt, B., & March, J. G. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual review of sociology, 14(1), 319-338.

Becker, M.C. (2004), “Organizational routines: a review of the literature”, Industrial and Corporate Change,
Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 643-77.

Christensen, C. M., & Bower, J. L. 1996. Customer power, strategic investment, and the failure of leading

firms. Strategic Management Journal, 17: 197-218

Henderson, R. 1993. Under-investment and incompetence as responses to radical innovation: Evidence from

the photolithographic alignment equipment in dustry. RAND Journal of Economics, 24: 248-270

Pfeffer, J., &Salancik, G. R. 1978. The external control of organizations. New York: Harper & Row.

Noda, T., & Bower, J. L. 1996. Strategy making as iterated processes of resource allocation. Strategic

Manage ment Journal, 17: 169-192.

Gilbert, R. J., Newberry, D. M. 1982. Preemptive pat enting and the persistence of monopoly. American

Economic Review, 72: 514-52

Reinganum, J. F. 1983. Uncertain innovation and the persistence of monopoly. American Economic Re view,

73: 741-748.

Feldman, M. S., & Pentland, B. T. 2003. Reconceptualizing organizational routines as a source of flexibility

and change. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48: 94-118

Nelson, R.R. and Winter, S.G. (1982), An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change, Belknap Press of

Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/VV2412/PR200747
Received: 05 Jan 2020 | Revised: 20 Jan 2020 | Accepted: 30 Jan 2020 4248



International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, Vol. 24, Issue 02, 2020
ISSN: 1475-7192

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

Miller, D. and Friesen, P. H. (1984), “A longitudinal study of the corporate life cycle”, Management Science,

Vol. 30 No. 10, pp. 1161-1183.

Sigglekow, N. (2001). Change in the presence of fit: The rise, the fall, and the renaissance of Liz Claiborne.
Academy of Management Journal, 44: 838-867.

Tushman, M. L., & Anderson, P. 1986. Technological discontinuities and organizational environments.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 31: 439-4

Benner, M. J., &Tushman, M. L. 2001. Exploitation, exploration, and process management: The productivity

dilemma revisited. Academy of Management Review, 28: 238-256

Burgelman, R. 1994. Fading memories: A process theory of strategic business exit in dynamic environments:

Administrative Science Quarterly, 39: 24-56

March, J. G. 1991. Exploration and exploitation in organ izational learning. Organization Science, 2(1): 71

a7.

Lant, T. K, Milliken, F. J., & Batra, B. 1992. The role of managerial learning and interpretation in strategic

reorientation. Strategic Management Journal, 13: 585-608

Barr, P. S., & Huff, A. S. 1997. Seeing isn't believing: Understanding diversity in the timing of strategic

response. Journal of Management Studies, 34: 337 370

Gilbert, C. G. (2005). Unbundling the structure of inertia: Resource versus routine rigidity. Academy of

Management Journal, 48(5), 741-763.

Hartman, S. J., & Nelson, B. H. 1996. Group decision in the negative domain. Group and Organization

Management, 21: 146-162

Mittal, V., & Ross, W. T. 1998. The impact of positive negative affect and issue framing on issue

interpretation

and risk taking. Organizational Behavior and Human Development, 76: 298-324

Ross, J., &Staw, B. M. 1993. Organizational escalation and exit: Lessons from the Shoreham nuclear power

plant. Academy of Management Journal, 36: 701 732

Staw, B. M., Sandelands, L., & Dutton, J. 1981. Threat rigidity effects in organizational behavior.

Administrative Science Quarterly, 26: 501-524. Stuart, T. E., &Podolny, J. M. 1996. Local search

Adams, M.E., Day, G.S., Dougherty, D., 1998. Enhancing new product development performance: an

organizational learning perspective. The Journal of Product Innovation Management 15 (5), 403-422.

Baum, J. A., & Rowley, T. J. (2002). Companion to organizations: An introduction. The Blackwell

companion to organizations, 1-34.

Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1984). Structural inertia and organizational change. American sociological

review, 149-164.

Peli, G. (2009). Fit by founding, fit by adaptation: Reconciling conflicting organization theories with logical

formalization. Academy of Management Review, 34(2), 343-360.

Van Witteloostuijn, A. (1998). Bridging behavioral and economic theories of decline: Organizational inertia,

strategic competition, and chronic failure. Management Science, 44(4), 501-519.

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/VV2412/PR200747
Received: 05 Jan 2020 | Revised: 20 Jan 2020 | Accepted: 30 Jan 2020 4249



International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, Vol. 24, Issue 02, 2020
ISSN: 1475-7192

[46]

[47]

(48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

Huang, H. C,, Lai, M. C,, Lin, L. H., & Chen, C. T. (2013). Overcoming organizational inertia to strengthen
business model innovation: An open innovation perspective. Journal of Organizational Change
Management, 26(6), 977-1002.

Hannan, M. T., Pélos, L., & Carroll, G. R. (2004). The evolution of inertia. Industrial and Corporate
Change, 13(1), 213-242.

Zantvoort, B. (2015). On inertia: resistance to change in individuals, institutions and the development of

knowledge. Cosmos and History: The Journal of Natural and Social Philosophy, 11(1), 342-361.

Tsai, W. (2001). Knowledge transfer in intraorganizational networks: Effects of network position and

absorptive capacity on business unit innovation and performance. Academy of management journal, 44(5),

996-1004.

Aryasa, K. B., Wahyuni, S., Sudhartio, L., &Wyanto, S. H. (2017). The Impact of Absorptive Capacity,

Organizational Inertia on Alliance Ambidexterity and Innovation for Sustained Performance. Academy of

Strategic Management Journal.

Yamakawa, Y., Yang, H., & Lin, Z. J. (2011). Exploration versus exploitation in alliance portfolio:

Performance implications of organizational, strategic, and environmental fit. Research Policy, 40(2), 287-296.

Chiaroni, D., Chiesa, V. and Frattini, F. (2011) ‘The open innovation journey: how firms dynamically

implement the emerging innovation management paradigm’, Technovation, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp.34-43.

Dodgson, M., Gann, D. and Salter, A. (2006) ‘The role of technology in the shift toward open innovation: the
case of Procter & Gamble’, R&D Management, Vol. 36, No. 3, pp.333-346.

Moore, G. A. (2004). Darwin and the demon: Innovating within established enterprises. Harvard business

review, 82(7-8), 86-92.

Nijssen, E.J., Hillebrand, B., Vermeulen, P.A.M. and Kemp, R.G.M. (2006), “Exploring product and service

innovation similarities and differences”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp.

241-251.

Witzeman, S., Slowinski, G., Dirkx, R., Gollob, L., Tao, J., Ward, S. and Miraglia, S. (2006), “Harnessing
external

technology innovation”, Research-Technology Management, Vol. 49 No. 3, pp. 19-27.

Dobrev, S. D., Kim, T. Y., & Carroll, G. R. (2003). Shifting gears, shifting niches: Organizational inertia
and change in the evolution of the US automobile industry, 1885-1981. Organization Science, 14(3),
264-282.

Shimizu, K., &Hitt, M. A. (2005). What constrains or facilitates divestitures of formerly acquired  firms?
The effects of organizational inertia. Journal of Management, 31(1), 50-72.

Snell, S. A., & Dean Jr, J. W. (1994). Strategic compensation for integrated manufacturing: The moderating

effects of jobs and organizational inertia. Academy of Management Journal, 37(5), 1109-1140.a. Liao, S.H.,

2002. Problem solving and knowledge inertia. Expert Systems with Applications 22, 21-31.

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/VV2412/PR200747
Received: 05 Jan 2020 | Revised: 20 Jan 2020 | Accepted: 30 Jan 2020 4250



International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, Vol. 24, Issue 02, 2020
ISSN: 1475-7192

[60] Shenbagavalli, R., Ramar, K. Classification of soil textures based on laws features extracted from
preprocessing images on sequential and random windows (2011) Bonfring International Journal of Advances
in Image Processing, 1, pp. 15-18.

[61] John Wilson, J.S., Chandrasekar, N., Magesh, N.S. Morphometric analysis of major sub-watersheds in Aiyar
and Karai Pottanar Basin, Central Tamil Nadu, India using remote sensing and GIS techniques (2012)

Bonfring International Journal of Industrial Engineering and Management Science, 2 (1), pp. 8-15.

DOI: 10.37200/1JPR/VV2412/PR200747
Received: 05 Jan 2020 | Revised: 20 Jan 2020 | Accepted: 30 Jan 2020 4251



	Delfgaauw, J., & Swank, O. H. (2016). Task‐Specific Human Capital and Organizational Inertia. Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 25(3), 608-626.
	Cyert, R.M. and J. G. March (1992), A Behavioral Theory of the Firm. Blackwell: Oxford.
	Levitt, B., & March, J. G. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual review of sociology, 14(1), 319-338.
	Reinganum, J. F. 1983. Uncertain innovation and the persistence of monopoly. American Economic Re view, 73:  741-748.
	Sigglekow, N. (2001). Change in the presence of fit: The rise, the fall, and the renaissance of Liz Claiborne.
	Academy of Management Journal, 44: 838-867.
	Lant, T. K, Milliken, F. J., & Batra, B. 1992. The role of managerial learning and interpretation in strategic reorientation. Strategic Management Journal, 13: 585-608
	Barr, P. S., & Huff, A. S. 1997. Seeing isn't believing: Understanding diversity in the timing of strategic response. Journal of Management Studies, 34: 337 370
	Mittal, V., & Ross, W. T. 1998. The impact of positive negative affect and issue framing on issue interpretation
	and risk taking. Organizational Behavior and Human Development, 76: 298-324
	Baum, J. A., & Rowley, T. J. (2002). Companion to organizations: An introduction. The Blackwell companion to organizations, 1-34.
	Dodgson, M., Gann, D. and Salter, A. (2006) ‘The role of technology in the shift toward open innovation: the  case of Procter & Gamble’, R&D Management, Vol. 36, No. 3, pp.333–346.
	Moore, G. A. (2004). Darwin and the demon: Innovating within established enterprises. Harvard business review, 82(7-8), 86-92.
	Dobrev, S. D., Kim, T. Y., & Carroll, G. R. (2003). Shifting gears, shifting niches: Organizational inertia and change in the evolution of the US automobile industry, 1885–1981. Organization Science, 14(3), 264-282.
	Shimizu, K., &Hitt, M. A. (2005). What constrains or facilitates divestitures of formerly acquired firms?  The effects of organizational inertia. Journal of Management, 31(1), 50-72.

