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Factors Influencing an Organisations ability to Marage Innovation: a Structured
Literature Review and Conceptual Model

Abstract

Management literature prescribes innovation asnausits for sustained competitive
advantage in companies however the nature of thelalgment in this field has
resulted in the literature being broad and frage@ntThis paper focuses on the body
of literature concerned with the factors which ufihce innovation management in
organisations. The aim of this research is togmea holistic view of the factors that
effect innovation management. Using a systemaécature review approach, using
over 100 papers, this research identifies 9 kefpfadhat impact on an organisations
ability to manage innovation. These 9 factors hbegen identified as management
style and leadership, resources, organisationalictsite, corporate strategy,
technology, knowledge management, employees aravation process. The paper
then discusses the inductively derived model thesgnts the important relationships
identified between the factors to present a haoligtew of innovation management.
From this we open up the debate on innovation memagt as a systemic approach
rather than being focused on the singular factdh&e can therefore conclude that a
number of dominant relationships exist between fédreors with the innovation
process being the only endogenous factor withimtbdel.



Introduction

Innovation has long been cited as essential foarosgtional competitiveness and
success (McAdam and Keogh, 2004; Edwards et aD5)20 This awareness of

innovation has generated a great deal of literataréhe subject of innovation. As a
result innovation has become an extensive conbaptcin be perceived in a number
of different ways. For the purpose of this reskase used Tidd et al's (2001: 38)
definition of innovation which is “Innovation is@ocess of turning opportunity into

new ideas and of putting these into widely usedctma’. Damanpour (2001)

presents a typology of innovation types, innovatman be radical, incremental,
product, process, administrative or technical. d@wpwing these two definitions

together innovation in the context of this reseanadrk can be thought of at its

broadest sense, considering various types of irtrmyva

A wide body of literature has arisen that idensifilne common factors shared by
innovative organisations and the factors that irhpaic the ability to manage

innovation. The general management literaturenofieescribes that organisations
should increase their organisational innovativertessemain competitive (Porter,

1990; Lengnick-Hall, 1992; Roberts, 1998), butliterature often neglects to address
how organisations can impact on their ability tonage innovation. Using this body
of literature we conduct a structured literaturdew that identifies the organisational
factors that influence the ability to manage inrtara at the firm level. Such a

systematic approach to the innovation literaturenissing from the current body of

literature. By identifying and analysing the fastowe identify where relationships

between the factors exist, this is achieved thodghntification of the relationships

that are commonly cited in the literature. Thidl emable academics and practitioners
alike to understand what factors can be manipulbyedrganisations to increase their
ability to manage innovation. Although this papers not provide a prescriptive

method for organisations to follow to become inriwe it does identify what factors

and relationships are important in impacting anaaisgtions ability to manage

innovation.

The aim of this paper is to provide a comprehensigav of the factors which
influence an organisations ability to manage intiova Often studies regarding
success factors for innovation considers thesefadhdependent of each other (for
example, van der Panne et al., 2003), we argubisnpper that the factors are not
independent of each other and are in fact intededlaWe therefore put forward the
proposition that innovation management needs tmwheidered in a holistic manner.

Methodology

The fundamental research problem that faces argareiser working in the area of
innovation is the vastness of literature on thgextib The authors used a systematic
literature review technique as an effective medreoping with the number of papers
published in this area.

Although systematic review theory was developedhfraoedical research methods, it
is gaining awareness in the management reseatdh(Tieanfield et al., 2003; Denyer
and Neely, 2004; Pittaway et al., 2004). Traditlomarrative literature reviews are



criticised for being heavily influenced by reseanchias (Mulrow, 1994; Denyer and
Neely, 2004).

Systematic reviews “bring together as many studgepossible that are relevant to the
research being undertaken, irrespective of theiblipleed location, or even
disciplinary background” (Thorpe et al., 2004: 258his must be done in a way that
ensures that all the decisions that are made dtmmgeview process are transparent;
this allows readers to determine the suitability tbé studies included and the
robustness of the conclusions drawn (Denyer andyiN2@04).

The literature search begins with keywords andcéetarms (Tranfield et al., 2003).
For this study, we selected the following keyworalsd strings: drivers AND
innovati*, barriers AND innovati*, organisatio* ANIhnovati*, “factors influencing
innovation”, “innovative organisation”, “innovatimess” and “organisational
innovativeness”. These keywords were entered imbonment academic databases,
including ABI Proquest, Emerald and Ingenta. Theablases were searched for
citations from 1960 to present. This process redlut the retrieval of 4,212 citations.

Using the same methodology as Thorpe et al. (2@6&3%e citations were then
downloaded into bibliographic software, where tikes were analysed against pre-
defined inclusion and exclusion criteria. Althoughere are weaknesses with
analysing only the titles of studies other authasge found this approach useful when
dealing with a massive amount of citations (Pittawtal., 2004; Thorpe et al., 2005).
If there was ambiguity with a study’s title, thetation abstract was reviewed to
understand the relevance of the study. At thisitpdhe citations were examined to
identify duplicate citations, book reviews and ayrapus authors. After this initial
review and title analysis, 977 relevant citatioesained in the database.

Criteria to Select Sources

The abstracts of the selected 977 citations weadysed to understand their fit and
contribution to the purpose of this study. We dedira set of characteristics that a
paper should present in order to maximise the tyafithe systematic review, these
inclusion criteria are seen in table 1.

Table 1 - Inclusion Criteria

Criteria Reasons for Inclusion

All industries and secta To gain a wide picture of the factors that affeamisationa
innovation and innovativeness — not just limiteodt® area.

All countries To ensure a cross-cultural view ajamisational innovativeness.

Barriers to innovation il To identify the factorthat inhibit<innovation in the organisation

organisations context.

Drivers for innovation in To identify the factors that encourages innovatiothe organisational

organisations context.

Characteristics of innovativ =~ To identify the characteristics that are evidentiiganisations the

organisations have been recognised as innovative

Conducting a similar exercise, a set of exclusioteiga were identified (as seen in
table 2) these identify the characteristics whiduld make a paper worthless to this
study.



Table 2 — Exclusion Criteria

Criterie Reasons for Exclusit

National systems of This is not in the organisational context.

innovation

Implementation of specifi The results are foised on the innovation being implemen
innovations

Consumer innovativeness To exclude many articlaisftitus on how consumer innovativeness

affects the product/services they buy.

As a result of this stage, 102 studies were consitipertinent to this literature review
(marked bold in the references). The full textdhaf studies were then reviewed in-
depth to extract organisational factors that implaetability to manage innovation.

Identifying the factors influencing an organisatiors ability to manage innovation
The 102 studies selected were analysed to idefdifyors affecting organisations
ability to manage innovation. From each articlk fext, the factors described were
located in the text extracted as quotes into abdsi e.g. “shared vision” from
Calatone et al., (2002) and Garcia-Morales et(2006). This was repeated for the
102 articles resulting in 423 database entriesy #&xact duplicate quotes (factors)
were immediately eliminated, reducing the entr@s821. Additionally any factors
that were concerned with common themes were mergay, “Leadership” and
“Leadership style” were combined. This reduced thenber of factors to 295.
However, many of the factors in the database wetatad to one another, e.g.
“Market knowledge” and “Knowledge integration”. e of use to study innovation
the factors needed further consolidation.

To rationalise the factors influencing an organisgs ability to manage innovation a
strategy was used that has been described inatitf@rays by different authors. Jones
(2004) uses ‘Nominal Group’ technique, i.e. a pbsbkigathering where the
participants use brain-storming techniques, andafeiranking of ideas and tabulation
(Mays and Pope, 2000).

This was repeated across all the 295 original fadtothe database to create 31 sub-
factors shown in column 2 of Table 3. The proagdigsnot group beyond the point
where further interpretation of authors’ descriptioof factors would have been
required. The second stage used the factor grgsmited by Damanpour (1991);
Read (2000); Lemon and Sahota (2004); Webster {200#stablish clusters of the 31
sub-factors created. The clustering resulted me rgeneric’ factors being identified
that could collectively represent all the origifiattors from the database, these are
shown in column 1 of Table 3. To maintain trackbof these nine factors to the
factors quoted from the full text articles the Bnko the 31 sub-factors and 295
original factors were maintained. For example urither factor “Technology” there
are a number of sub-factors including “Utilisatmintechnology”. For brevity, a third
column in Table 3 that lists the links to the 29tgimal remaining factors has been
omitted.



Table 3 — Factors and sub-factors influencing agasrisations ability to manage

innovation
Factor Sub-Factors
Technology Utilisation of technology

Technical skills and educatic
Technology strategy

Innovation process Idea generation
Selection andvaluation Technique
Implementation mechanism

Corporate strategy Organisational strategy
Innovation stratec

Vision and goals of the organisation
Strategic decision making

Organisationaltructure Organisational differentiatic
Centralisation
Formality

Organisationl culture Communicatio

Collaboration
Attitude to risk
Attitude to innovation

Employees Motivation to innovate
Employee skills and education
Employee personalities
Training

Resources Utilisation of slack resources

Planning and management of resources
Knowledge resourct

Technology resources

Financial resources

Knowledge nanagemet Organisational learnir
Knowledge of external environment
Utilisation of knowledge repositories

Management style aneadershi | Management persalities
Management style
Motivation of employees

In pursuit of clarity we have described what eaftthe factors mean in the context of
this research as they can often have different mgarn different contexts.

Technology. Technology is often discussed as an output of iation (Erdener and
Dunn, 1995; Madsen et al., 2005), but in this redeave are concerned with its role
as an influencing factor. Technology discussethia paper is concerned with the
utilisation of technology to facilitate innovati@nd innovative behaviour within and
between organisations.

I nnovation process. Although a few authors (Cummings and O'Connel, 18r8ght,
1987; Amar, 2004; Galia and Legros, 2004; Bessaat. £2005; Merx-Chermin and
Hijhof, 2005) discuss the impact of operational ge@sses on organisational



innovativeness, in the context of this papg®pcesses relate to the generation,
development and implementation of innovations.

Corporate Strategy. Strategy is a wide subject area and the definitan often be
confusing. Strategy in this research refers fieets of the corporate and innovation
strategies of the organisation (Damanpour and E¥884; Read, 2000; Martins and
Terblanche, 2003) and how they impact on the manage of innovation. It also
refers to the dissemination of the strategic vislooughout the organisation.

Organisational structure. Organisational structure has received much attemidhe
general management literature (e.g. Mintzberg, 1898 often covers more than the
simple configuration of the organisation. Howevewjthin this research
organisational structure relates to the way theouar parts of an organisation are
configured and how this impacts on an organisataimlty to manage innovation.

Organisational culture. Culture here refers to the culture of the orgarosat
although organisational culture has been discusgddly in general management
literature (e.g. Hofstede, 2001). In the conteéxthes research it relates to the values
and beliefs of the organisation and how these inheecability to manage innovation
within the organisation. It takes into considematithe organisation’s approach to
collaboration, communication and risk.

Employees. Employees refers to the non-management employeti afrganisation
and the role they play in affecting innovation mgeraent. This factor takes into
account the various personal characteristics assatwith employees (e.g. Ahmed,
1998; Bharadwaj and Menon, 2000) and the motivabbremployees to become
innovative (e.g. Mostafa, 2005).

Resources. Relates to all the resources that the organisdias, human, financial and

physical, but they are discussed in relation tolélel of slack resources (e.g. Nohria
and Gulati, 1996; Subramanian and Nilakanta, 199@) how resources are managed
(e.g. Knight, 1987; Wan et al., 2005) to impactamnorganisations ability to manage
innovation.

Knowledge management. Knowledge management in this research referghé¢o
management and utilisation of knowledge for innmraimanagement. This covers
all aspects of knowledge, both internal and extetmahe organisation. This factor
will also take organisational learning into consat®mn as it plays a key role in
knowledge management (e.g. Salavou, 2004; Ng, 2004)

Management style and leadership. Management style and leadership refers to the
employees that have responsibility for the manageroé the organisation.  This
factor is concerned with a number of aspects toathg management influences the
management of innovation. For example it takes adcount the management style
within the organisation (e.g. Pearson et al., 1$88and and Beckett, 2005) and how
management can motivate employees to become moodtive (e.g. Roffe, 1999;
Rivas and Gobeli, 2005).



Table 3 synthesises the results and discussioaslafge number of papers and puts
them into a common framework. The results of gtaége of the research show that
there are 9 factors (and relating sub-factors) itifatence an organisations ability to

manage innovation. Many authors have already pedd this type of analysis of the

literature (Damanpour, 1991; Tidd et al., 2001; e, 2003) but it has been limited

in its scope.

Although our findings do share some common facteith other studies we have

provided a more comprehensive view of the litemtaoncerning the factors that

influence innovation management. The work carriedio this research encompasses
different academic fields and organisational cotsteand has drawn together the
findings from over 100 studies on innovation toelep the factors in table 3.

The value in this work is not in the identificatiohthe factors but the examination of
the important relationships between the factorkis provides a more complete view
of how these factors and relationships impact amwation management. This
research aims to open up the debate on innovatianagement as a systemic
approach by organisations and not merely focusesirgular factors.

Relationship Model of Factors Influencing the Managment of Innovation

Development of Model

Through the structured review process a numbeelationships which exist between
the factors was captured. From this literatureesewve can identify the commonly
cited relationships that exist between the facidestified, this is shown in Figure 1.
The relationships (and direction of the relatiopshibetween the factors are denoted
in the model by the arrows. The arrows, and tleeeefelationships, were identified
after the factors (as seen in table 3) had beeuctinely derived. Further review of
the 102 papers examined reference to relationgf@pgeen any of the factors. While
the literature shows that all the factors had stemel of relationship between them
there were some relationships that were more coryntbscussed then others, it is
these commonly discussed relationships we havénesgised into an inductive model
in this paper.

It is important to note at this point that orgatisaal culture will require special
attention in the paper as it is the most commoiitigdcfactor in the literature for
impact an organisations ability to manage innovatidt was also seen to have the
widest impact on the other factors, organisatienéture is pervasive therefore we see
no benefit in explicitly linking it to the otherdtors in the model.



Management Style and
Leadership

Innovation Process

Organisational
Culture

Knowledge
Management

Figure 1. Relationships between the factors

Role of organisational culture

For this research ‘culture’ relates to the valued beliefs of the organisation and how
these impact the management of innovation withim dihganisation. It takes into
consideration the organisation’s approach to coliation, communication and risk.
Organisational culture is often intrinsic to theywan organisation functions and the
values it engenders within its operation. It iscathe most commonly discussed
factor relating to an organisations ability to mg@aannovation identified within this
study. Ahmed (1998) goes as far to say that ithes ‘primary determinant’ of
innovation. Due to the pervasive role that orgatm®al culture plays in the
management of innovation this factor is discusspdsately.

The relationship between culture and strategy ghliii complex and it is often
difficult to separate the effects strategy and welthave on each other. The
relationship between these two factors is examimiglain the literature in two ways.
Firstly, in the way the culture will drive the diegy adopted, for example some
authors (Veugelers and Cassiman, 1999; Craven.eR@02) discuss the impact
having a culture that encourages risk will havedewveloping strategies that have
higher levels of risk. Secondly, the literatureatdisses the impact corporate strategy
has on organisational culture. For example, soaothoas argue that by having a
shared vision of innovation, the organisationststri@ goals will translate into the
organisation’s culture (Vrakking, 1990; Calantoneé a@., 2002; Martins and
Terblanche, 2003; Lemon and Sahota, 2004; Ng, Zeé#ia-Morales et al., 2006).
Therefore it can be seen that an organisation&esjy can represent the underlying
culture that currently exists but corporate strategn also drive the culture within the
organisation. There is a delicate relationshipvben these two factors and strategic
change often requires a substantial change in m@tonal culture (Balogun et al.,
2004).

It is often difficult to separate organisationaltate and organisational structure as
both have developed in parallel over the lifetinfetiee organisation. While the
literature is in agreement on the nature of orgeim@eal culture for managing



innovation it is more difficult to discuss the ongsational structure conducive to
effective management of innovation. Mintzberg @Pdescribes the ‘innovative
organisation’ in his seminal work but this is a pglistic view of organisational

structure for innovation management. Burns andk&tg§1961) on the other hand
provide a contingent approach that highlights tlenglexities of organisational

context on the management of innovation, it is dgproach that we adopt when
considering the relationships within our model.

Management style, techniques and behaviour oftdlectethe culture of the
organisation. A move away from an autocratic menant style to a more
participatory and democratic style of managemeifects a culture that is focused on
stimulating innovation (Pearson et al., 1989; Roff899; Rivas and Gobeli, 2005;
Hyland and Beckett, 2005). Some authors mainta@ & change in management
attitude and approach can actually engender areuthat encourages and supports
innovation (McDonough and Leifer, 1986; Knight, ¥98Pearson et al., 1989;
Damanpour, 1991; Roffe, 1999; Read, 2000; Zwets@od1; Jaskyte, 2004; Hyland
and Beckett, 2005; Mostafa, 2005; Rivas and GoBeb5). Changes in management
characteristics can impact on the ability of orgations to manage innovation but
McDonough and Leifer's (1986) view that managememist retain a balance
between an innovative culture and the maintenanteeweryday operational
requirements is also important. This balanced vewften missing from the wider
innovation literature.

The notion of extended and networked enterprisesitiag been discussed in the
general management field, and a culture that suppaollaboration means that
networking can become a reality. Networking withey organisations, whether long-
term or short-term, can result in an organisatiattude to innovation changing
(Hadjimanolis, 2000; Kandampully, 2002; Pavitt, 206lor and Oltra, 2004; Jaskyte
and de Riobo, 2004; Medina et al., 2005; Mudraklgt2005). This is because the
organisation becomes open to new ways of thinkimiy @oing, and learns from the
experiences of other organisations or external dsodiOne of the key ways that
organisations can increase their external linkagakrough their employees having
contact with external bodies such as universitied @rofessional institutions. This
interaction with the external environment often utes in increased levels of
professionalism in the organisational culture. f&sionalism is often discussed in
relation to the positive impact it has on an orgation’s ability to manage innovation
(Daft, 1978; Damanpour, 1987).

The willingness to learn and generate knowledgesomiething that needs to be
inherent in the organisation’s culture (Subramanamd Youndt, 2005). An
organisational culture that actively seeks out né&mowledge and learning
opportunities has a culture that is descried dgariing orientation’ (Glynn, 1996;
Bharadwaj and Menon, 2000; Calantone et al., 2Q02&nal, 2004; Hult et al., 2004,
Salavou, 2004; Bates and Khasawneh, 2005; BrenndnDsoley, 2005; Merx-
Chermin and Hijhof, 2005). This learning orienpatiis a culture that supports the
generation of knowledge through a variety of chénsuch as learning from past
projects or obtaining knowledge external to theaargation. Learning here suggests
that the organisation also utilises the knowledust has been gained through the
learning process. Organisations that have a regkllof learning orientation and
knowledge generation use the knowledge to geneaatt develop new ideas.
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Accordingly, the more often organisations explbgit knowledge resources then the
greater chance they have of increasing the numbenmovations they develop
(Pavitt, 2002). Organisations that learn from itmeistakes have a different type of
culture from those organisations that relinquislewthey make a mistake.

Although in this section we have identified somehef direct relationships culture has
with the other factors, it also has residual effemt other factors within the model.
These effects will be discussed further in the gsislof the model.

Analysis of Model

As we have discussed, organisational culture peesesl of the factors in the model
and it is inappropriate to separate culture fromheaf the factors. The culture that
engenders innovation is often described as opearemtreativity and risk taking are
encouraged and information freely flows around trganisation (Roffe, 1999;

Calatone et al., 2002; Wan et al, 2005). The shaigion of an organisation that
supports and encourages idea generation and develdmeeds to be put in place
before other changes can be made to the orgamahfarctors.

Management style and leadership, Resources, Employees and Innovation process.
The literature supports the view that employees @@ empowered and autonomous
have a greater degree of control over their workis degree of control means that
employees feel comfortable in their role to be watove in their own work
environment (Thamhain, 1990; Tang, 1999; Zwetsl@0601; Amar, 2004; Mostafa,
2005; Muthusamy et al., 2005; Nystrom et al., 200Bpwever, some authors argue
that the level of management support given to engped/employees will affect their
ability to innovate (Knight, 1987; Tang, 1999; Mast and Terblanche, 2003;
Mostafa, 2005); therefore employees must not feeleain the pursuit of innovation.
Although employees are fundamental to the generatml development of new ideas
the literature argues that employees need to bengsufficient resources, in time,
materials and finance to allow ideas to emerge rfiitan, 1990; Avlonitis et al.,
1994; Pavitt, 2002; Hyland and Beckett, 2005; Miastda005). It is therefore the role
of management to ensure that the innovation processes to fruition and that
employees know how to interact with the innovatmnocess (Vandermerwe, 1987;
Johnson, 1990).

Organisational structure and Employees.  Organisational structure directly
influences employees within the organisation and ith done through a number of
channels such as the way teams are organised andetiree of formality. The
organisational structure can often dictate the neatf the jobs in the organisation
(Meadows, 1980; Koberg et al., 1996; Hage, 199%isend Moultrie, 2005). While
lone employees can develop innovations, teams pl@mes will be more important
in influencing overall ability of the organisatidn innovate (Anderson and West,
1998; Read, 2000; Lemon and Sahota, 2004; NokeRaithor, 2004; Muthusamy et
al., 2005). The use of team-based working is dégeion other factors such as open
and collaborative organisational culture and pgrditory management style therefore
employees working in teams will be more open t@uss and implement new ideas
within their teams.

Corporate strategy and Employees. The corporate strategy needs to be developed to
reflect the organisational culture and communi¢héeshared vision and goals of the
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organisation (Cottam et al., 2001; Ng, 2004; Jage., 2004). All employees of the
organisation need to understand how the corpotedéegy impacts upon their jobs
and what they need to do to help the organisatotmese their goals (Pearson et al.,
1989). Therefore, if an organisation wants to beremeffective at developing

innovations this needs to be reflected somewhetéiwithe corporate strategy,

otherwise employees will not see how innovatioeclily impacts on their day-to-day
tasks.

Technology, Knowledge management and Employees. Technology indirectly
impacts employees through knowledge managemenisthiscause ICT is commonly
used as a facilitator of knowledge transfer (Scearend Stuart, 2000; Kandampully,
2002); drawing together fragmented knowledge resmirto develop a single
knowledge repository (Ettlie, 1980; Damanpour, 198htunen, 2005). This means
that employees can gain access to a wide basechaflédge that is collected
throughout and beyond the organisation, and havisgnformation readily available
can support employees in the development of nevaside Successfully using
knowledge and learning tools, such as a knowledgmsitory, to feed into the
innovation process results in an integrated apprdacnew idea development and
implementation (Neely et al., 2001; Aranda and Ma{Fernandez, 2002).

Technology and Innovation process. The innovation process is the only endogenous
factor within the model, meaning that is derivettinally by other factors within the
model. It is affected by the employees, the mameye style and leadership of the
organisation and the technology used to enablembeagement of the process.
Technology is often used in a supportive role tlevéte various stages of the
innovation process (Watts et al., 1998; Petror®8120ewe and Dominiquini, 2006).
More often than not technology is discussed inti@feto the ‘fuzzy’ front end of the
innovation process. This is the stage of the iatiom process where ideas are
generated and that is difficult to capture and &xplhence the use of technology to
facilitate useful idea generation. Technologieshsas virtual reality (Watts et al.,
1998) and group work software (Klein and Dologi#®00; Pissarra and Jesuino,
2005) all have a place in the innovation process.

Employees and Innovation process. Our model identifies employees as the conduit
between the organisational factors and the innomgbrocess. They play a central
role in developing ideas as inputs into the innimvaprocess and without ideas the
innovation process simply would not function. Thierhture highlights that the
employees of the organisation are a potential smirce of ideas and they should be
encouraged to take part in the early stages torersiconstant supply of ideas is
generated to input into the innovation process (dvioan et al., 1993; Guimaraes and
Langley, 1994; Andriopoulos and Lowe, 2000; McAdamd McClelland, 2002;
Thamhain, 2003; Wood, 2003). Some authors do sttedgsemployees need to be
trained and educated before they can have a positipact on the innovation process
(Koen and Kohli, 1998; Loewe and Dominiquini, 200phimann et al., 2005;
Brennan and Dooley, 2005; Shipton et al., 2006).

In this section we have identified each of the camiy cited relationships and have
examined the nature of the relationships that destveen the factors. The analysis
of the model has highlighted that the relationstbpsnveen the factors are complex
and it can be difficult to tease out the main iel&hips existing between the factors.

12



However, we have presented a view of the factorsemtbfrom the innovation
management literature.

Discussion

Frequently innovation management literature disesisshe factors that affect
organisations’ ability to innovate in a way thadts the factors as mutually exclusive,
meaning that each factor has an individual impactirmovation. However the
relationships between the factors and the impaesehrelationships have on
innovation are largely ignored. This means that¢bmulative effect of the factors
and their relationships are not fully understoddhis paper has shown that there are a
number of important relationships that need to kameéned in greater detail to
understand how their effects impact on an orgaoisat ability to manage
innovation.

Figure 1 shows that the innovation process is éleéof that is impacted in some way
by all other factors which can be deemed as thequie factor that needs to be in
place for organisations to successfully managevation. Looking at the model in
figure 1 it can be seen that a number of the fachne exogenous which means they
are not impacted by other factors within the motleése factors group together to
impact on knowledge management, employees andtiowation process. Therefore,
we have condensed this collection of factors imte group. This leads to the model
being considered in a more simplistic way, taking structure of a pyramid, figure 2
highlights how the model can be restructured.

Organisational
Culture

Figure 2. Factors of innovation pyramid
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The exogenous factors, that have been groupedhimgetorm the base of the
pyramid. This shows that they are the foundatamidrs that define an organisation,
such as the organisational structure and corpstedéegy. Knowledge management
and employees are the conduit between the orgamisand the innovation process.
It is the employees of the organisation that ‘fe® innovation process with ideas.
The innovation process is placed at the top of plgeamid as this is the only
endogenous factor within the model in figure 1heTole of organisational culture is
one that is continuously developing and evolvidg changes are made in the levels
of the pyramid the organisational culture also ¢gjemnand provides a virtuous (or
vicious) circle of culture that engenders (or intsipinnovation.

This paper has looked at the factors that influgnnevation in a different way. We

have endeavoured to understand the complex retdtijo: that exist between the
factors affecting innovation management to allow # more complex view of

innovation in the organisational context. By adiugpta holistic view we can see that
changing the nature of some factors can impacttbardactors which might have a
positive effect on the way innovation in managedampanies.

The key emerging issues identified in this paper that some factors that impact
innovation are more important than others. Thisepdnas also drawn attention to the
need to understand the effects the inter-fact@ticgiships have on an organisations
ability to manage innovation. There is little engal evidence on the way
relationships affect innovation, it could be thatotor more factors being used
together in an coherent way is more effective imskating innovation that the factors
are on their own. It is this systems view thamissing from current thinking on
innovation management in organisations.

Conclusions
The research presented in this paper draws threeaoaclusions. Firstly, there are 9
important factors that impact on an organisatioafslity to manage innovation,
namely; management style and leadership, resourcaggnisational structure,
technology, knowledge management, corporate sirategmployees, and the
innovation process.

Secondly, organisational culture is a key factathimmanagement of innovation. It is
a factor that impacts all others and is also imgdaipon by changes in the other
factors. Therefore we can conclude that orgamisaticulture emerges and develops
through changes in the other factors.

Thirdly, the common relationships that exist amdhgse 9 factors and how can
impact on the management of innovation have beentifted. By examining these

relationships it can be seen that there are a nunfbexogenous factors that are not
impacted by any other factors within the model. e3é exogenous factors are
technology, organisational structure, resourcesmaadagement style and leadership.
This means that these factors play an importaré molthe antecedent phase of
effective innovation management. The innovatioacpss is the only endogenous
factor within the model which means that it doesingact on any other factor within

the model although it is influenced by other fastaithin the model. This means that
the innovation process is a key factor to whictogtller factors impact which suggests
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that the other factors impact an organisationstalbd manage innovation through the
mediating effect of the innovation process.

Practical Implications
The managerial implications of this work are twafol Firstly, organisations can
understand how the 9 factors influence their abild mange innovation and can
consider the nature of the factors currently witktieir organisations. Secondly,
organisations can understand that these factomsotl@perate independent of each
other but are interrelated. They can use the madeh thinking tool to begin to
understand that leveraging one factor will impattaange of other factors.

Figure 2 provides organisations with a graphicptesentation of the findings of this
study. This can be used to develop an understgrdihow the factors piece together
within their own organisational context.

The practical implication this research providesstholars is that it provides a
conceptual framework to build further research oAs the model presented in this
paper is inductively developed from literature lietefore needs to be tested in
subsequent empirical studies in order to testatsliy and relevance. The model can
be used to develop a series of hypothesises wilaichoe tested within organisations
to understand if the relationships identified frditerature actually exist within the

organisational context.

Limitations and Further Research

The literature on innovation is diverse and complard covers many different
subject areas and research fields. This can miakkfficult for academics and
practitioners alike to understand the wide-rangorganisational factors that can
influence an organisation’s ability to become mioreovative. There is agreement in
the literature that due to the complexities asgediavith innovation research, we will
never generate one true theory or best practiagenaivation (Tidd, 2001). What is
apparent is that the theories discussed hold trweaiious circumstances, such as;
relating to life-cycle stage of the organisationofi€rg et al., 1996; Sorensen and
Stuart, 2000), to the stage of development of tir@vation (Gopalakrishnan and
Damanpour, 1994), the type of innovation pursueani@npour, 1987; Damanpour et
al., 1989) and the wider environment that the oiggion operates within (Koberg et
al., 1996; Brennan and Dooley, 2005). This comtitay approach for generating
theory is common in innovation research (e.g. Walf@94; Damanpour, 1996), but
what is also important is the role of the relatlups between the factors which
influence an organisations ability to manage intiovea The relationships between
factors will be influenced by organisational coriteych as organisational size, age
and the external environment which are contingaotors. Although this paper has
not examined the influence the contingency factoase on the relationships, we
acknowledge that these factors are important toréutesearch. Further work needs
to be undertaken to understand how contingencyrsawill alter the relationships
discussed in this paper, by contextualising anyréutempirical work based on a
contingent approach.
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