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The study analyzed recent scientific articles published between 2018 and 2023 and
relevant involving innovation in organizational management, used in this study as primary
data, which highlight innovative organizations in some content from those that are not. In
view of the number of themes arising from the analysis of these scientific works, a
synthesis and a framework proposal that collaborates in the evaluation of factors related to
innovative organizations is presented. At the same time, this study indicates the paths of
new studies found in the area that deepen the knowledge about the factors that contribute
to the promotion of innovative organizations and their relationships.

Organizational innovation. Evaluation framework. Organizational development.

1 Fluminense Federal University (UFF)

2 Fluminense Federal University (UFF)

8 Fluminense Federal University (UFF)

4 CINTURS - Algarve University

5 Pontifical Catholic University of Rio de Janeiro
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Innovation works as a strategic lever for progress in the dynamic and highly
competitive business environment, whether through disruptive technologies or innovative
business models. Organizations that do not invest in innovation run the risk of stagnation
and irrelevance, as they can affect their competitiveness, growth capacity and resilience in
the long term. The ability to innovate is a characteristic that is increasingly becoming a
crucial requirement for survival in the ever-evolving scenario of global trade, thus becoming
a prerequisite for managing your innovation.

Innovation is essential to the success of any organization in a highly competitive
and constantly evolving environment. In search of competitive advantages, companies
can explore different types of innovation, each with its own characteristics, advantages,
and challenges. Damanpour & Wischnevsky (2006) argue that existing theories of
organizational innovation based on differences between types of innovation lack empirical
support; That is, regardless of any type of innovation, the framework for classifying
innovative and non-innovative organizations does not vary. The authors emphasize the
need for more rigorous and comprehensive research designs to advance the
understanding of organizational innovation and its antecedents and consequences.

When analyzing an Innovation-generating organization (IGO), Damanpour (2020)
evaluates that, in order to produce and commercialize innovations, it is more dependent
on the management of technological knowledge than the non-innovative or adoptive
organization (IAO); whose dependence is on the management of the organization to
assimilate and adopt innovations.

Also for Damanpour (2020), the differences between innovative and non-innovative
organizations are related to several characteristic factors, such as organizational context
(size and age), innovation characteristics (radicality and source), and innovation
measurement (speed and magnitude).

Some innovations of non-innovative companies in emerging economies, according
to Anand et al. (2021), are known as imitations, because they are based on replicas and
non-traditional imitation.

Carvalho et al. (2016) when comparing innovative and non-innovative companies,
do not consider the types of innovation in their study relevant and assume that innovative
companies have a higher level of resilience due to their ability to generate and support
financial performance in a post-crisis international economic period.

The analysis of Brazilian publicly traded companies divided into innovative and

non-innovative groups, while maintaining the similarity between the economic sectors,
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confirms the assumption that innovation improves the performance of companies and
makes them more resilient to unexpected changes in the business environment.

Organizational and environmental characteristics are considered important according
to Walker (2008) for the type of innovation, and these relationships should be analyzed
together with the ongoing innovative activity. Its conclusions complement the existing
literature on organizational innovation, demonstrating that different models to classify
innovative and non-innovative companies are important to understand the complex
interrelationships that exist because the complementary relationships between types of
innovation may not be as extensive as previously argued.

Lé & Schmid (2020) argue that the current approach to innovation provides a limited
view of the actual process of innovating. The authors suggest that a deeper understanding
is needed to explain and encourage innovation in the field of research methods. For this
reason, despite the universal recognition of the importance of innovation, it remains a
complex challenge to understand what distinguishes innovative organizations from non-
innovative ones. The quest to classify organizations based on their innovative capacity
requires more than a superficial analysis of products or services; It requires an assessment
of organizational culture, leadership dynamics, resource allocation, and the broader
contextual factors that shape innovation ecosystems.

In this work, in order to understand where scientific studies related to innovation are
going, the problem question of the study arises: "What does the scientific literature bring
about innovative organizations?", recognizing that innovation is not a rigid concept, but a
multidimensional process that manifests itself in various forms and contexts, whether in a
startup Silicon Valley giant revolutionizing interaction with technology or in a local company
increasing customer satisfaction through incremental improvements. It can be seen that
both have in common the presence of innovation; driven by creativity, collaboration, and the
continuous search for improvements and advancements.

In this article, a framework that allows organizations to be evaluated along the
spectrum of innovation dynamics is presented as a contribution to innovation management.
Therefore, the objectives of this study were to present the directions that the studies found
in the scientific literature are going in the production of knowledge about innovation,
published works between 2018 and 2023, and to present a conceptual framework, a
framework, that allows evaluating organizations along a spectrum of factors that lead them
to transform.

Dodgson et al. (2014), Anthony et al. (2017) and Cooper & Sommer (2020), analyzed

various aspects of innovation management and identified an insufficiency of better tools and

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



framework to evaluate and improve innovation performance. This research seeks to
contribute to filling this gap by integrating company characteristics, information sources,
barriers to innovation, and innovation efforts into a more comprehensive analysis.

It is considered that the suggestion of this framework also contributes to future
studies related to the theme, as it changes the market dynamics with superior and more
sustainable business models; either through new products and services; in addition to

contributing to the reduction of production costs or provision of services.

The research has a qualitative approach with a rational analysis that allowed to
establish the theoretical approaches on operational models of innovative organizations.
After an initial bibliographic review of a narrative nature (Cavalcante & Oliveira, 2020), a
literature review was carried out following the guidelines of Codina (2020) and Kraus et al.
(2020), which establishes that it is an investigation in which the selected documents are
used as primary data.

The aggregation and interpretation of these data represent the method of analysis
used; it can be applied as a methodology in any area of the Humanities and Social
Sciences, with the purpose of allowing the researcher to identify trends, evidence, and
gaps in the field of research on innovation and innovative companies, through rigorous
research in previous works.

The research process of the article comprises four main phases: planning,
conduction, extraction and execution (Kraus et al. (2020). The following sections describe
the literature search, the selection process, and the construction of a conceptual matrix

based on the analysis of the selected studies shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Overview of the database search process.
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Following the guidance of Kraus et al. (2020), we sought to answer the question of

where studies on Innovation in the field of Management are going, and to develop a
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conceptual framework that can guide evaluations of companies in their moves to improve
their innovative performance. The protocol adopted to identify and analyze the pertinent
studies is detailed below.

In the selection phase, first searches were carried out in the academic libraries -
Scopus, WoS and Research Rabbit Al, using different combinations of keywords, with the

following search strings (in Portuguese and English): Table 1

Table 1. Search strings

DATABASES RESEARCH STRINGS RESULT
"Innovative Organization” AND ("experimentation” | Scopus -
OR 209
"risk management" OR "engagement"); WoS - 236
framework Rabbit- 81
AND ("resource allocation™ OR "adaptability of
First research the
processes” OR "stimulus to collaboration™);
"Innovation 526 items
of processes" AND ("continuous improvement"
OR
"disruptive innovation" or "project agility");
"outcome measurement” AND ("market impact" Scopus -
OR "customer satisfaction" OR "sustainability"); 178
Wo0S, Scopus "leadership and visio_n':'AND ("visionary WoS - 225
e Research | Second research . leadership” OR = Rabbit - 80
Rabbit mn_ovatlon Tetncs "or learning™); extt:::rnal
environment" AND ("regulatory scenario” OR 648 items
"benchmarking competitive” OR
"technological disruption");
"framework in  innovation” AND ("model of Scopus -
evaluation" OR "innovation management” OR 139
"innovation models" WoS - 187
Third survey businesses") and "innovative and non-innovative | Rabbit - 51
companies”
AND ("criteria of differentiation" OR "capacities of | 212 articles
innovation" OR "areas for improvement")
LI ] = | P 1386 articles

Source: Authors

As shown in Figure 1, the criteria for including or excluding studies during the
review were defined. Once duplicates were eliminated, the articles between 2018 and
2023 were separated.

In the specified libraries, a search for title, abstract, and keywords was performed
using the aforementioned strings, which resulted in an initial set of 1386 studies (articles).
An inductive focus was used to evaluate the main constructs defined by the science of
innovation management in the supply chain to collect the evidence with the objective of
categorizing organizations as innovative or non-innovative and unraveling the factors that
drive innovation, outlining the paths of innovation management for organizational

transformation.
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In the selection of documents, the inclusion criteria were articles that addressed the
strings mentioned in Table 1 and were in English and Portuguese, were "enriched cited
references" and "open access". The following exclusion criteria were rejected: year of
publication prior to 2018, with the result of 154 articles. In the case of authors with studies
with the same approach, the most comprehensive study was chosen, i.e., the one with the
most up-to-date and detailed information. Therefore, based on the complete review of the
text, 31 articles were selected that were considered relevant and aligned with the proposed
review and that met the inclusion/exclusion criteria.

Next, the process of developing the concept matrix is described, then the
dimensions found in the selected articles are detailed, based on Bashir et al. (2020);
Chutivongse et al. (2019) and Kovshova (2022) whose articles support that innovation
evaluation models are composed of several dimensions whose characteristics influence

an organization to become innovative.

This section contains the analysis of the literature review according to Kraus et al.
(2020), which later allowed the purposeful elaboration of a framework aligned with the

objectives, ensuring relevance, usefulness, and alignment with innovative organizations.

Chart 9 summarizes the authors and the themes with which they were studied.

Chart 9 - Authors associated with the topics studied
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The theoretical contributions analyzed in the various works of researchers,
unanimity is identified when addressing the dimensions related to organizational culture,
reflecting on experimentation, risk management and employee engagement; Ratifying that
investments in these dimensions is one of the differentials of innovative companies.

As for the dimensions related to an innovative structure; a large majority of authors
mentioned resource allocation in their articles as important in innovative companies, only
Wiwoho et al. (2020), Kalogiannidis et al. (2022) and Lizarelli et al. (2019) did not.
Regarding process adaptability (82%) and encouraging collaboration (72%), Kanake &
Kemboi (2020), Radhika (2022), Zhang et al. (2022) Gao et al. (2021), Sun et al. (2022),
Wiwoho et al. (2020), Kalogiannidis et al. (2022), and Lizarelli et al. (2019) did not mention
this dimension.

From the point of view of the methods employed, researchers conducted literature
reviews (Radhika, 2022; Wiwoho et al., 2020; Garcia et al. 2022), interviews with experts
(Hooi, 2019; Audretsch & Belitski, 2023; Farida & Setiawan, 2022) or a combination of
both (Lizareli et al., 2019; Kalogiannidis et al., 2022), application of statistical and
mathematical models (Elmawazini et al., 2022; Kanake & Kemboi, 2020; Zhang et al.,
2022) and a combination with literature reviews (Gao et al., 2021; Sun et al., 2022;
Ayinaddis, 2023) others, contributed with case studies (Vepo et al., 2020; Uyug Segun &
Tugrul, 2023; Mascarefio et al., 2019). Four studies that design a framework were
identified (e.g., Zhang et al., 2022; Lizareli et al., 2019; Zanfelicce et al., 2022, Galaso &
Kovafik, 2018). A study was developed based on Business Process Modeling (BPM)
(Banu (2018).

In the dimension, performance measurement, (Rhaiem & Amara, 2021 and
Mascarefio et al., 2019) contributed with a focus on market impact; in the leadership and
vision and external environment dimensions, the authors who contributed with their
articles, (e.g., EImawazini et al, 2022; Audretsch & Belitski, 2023; Werlang and Rosseto
(2019); Timotius (2023) and Melo et al., (2021) indicated that this dimension is a central
element and promotes a remarkably positive effect on organizational innovation
performance. Leadership and fair distribution of resources can foster a positive, shared,
and innovative climate, leading to improved organizational innovation performance. The
innovation frameworks suggested in the literature are often structured based on a set of
specific elements, such as dimensions of innovation processes consisting of continuous
improvement, disruptive innovation and agility in the implementation of innovations, Reyes
Acevedo et al. (2022), Zanfelicce et al. (2022), Ayinaddis (2023), Garcia et al. (2022),
Farida & Setiawan (2022) and Liu (2019), are part of the 59% of authors who highlight the
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importance of this dimension, along with Keiningham et al. (2020), Timotius (2023) and
Distanont & Khongmalai. (2018).

To arrive at the set of dimensions of the framework, researchers conducted
literature reviews (Radhika, 2022; Wiwoho et al., 2020; Garcia et al. 2022), interviews with
experts (Hooi, 2019; Audretsch & Belitski, 2023; Farida & Setiawan, 2022) or a
combination of both (Lizareli et al., 2019; Kalogiannidis et al., 2022), application of
statistical and mathematical models (ElImawazini et al., 2022; Kanake & Kemboi, 2020;
Zhang et al., 2022) and a combination with literature reviews (Gao et al., 2021; Sun et al.,
2022; Ayinaddis, 2023) others, contributed with case studies (Vepo et al., 2020; Uyug
Segun & Tugrul, 2023; Mascarefio et al., 2019). We identified four studies that design a
framework (e.g., Zhang et al., 2022; Lizareli et al., 2019; Zanfelicce et al., 2022, Galaso &
Kovafik, 2018). A study was developed based on Business Process Modeling (BPM)
(Banu (2018).

The analysis of the scientific literature between 2018 and 2023 highlighted the
importance of several key factors in building a framework to evaluate organizations along
the innovation spectrum. By adopting it, organizations can foster a culture of innovation,
allocate resources strategically, adopt integrative organizational approaches, develop
collaborative innovation mechanisms, improve their internal processes through agile
practices, and effectively measure the results of their innovation initiatives. This can help
organizations improve their competitiveness and sustainability in today's rapidly changing

business environment.

After examining the selected articles, it was possible to fit them into six macro
dimensions, presented in Chart 3, namely: organizational culture, organizational structure,
innovation processes, performance measurement, leadership and vision, and external

environment.

Table 3. Macro dimensions of Innovation

Dimensions Description

A strategy of openness to experimentation, risk management in
I.  Organizational culture | innovating and a personnel policy focused on employee engagement
through its projects.

Strategy that directs its resources to innovative projects, through
flexible, decentralized and adaptive management in the allocation of
resources, open communication, collaboration between
multidisciplinary teams to
adaptability of processes and constant experimentation and rapid
adaptation to changes in the external environment as a stimulus to
collaboration.

II.  Organizational
structure
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Strategies to improve the efficiency, agility and flexibility of internal
. Innovation processes | processes, through automation, process management, the adoption
of digital technologies and continuous improvement.
Strategies that assess and track the impact of innovation initiatives
on the market, including defining, monitoring, and analyzing specific
performance indicators, such as new product adoption rates or
services, increased customer satisfaction, improved operational
efficiency, and increased market share.

Strategies that promote a culture of innovation and inspire
employees through indicators and metrics in innovation, from
visionary leadership to contribute with new ideas and solutions,
oriented towards knowledge and learning.

Strategies that aim to understand, adapt and take advantage of the
opportunities and challenges of the external environment, such as
analysis of trends and changes, technological disruptions, external
collaboration, openness to open innovation and networking.

Source: Authors

V. Performance
measurement

V. Leadership and vision

V. External environment.

Next, for each of the dimensions, the main contributions of the identified studies are
highlighted.

. Dimension — Organizational Culture

The Organization's willingness to experiment with new ideas, technologies, and
processes, according to Hooi (2019), Vepo et al. (2020), and Uyug Segun & Tugrul
(2023), depends on cultivating a culture of freedom and openness among employees,
driven by leadership, as well as collaboration between different departments and teams,
diversity and inclusion, and the ability to learn from mistakes and failures. Together, these
practices create an environment conducive to innovation, empowering employees to
engage to explore new solutions and approaches.

The following is an elaboration on the structural aspects used to classify innovative

organizations (Chart 4).
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Table 4. Components of the Dimension - Organizational culture.

Main components Description Authors
Autonomy for employees in the
execution of tasks, flexible work Hooi (2019)

Openness to

experimentation schedules, facilitates access to the Uyug Segiin & Tugrul (2023)

internet for research and encourages Vepo et al. (2020)
employees to contribute with their ideas.

Individuals are inclined to take greater
risks when living in environments

marked by favourable conditions, Davies & Buisine (2018)
Risk Adoption whether demonstrated through flexible Hutchison-krupat & Chao (2014)
managers, minimal bureaucratic Schwartz (2004 e 2016).

obstacles or policies that promote
sustained investment

Behavioral, psychological, social and
structural training efforts have a positive
impact on the perception of the degree
of innovation, and employees are
encouraged and empowered to
contribute with innovative solutions

Radhika (2022)
Kanake & Kemboi (2020)
Abdullahi et al. (2021)

Employee engagement

Source: Authors

Il Dimension — Organizational structure

The elements of the organizational structure play an important role in the
classification of innovative organizations because, according to Thomond & Lettice
(2008), Zhang et al. (2022), Gao et al. (2021), Klingebiel & Rammer (2012) and Sun
et al. (2022), they provide an organizational structure that supports innovation,
through a team dedicated to innovation, with clear roles and responsibilities defined,
and the existence of efficient communication channels that are the foundation and
framework within which innovation thrives.

The following is an elaboration on the structural aspects used to classify innovative

organizations (Chart 5).
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Table 5. Dimension Components - Organizational structure.

Resource Allocation

benefits of disruptive innovations, emphasizing past

perceptions of success. Selective resource allocation

produces better innovation performance compared to

resource-intensive allocation, with better outcomes in
innovative firms.

Main components Description Authors
List of managers regarding the encouragement and Thomond & Lettice
rewards of innovation initiatives; disregarding the (2008)

Zhang et al. (2022)
Gao et al. (2021)
Klingebiel & Rammer
(2012)

Sun et al. (2022)

Process adaptability

The flexibility of the organization's processes allows it
to adjust and incorporate new ideas, technologies or
innovative approaches. This flexibility is demonstrated
by the company's ability through leadership
effectiveness and quick and decisive communication,
as well as through the cultivation of an innovation-
oriented culture with constant learning.

Wiwoho et al. (2020)
Kalogiannidis et al.
(2022)

Stimulating
Collaboration

The ability to establish partnerships and collaborations
between the organization and external stakeholders to
promote innovation, develops collaborative innovation
mechanisms through the strategic selection of
collaborating partners in innovation; in regional,
national and global networks, with significant results in
innovative companies.

Galaso & Kovaiik (2018)

Source: Authors

Dimension - Innovation Processes

Innovative organizations demonstrate, according to Ni & Sun (2009), Lizarelli et al.

(2019) and Reyes Acevedo et al. (2022), a systematic approach to innovation that

emphasizes creativity, collaboration, experimentation, disruptions and agility to face risks

throughout the innovation process, as well as the existence of a structured idea

management process, the definition of clear criteria for the selection of ideas, and the

existence of a process of evaluation and continuous feedback. The following is an

elaboration on the structural aspects used to classify innovative organizations (Chart 6).

Table 6. Components of the dimension — Innovation processes

Main components

Description

Authors

Continuous
Improvement

Building an organization that learns through
continuous improvement is possible and beneficial,
especially for non-innovative companies that are
lagging behind in quality management.
Continuous improvement programs play a
fundamental role in increasing the competitiveness
of innovative organizations, presenting positive and
significant relationships, regardless of the specific
continuous improvement program implemented.
Adopting continuous improvement practices has
more of an impact on innovation performance than
choosing a specific improvement program such as
Lean, Six Sigma, or Lean Six Sigma.

The Sun (2009)
Lizarelli et al.
(2019)

Disruptive Innovation

Disruptive innovations arise to provide affordable
solutions to needs neglected for years due to
financial constraints. Organizational change is a
sudden or gradual process that requires the
participation and contribution of everyone involved.

Reyes Acevedo et al.
(2022)
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Speed and efficiency with which innovative ideas are
translated into tangible results. The hurdles and
complications in agile execution of best practices is a
hurdle for non-innovative companies.
Product innovation has the most substantial positive
impact on the performance of innovative companies,
followed by process and organizational innovation.

Agility in Implementation Zanfelicce et al. (2022)

Ayanaddis (2023)

Source: Authors

IV. Dimension — Performance measurement

Innovative organizations must ensure, through the evaluation of the performance of
the return on investment, the time to market, and the number of patents and copyrights
registered (Garcia et al. (2022), Farida & Setiawan (2022), Liu (2019), Keiningham et al.
(2020)), the impact on the market of their innovative activities, as well as ensure lasting
competitive advantage through service excellence. The following is an elaboration on the

structural aspects used to classify innovative organizations (Chart 7).

Table 7. Dimension Components — Performance Measurement

Main components Description Authors

Ability of the organization to capture market share,
generate revenue, and outperform competitors

Market impact through innovation. Business performance in

innovation is a mediator between business
strategies and competitive advantages.

Garcia et al. (2022)
Farida & Setiawan (2022)

Customer satisfaction in innovative companies has
a dynamic interaction over time; This process
produces a co-evolution of customer satisfaction
and their innovation efforts, creating an increasing
innovation cycle.

Customer
satisfaction

Liu (2019)
Keiningham et al. (2020)

The organization sustains its competitive advantage

and relevance through continuous innovation in the

long term. Strategic leadership improves efficiency

and effectiveness, as well as exploits opportunities
or neutralizes external threats.

Long-Term
Sustainability

Brem et al. (2016)
Timothy (2023)

Source: Authors

V. Dimension — Leadership and Vision

According to Werlang & Rosseto (2019), there is a direct and positive relationship
between a learning-oriented organization and organizational innovation. Ren and Shen
(2023), Mascarefio et al. (2019) and Wijayanti et al. (2022), Uhl-Bien and Arena (2018),
suggest that non-innovative organizations can improve the internal aspects of their
business and promote an orientation towards learning and innovation. According to the
authors, this can occur through 1. the ability to communicate the vision and innovation
strategy to the entire organization; 2. the definition of clear and measurable objectives; 3.
The ability to inspire and motivate employees.
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The following is an elaboration on the structural aspects used to classify innovative

organizations (Chart 8).

Table 8. Components of the Dimension — Leadership and vision.

Main components

Description

Authors

Visionary Leadership:

It is the one that goes beyond traditional
management and inspires a culture of creativity,
experimentation and excellence in the organization;
identifies emerging trends and anticipates market
needs, with a compelling vision of the future and
articulates a clear path to achieve it.

Mascarefio et al. (2019)
e Wijayanti et al., (2022)
Ren A. Shen (2023)

Innovation metrics:

Identifying key performance indicators (KPIs) that
reflect the organization's commitment to innovation
and tracking progress over time. A set of KPIs was

proposed to measure innovation performance based
on strategy. ~
Measuring results allows you to learn from
experience and continuously improve the innovation
process.

Suwignjo (2022)
Banu (2018)

Learning orientation:

The organization's propensity to learn from
successes and failures and adapt its innovation
strategies accordingly. Learning from the innovation
mistakes and setbacks of the past, known as
Learning from Innovation Failures (LFIF), is
highlighted as one of the most promising features of
improving the innovation processes of innovative
organizations

Rhaiem & Amara
(2021)
Uhl-bien e Arena (2018)

VL. Dimensio

Source: Authors

n — Qutdoor Environment

The study by EImawazini et al. (2022) shows that human capital, government

efficiency, competition policy, intellectual and industrial property protection, labor market

flexibility, GDP per capita, significantly impact research and development in non-

innovative industries, as well as the analysis of market trends and opportunities,

collaboration with external partners, and the ability to adapt to changes in the external

environment. In developing countries, intellectual property and market rights and antitrust

policy are vital for innovative activity. These policies complement each other and their

effectiveness requires coordination between the different administrative services. The

following is an elaboration on the structural aspects used to classify innovative

organizations (Chart 9).

Table 9. Dimension Components — External Environment

Regulatory Landscape:

Main components Description Authors
Regulatory constraints and their
standards can affect an organization's
ability to innovate. These regulatory Blind (2012);

frameworks are significant factors that

influence the activities and conditions

established for companies, industries,
and entire economies

Elmawazini et al (2022)
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Main components Description Authors
Innovative companies can benefit from
innovation practices with other industries
and collaboration with geographically
close partners. Collaboration with
N _ customers at a dlstange may limit Audretsch & Belitski

Competitive benchmarking innovative companies to the (2023)
development of products adapted to the '
demands of the local market, restricting
their applicability and demand in other
markets and not characterizing a "new
innovation".

Innovative companies that intend to
expand the capacity to generate more
radical innovations should adopt
strategies such as allocating dedicated
Technological disruption: employees, seeking external resources, Melo et al. (2021),
and starting to build an innovation
portfolio by engaging in projects that align
with the business to gain visibility from
top management.

Source: Authors

In light of the analyses carried out, the proposed framework is presented that
allows stakeholders, including investors, customers and policymakers, to make informed

decisions about how to support and engage with innovative organizations.

Figure 2. Dynamic Framework for Innovative Organizations — CEDPLA
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In order to classify organizations based on their innovative activities, it was intended
to build a comprehensive framework that would take into account the different dimensions

of innovation and organizational behavior; therefore, this study adopts the model
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Organizational Culture — Organizational Structure — Processes — Performance —
Leadership and vision — External environment (which was named CEPDLA), see
figure 2, to evaluate the influence of these factors in the decision of innovative
companies, differentiate them from non-innovative ones and propose a framework with
these characteristics. The message of the acronym is that innovation is a complex process
that requires a systematic and integrated approach, involving different dimensions of the
organization. As organizations are able to align these aspects effectively, they will have a
greater chance of success in creating innovative products, services, and processes. Its
components were widely discussed in the literature review and the authors were

highlighted with their contributions.

This work began with the objective of understanding the paths that recent scientific
articles, published between 2018 and 2023, are taking, and then a framework was
proposed that would allow evaluating organizations along the innovation spectrum and
collaborating to unveil or delve into the underlying mechanisms that drive innovation and
outline paths for organizational transformation.

The classification of organizations as innovative or non-innovative is not merely a
binary distinction, but rather a complex evaluation that needs to consider multiple factors.
By adopting a framework that encompasses cultural, structural, process-oriented, results-
oriented, leadership, and environmental elements — organizations can foster a culture of
innovation that fuels long-term growth, as well as resilience and relevance in an ever-
evolving marketplace.

As a direct implication, the study provides a framework that can be used by
organizations for self-assessment and identification of areas for improvement in innovation
management. By identifying the factors that drive innovation, organizations can develop
more effective strategies and practices to foster innovation and achieve organizational
transformation. For example, if organizational culture is identified as a limiting factor, the
organization can develop strategies to promote a culture more focused on
experimentation, risk acceptance, and employee engagement.

Regarding the theoretical contributions, the study proposes a theoretical framework
that integrates the main elements and factors that affect innovation in organizations. This
framework can be used as a basis for future studies on innovation and organizational

transformation. In addition, the study provides a careful analysis of the elements of the
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framework, based on the authors of the theoretical framework, which increases the validity
and reliability of the proposed model.

Regarding practical contributions, the study provides a practical model for
organizations to assess their level of innovation and identify the factors that drive or limit
innovation. This model can be used as a diagnostic tool for innovation management,
helping organizations to develop more effective strategies and practices for organizational
transformation.

However, the study has some limitations, such as the need for empirical validation
of the proposed framework and the need for longitudinal studies to evaluate the
effectiveness of the model in practice.

Therefore, future research may focus on empirical validation of the framework and
evaluation of the effectiveness of innovation strategies and practices developed based on
the proposed model. In addition, future research may also investigate the influence of
other factors on innovation, such as cultural diversity, interdepartmental collaboration, and
knowledge management.

Understanding the relationship between innovation and productivity at the company
level can allow managers to design better interventions where research and development
play a crucial role in the innovation process at the company level. It should be noted that
frameworks are structured approaches or can be seen as valuable tools for simplifying
complex concepts and processes, aiding in understanding and communication.

As limitations of the study, simplification is pointed out, which, if excessive, can lead
to the inability to capture the complexity of the real world; or even, they may limit their
applicability in different contexts and situations, and may lack adequate validation, without
empirical tests, which impairs their reliability. The research adopted a qualitative approach
with a rational analysis, which may have some limitations, such as the researcher's
subjectivity in interpreting the data and the difficulty in generalizing the results to other
contexts. In addition, the initial literature review of a narrative nature may have introduced
a bias in the selection of studies, since the research may have been limited to studies
published in certain languages or in certain periods, which may have affected the
representativeness of the results. Despite following the guidelines of Codina (2020) and
Kraus et al. (2020) in the literature review, the research may still have some limitations
related to the selection of documents.

Regarding the bias of the authors of the study, it is important to consider that the

selection of documents, the interpretation of the data and the synthesis of information may
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have been influenced by the theoretical and methodological perspectives of the

researchers.

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



10.

11.

Abdullahi, M., Raman, K., & Solarin, S. (2021). Effect of organizational culture on
employee performance: A mediating role of employee engagement in Malaysia
educational sector. International Journal of Supply and Operations Management, 8(3),
232-246. https://doi.org/10.22034/1I3SOM.2021.3.1

Anand, J., McDermott, G., Mudambi, R., & Narula, R. (2021). Innovation in and from
emerging economies: New insights and lessons for international business research.
Journal of International Business Studies, 52(4), 545-5509.
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-021-00426-1

Anthony, S. D., Gilbert, C. G., & Johnson, M. W. (2017). Dual transformation: How to
reposition today’s business while creating the future. Harvard Business Review Press.

Audretsch, D. B., & Belitski, M. (2023). Geography of knowledge collaboration and
innovation in  Schumpeterian firms. Regional Studies, 58(4), 821-840.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2023.2222137

Ayinaddis, S. G. (2023). The effect of innovation orientation on firm performance:
Evidence from micro and small manufacturing firms in selected towns of Awi Zone,
Ethiopia. Journal of Innovation and  Entrepreneurship, 12(1), 26.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-023-00290-3

Banu, G. S. (2018). Measuring innovation using key performance indicators. Procedia
Manufacturing, 22, 906-911. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2018.03.128

Bashir, H., Alsyouf, I., Alshamsi, H., Abdel-Razek, R. H., & Gardoni, M. (2020). The
association between structural organization characteristics and innovation in the
context of the UAE service sector. An empirical investigation. 2020 IEEE 7th
International Conference on Industrial Engineering and Applications (ICIEA), 1060-
1064. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIEA49774.2020.9101963

Blind, K. (2012). The influence of regulations on innovation: A quantitative assessment
for OECD countries. Research Policy, 41(2), 391-400.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.08.008

Brem, A., Maier, M. A., & Wimschneider, C. (2016). Competitive advantage through
innovation: The case of Nespresso. European Journal of Innovation Management, 19,
133-148. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-05-2014-0055

Carayannis, E. G., & Campbell, D. F. J. (2021). Democracy of climate and climate for
democracy: The evolution of quadruple and quintuple helix innovation systems.
Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 12(4), 2039-2061.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13132-021-00778-X

Carayannis, E., Grigoroudis, E., Campbell, D., Meissner, D., & Stamati, D. (2017). The
ecosystem as helix: An exploratory theory-building study of regional co-opetitive
entrepreneurial ecosystems as quadruple/quintuple helix innovation models. R&D
Management, 48. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12300

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Carvalho, A., Ribeiro, I., Cirani, C., & Cintra, R. (2016). Organizational resilience: A
comparative study between innovative and non-innovative companies based on the
financial performance analysis. International Journal of Innovation, 4, 58-69.
https://doi.org/10.5585/iji.v4il1.73

Cavalcante, L. T. C., & Oliveira, A. A. S. de. (2020). Métodos de revisao bibliografica
nos estudos cientificos. Psicologia: Revista da Faculdade de Ciéncias Humanas e
Sociais, 26(1), 83-102. https://doi.org/10.5752/P.1678-9563.2020v26n1p82-100

Cerne, M., Cater, B., Cater, T., Koman, M., & Redek, T. (2023). Management
innovation as an enabler of firm performance in the context of Industry 4.0: A
longitudinal multi-source, multi-sector analysis. Innovation: Organization &
Management, 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2023.2177858

Chesbrough, H. (2003). The logic of open innovation: Managing intellectual property.
California Management Review, 45, 33-58.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000812560304500301

Christensen, C. (1997). The innovator’s dilemma. Harvard Business School Press.

Chutivongse, N., & Gerdsri, N. (2019). Creating an innovative organization. Journal of
Modelling in Management, 15(1), 50—-88. https://doi.org/10.1108/JM2-05-2018-0067

Codina, L. (2020). Revisiones bibliogréaficas sistematizadas en ciencias humanas y
sociales. Methodos, 1(1), 50-60. https://doi.org/10.31009/methodos.2020.i01.05

Cooper, R., & Sommer, A. (2020). New-product portfolio management with Agile:
Challenges and solutions for manufacturers using Agile development methods.
Research-Technology Management, 63, 29-38.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08956308.2020.1686291

Damanpour, F. (2020). Organizational innovation: Theory, research, and direction.
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Damanpour, F., & Wischnevsky, D. J. (2006). Research on innovation in
organizations: Distinguishing innovation-generating from innovation-adopting
organizations. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 23(4), 269-291.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2006.08.002

Davies, M., & Buisine, S. (2018). Innovation culture in organizations. In M. Chouteau,
J. Forest, & C. Nguyen (Eds.), Science, technology and innovation culture (Cap. 6).
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119549666.ch6

Distanont, A., & Khongmalai, O. (2018). The role of innovation in creating a competitive
advantage. Kasetsart Journal of Social Sciences.
https://doi.org/10.1016/).kjss.2018.07.009

Ejimabo, N. O. (2015). The influence of decision making in organizational leadership
and management activities. Journal of Entrepreneurship & Organization Management,
4, 138. https://doi.org/10.4172/2169-026X.1000138

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Elmawazini, K., Atallah, G., Rafiquzzaman, M., & Guesmi, K. (2022). Do regulatory
policies matter to corporate innovation? International Review of Financial Analysis, 84,
102398. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2022.102398

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdorff, L. (1995). The triple helix—University-industry-
government relations: A laboratory for knowledge-based economic development.
European Association for the Study of Science and Technology Review, 14, 14-19.

Farida, |., & Setiawan, D. (2022). Business strategies and competitive advantage: The
role of performance and innovation. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market,
and Complexity, 8, 163. https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8030163

Galaso, P., & Kovarik, J. (2018). Collaboration networks and innovation: How to define
network boundaries. (Working Paper No. 18/2018). Instituto de Economia,
Universidad de la Republica, Dpto. Fundamentos del Analisis Econdmico, Universidad
del Pais Vasco. https://ideas.repec.org/p/uuv/wpaper/18-2018.htmi

Gao, P, Fan, X., Huang, Y., & Chen, Y.-J. (2021). Resource allocation among
competing innovators. Management Science, 68(8), 6059-6074.
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2021.4167

Garcia, L. J., Botura Junior, G., & da Silva, J. C. R. P. (2023). Innovation and marketing
strategy: A systematic review. International Journal of Innovation, 11(3), €23150.
https://doi.org/10.5585/2023.23150

Hooi, C. (2019). Global human resources: A key to mission accomplishment. Journal
of Global Mobility: The Home of Expatriate Management Research, 7.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JGM-01-2018-0007

Hue, T. T. (2019). The determinants of innovation in Vietnamese manufacturing firms:
An empirical analysis using a technology—organization—environment framework.
Eurasian Business Review, 9(3), 247-267. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40821-019-
00125-w

Hutchison-Krupat, J., & Chao, R. O. (2014). Tolerance for failure and incentives for
collaborative innovation. Production and Operations Management, 23(8), 1265—-1285.
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12092

Kalogiannidis, S., Chatzitheoridis, F., Giannarakis, G., & Mavrommati, A. (2022).
Business organizations' flexibility as an innovation tool: Factors affecting flexibility in
organizations. LISS, 9, 259-312. https://doi.org/10.33168/L1SS.2022.0417

Kanake, M., & Kemboi, A. (2020). Employee empowerment and innovative work
behavior: The moderating role of leader-member exchange. SEISENSE Journal of
Management, 3, 13-23. https://doi.org/10.33215/sjom.v3i5.421

Keiningham, T., Aksoy, L., Bruce, H. L., Cadet, F., Clennell, N., Hodgkinson, |. R., &
Kearney, T. (2020). Customer experience driven business model innovation. Journal
of Business Research, 116, 431-440. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.003

Kim, W. C., & Mauborgne, R. (2005). A estratégia do oceano azul: Como criar novos
mercados e tornar a concorréncia irrelevante. Elsevier.

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Klingebiel, R., & Rammer, C. (2012). Resource allocation flexibility for innovation
performance: The effects of breadth, uncertainty, and selectiveness. ORG: Other
Innovation & Organizational Behavior (Topic). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1991823

Kovshova, I. (2022). Digital transformation: The age of innovations in business and
society. In P. Antonella, F. De Fabio, M. Violeta, & M. Nawazish (Eds.), Digital
transformation (Ch. 8). IntechOpen. https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.102797

Kraus, S., Breier, M., & Dasi-Rodriguez, S. (2020). The art of crafting a systematic
literature review in entrepreneurship research. International Entrepreneurship and
Management Journal, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4

Ledo, P., & Mira da Silva, M. (2021). Impacts of digital transformation on firms'
competitive advantages: A systematic literature review. Strategic Change, 30, 421-
441. https://doi.org/10.1002/jsc.2459

Leydesdorff, L., & Zawdie, G. (2010). The triple helix perspective of innovation
systems. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 22(7), 789-804.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2010.511142

Liu, J. (2019). Customer satisfaction and firms' innovation efforts in marketing: Taking
shipping logistics companies as an example. Journal of Coastal Research, Special
Issue No. 94: Selected Topics in Coastal Research: Engineering, Industry, Economy,
and Sustainable Development, 940-944. https://www.jstor.org/stable/26854077

Lizarelli, F. L., de Toledo, J. C., & Alliprandini, D. H. (2019). Relationship between
continuous improvement and innovation performance: An empirical study in Brazilian
manufacturing companies. Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, 32(9—
10), 981-1004. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2019.1653178

Lloyd, R., & Aho, W. (2020). The four functions of management - An essential guide to
management principles. Management Open Educational Resources, 1.
https://doi.org/10.58809/CNFS7851

Lundvall, B.-A. (Ed.). (2010). National systems of innovation: Toward a theory of
innovation and interactive learning. Anthem Press.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1gxp7cs

Martinez-Sanchez, A., Vela-Jiménez, M.-J., Pérez-Pérez, M., & Abella-Garcés, S.
(2014). Innovation, organizational flexibility, and performance. In M. L. Jaksi¢, S. B.
Rakocevi¢, & M. Marti¢ (Eds.), Innovative management and firm performance: An
interdisciplinary  approach (pp- 235-253). Palgrave = Macmillan UK.
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137402226_12

Mascareno, J., Rietzschel, E., & Wisse, B. (2019). Envisioning innovation: Does
visionary leadership engender team innovative performance through goal alignment?
Creativity and Innovation Management, 29. https://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12341

Melo, J. C. F., Bagno, R. B., Rio, B. C. P., Salerno, M. S., Dias, A. V. C., & Freitas, J.
S. (2021). From enthusiasts to systematic innovation: The journey of building the
innovation function in a large industrial organization. Gestao & Produgado, 28(2),
€5197. https://doi.org/10.1590/1806-9649-2020v28e5197

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Moore, J. F. (1993). Predators and prey: A new ecology of competition. Harvard
Business Review, 71(3), 75-86.

Nelson, R. R. (1992). National innovation systems: A retrospective on a study.
Industrial and Corporate Change, 1(2), 347-374. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/1.2

Ni, W., & Sun, H. (2009). The relationship among organisational learning, continuous
improvement and performance improvement: An evolutionary perspective. Total
Quality Management, 20, 1041-1054. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783360903247312

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) & Eurostat.
(2018). Oslo manual 2018: Guidelines for collecting, reporting and using data on
innovation (4th ed.). OECD Publishing.

Perez, C. (2003). Technological revolutions and financial capital: The dynamics of
bubbles and golden ages. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Porter, M. (1980). Competitive strategy: Techniques for analyzing industries and
competitors. The Free Press.

Prahalad, C. K., & Ramaswamy, V. (2004). Co-Creating unique value with customers.
Strategy & Leadership, 32, 4-9. https://doi.org/10.1108/10878570410699249

Radhika, B. (2022). Exploring the relationship between employee empowerment and
organizational innovation. International Journal of Emerging Technologies and
Innovative Research, 9(7), h173-h180.
https://www.jetir.org/papers/JETIR2207729.pdf

Reyes Acevedo, J. E., Pacheco Robles, R. A., Cordova Lopez, G. L., Garcia Valles, K.
M., Tello Campos, N. J., Salas Guerra, A., & Bardales Ruiz, N. (2022). Disruptive
innovation as a generator of organizational change. International Journal of Advances
in Engineering and Management (IJAEM, 4(12), 529-534.
https://doi.org/10.35629/5252-0412529534

Rhaiem, K., & Amara, N. (2021). Learning from innovation failures: A systematic review
of the literature and research agenda. Review of Managerial Science, 15.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-019-00339-2

Ries, E. (2017). The Lean Startup: How today's entrepreneurs use continuous
innovation to create radically successful businesses. Currency.
https://books.google.pt/books?id=prDZAQAACAAJ

Rogers, E. M. (1962). Diffusion of innovations (1st ed.). Free Press.

Rogers, E. M. (1995). Diffusion of innovations (4th ed.). Free Press.

Ronzani, C., Rezende, P., Paiva, E., & Pigola, A. (2021). Fundamentos estratégicos
promovendo a capacidade de inovacdo em negdcios tradicionais e de impacto social.
Revista de Gestédo e Projetos, 12, 56-84. https://doi.org/10.5585/gep.v12i2.17978
Rybin, M., Stepanov, A., & Morozova, N. (2020). The system of key performance

indicators of innovative activity as management innovation in oil and gas companies.
In (pp. 605-612). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-40749-0_72

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

Sawang, S. (2011). Key performance indicators for innovation implementation:
Perception vs. actual usage. Asia Pacific Management Review, 16(1), 23-29.
https://doi.org/10.6126/APMR.2011.16.1.02

Schumpeter, J. A. (1911). Teoria do desenvolvimento econémico. Dunker & Humblot.

Schumpeter, J. A. (1942). Chapter VII: The process of creative destruction. In
Capitalism, socialism and democracy (pp. 81-106). Harper & Brothers.

Schwartz, B. (2004). The paradox of choice: Why more is less. Ecco.
Schwartz, B. (2016). The paradox of choice: Why more is less (Revised ed.). Ecco.

Sereia, V., Stal, E., & Camara, M. R. (2015). Fatores determinantes da inovagéo nas
empresas agroindustriais de carne. Nova Economia, 25, 647-672.
https://doi.org/10.1590/0103-6351/2344

Sudolska, A., & Lapinska, J. (2020). Exploring determinants of innovation capability in
manufacturing companies operating in Poland. Sustainability, 12(17), 7101.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12177101

Sun, J., Han, Z., & Zhang, Z. (2022). Resource allocation framework for optimizing
long-term infrastructure network resilience. Journal of Infrastructure Systems, 29, 1-
12. https://doi.org/10.1061/JITSE4.ISENG-2083

Suwignjo, P., Gunarta, I. K., Wessiani, N. A, Prasetyo, A. E., & Yuwana, L. (2022).
Framework for measuring process innovation performance at Indonesian state-owned
companies. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and Complexity, 8(2), 95.
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8020095

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G. P., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic
management. Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533.

Thomond, P. N., & Lettice, F. (2008). Allocating resources to disruptive innovation
projects: Challenging mental models and overcoming management resistance.
International Journal of  Technology Management, 44(1-2), 1-21.
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTM.2008.020702

Tidd, J., & Bessant, J. R. (2021). Managing innovation: Integrating technological,
market and organizational change. John Wiley & Sons.

Timotius, E. (2023). The role of innovation in business strategy as a competitive
advantage: Evidence from Indonesian MSMEs. Problems and Perspectives in
Management, 21, 92-106. https://doi.org/10.21511/ppm.21(1).2023.09

Uyug Sengun, D., & Tugul, T. (2023). Exploring the relationship between
organizational cultures, openness to experience, and work engagement. Proceedings
of the International Conference on Business Excellence, 17(1), 2108-2118.
https://doi.org/10.2478/picbe-2023-0184

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

Van de Ven, M., Lara Machado, P., Athanasopoulou, A., Aysolmaz, B., & Turetken, O.
(2023). Key performance indicators for business models: A systematic review and
catalog. Information Systems and e-Business Management, 21(3), 753-794.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10257-023-00650-2

Vepo do Nascimento Welter, C., Oneide Sausen, J., & Rossetto, C. R. (2020). The
development of innovative capacity as a strategic resource in technology-based
incubation activities. Revista de Gestao, 27(2), 169-188.
https://doi.org/10.1108/REGE-02-2019-0034

Walker, R. (2008). An empirical evaluation of innovation types and organizational and
environmental characteristics: Towards a configuration framework. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 18. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum026

Werlang, N., & Rossetto, C. (2019). The effects of organizational learning and
innovativeness on organizational performance in the service provision sector. Gestao
& Producao, 26. https://doi.org/10.1590/0104-530x3641-19

Zhang, Z., Wang, Z., & Zhu, Y. (2022). Optimal path selection of innovation resource
allocation in China’s regions with shared inputs. Economic Research-Ekonomska
Istrazivanja, 35(1), 1457-1480. https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2021.1969979

From Knowledge to Innovation: The Multidisciplinary Journey
A framework for evaluation of the level of innovation in organizations



