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ABSTRACT

This research explores the role of “Innovation Gatekeepers” within corporate entities, and
how these individuals impact the way in which new ideas are explored and funded. Drawing
on the authors experience in corporate innovation and new product development, the study
seeks to understand how these individuals, strategically positioned within organisational
hierarchies, influence the trajectory of ideas, funding, and ultimately the products and

services which are released to the public.

Private enterprises fund three-quarters of the worlds’ research and development (R&D) but
there is a lack of transparency on the process they use and how that money is spent.
Currently what is known of innovation within corporates is either not publicly available or
delivered through biased marketing-led material. The literature in the field that exists is
focused on best practice methodology and tends to avoid the examination of the practical
realities of the innovation process in these environments. This research seeks to examine
the unknown elements of this process, who is involved in innovation decision making, and

how are these decisions made.

To gain an insider’s perspective of innovation processes within these corporations a
grounded theory methodology was applied. Semi-structured interviews with corporate
innovation team members elicited a rich contextual view of this environment that was
interpreted through a constructivist lens. This research identified individuals who act as
‘Innovation Gatekeepers’. These gatekeepers, either consciously or subconsciously, apply a
force that control the process of innovation. This force is realised through tangible tools,
such as controlling the flow of information or access to resources, and intangible factors,

such as personal drivers, motivations, and market forces.

The significant investment corporates make in R&D illustrates their desire to be innovative.
This research has made visible the agency of specific individuals that have a
disproportionate level of influence over the innovation process and its outcomes. This
overwhelms other potential mitigating factors, such as increasing budgets or organisational
priorities. Given that these individuals are inherent in an organisation and can’t be removed,
corporates need to find a way to identify Innovation Gatekeepers and work to either harness

or reduce their influence if they hope to be truly innovative.

The Gatekeepers Gambit 2



TABLE OF CONTENTS

N = R I 7 X O OSSN 2
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ttt iicccsssscererr s s s s ss s s ssm s s e e e e e e s se s e s s smmn s e e e e e e eeseaanssssnnnmnnnseenessessnssnnnnn 3
LIST OF FIGURES........ .ttt sssssee s s e s s e s s s s s smsm s s e e e e e s s e e s s smmnRe e e e e e eessasssssnnnmnennennessnsnan 5
LIST OF TABLES ........ ettt sssene e e e s e e s s s msm s e e e e e e s s e e s s ammRRe e e e e e eessaa s s ssnnnmnnnnennesesanan 6
ATTESTATION OF AUTHORSHIP..........eeeiiieeee e ccmccrrnr s r e ss s sssss s e e s s e e s s s mmmmn s e e e e e e e ee s s s nnnnnn 7
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ......coooiiiiiiiiiiiinemririerr s s s ss s s sssssse s e e s e e s sas s s s ssmns s e e e eessessassassmnsnssssessessnssssnnnnnns 8
PERSONAL STATEMENT ...ttt sss s sssmceres e s e s s s s s s s s s s sssssns e e e e e e s sess s ssmnsseseeeseesanssssssnnnmnnnnnnns 9
CHAPTER 1 INNOVATION AND BIG BUSINESS...........rrrrrrrnnsccccsmscsrnre s e smmnns e e e 10
1.1 Background t0 the ReSEArCh .........ooiieiie e 12
1.2 Refining the Research Problem.............cooiiiiiiiii e 14
1.3 Navigating the ThESIS ........eeie et e e 15
CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW......... e sssssssss s s s s e s s s e s s e s e s s e e mmmnmnnnnns 18
2.1 Corporate Innovation Teams; A Contextual OVEIVIEW ............ceeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 19
2.2 [ [T o) g I\ =1 g To o [T 21
2.2.1  FOIrMQI MECRAGNISINS ...veevvieieesiit et site et s e e tte ettt e estta et ita e s ataesataesataasabaasasassssasstsssssaassseensaenass 22
2.2.2  INFOrmMQI MECRGNISINS......cc.c..eeeeeeeeeeeee et e e ettt e e et ae e e ettt e e e et s e e e taa e e sstssaaesatsaaenastssaeesseaas 23

2.3 Corporate Culture and StUCIUIES ... 24
24 Humans and Emotions within Corporate Innovation ...............ccccooiiiiiiiiiei e 27
2.4, 1 HUMGN FOCTOLS ...ttt et e ettt e e e ettt e e e e e e e s eeeaaeesaaassaeeeaaeens 28
2.4.2  Intuition and DECiSION MOKING..........ccccuueieeeieeeeeiieeeeeeieeeeeeteeeetteeaestttaeseetaaaessssaaesstssaesasssseesssseas 28
2.4.3  Power Dynamics and HierarchiCal INfIUENCE .................oeeecueeieeiieeeeeiieeeeciee et st eeceaa e 29
2.4.4  Cognitive BiASES iN INNOVALION..........ceeeeieieieieieeeeeieieseeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e et e eeee e e e e eeaeeaaa e e e e et aa e e e aa e e e e e aaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 30

2.5 Outside the Organisation; External Factors to Corporate Innovation ...............cccccvevicnnennnn. 31
2.5.1 Market Dynamics and CUSEOMEI NEEUS ............ccueeeeeceeeeeeiieeeesiieeesetieeeeeteaeetaaaaesssaeeesstsaseesssenas 31
2.5.2  COMPELILOT LANUSCAPE. ....cc...eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e etee e et ttee e et taa e e ettt a e e st a e e e tsaaessassaaesatsssenastssseessssaas 32
2.5.3  S0CIO-Environmental CAQIENGES .............coocueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeceee e eeeeeeette e e tta e e s taaaaessaaesetsaaeesaseeas 33

2.6 T 1010 0 =T SRR 34
CHAPTER 3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY & DESIGN.......ccccciiiiiiicccecrrrrrer s ssmeneee e 36
3.1 RESEAICH ODJECHIVE ....eeiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e et e e e st e e e e ssntae e e e s sneeeaeeanes 37
3.2 Philosophical APPIrOACK .........vuiiiiiiicccee ettt s e e e e e e e e e aaaaaaeaeeeeeees 39
3.2.1  ONtOIOGICAI FIAMUNG .c......ooeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e ettt e e et e e ettt e e e st e e e s etaa e e s tssaaestsaaenastssaeessneas 41
3.2.2  EPiStemMOIlOGiCAl FIOMUNG .........ccoeeeeeeeeieeeeeeee e eeeeeeeetee e ettt e e et tte e e et a e e taa e e e stssaaestsaaenatssaeessseeas 43
3.2.3  MethodoloGiCAl ADPIOACH .............eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e et e e et a e et e e e et a e e st aeeatsaaeesseaas 45
3.2.4  Informing the RESEAICH DESIGN .............uueeeeueeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeceeeeetteeaest e e e etaa e e s sasaaestsaaeeesssaeesseeas 48

3.3 Research Design: Data CollECON..........c.ueiii i e e 49
3.3.1  FoundationQl LItErature REVIEW ...........cueeceeseiveeseeeisieesisesisesissesissesisesssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 50
3.3.2  Participant Selection & RECIUITMENT ..............ceeecueeeeecieeeeeieeeesiieeeeeteeeeeeaeeeesasaaesssaseeestsaaeesassaas 51
3.3.3  Semi-Structured INtErVIEW SEIUCLUIE .........c.ccccuieeieeiriresieesitesiteessiaesteesstaesssasessssessssesssessseessseenass 53

3.4 Research Design: Data ANalYSiS .......ccuuuiiiiiiiiiiee e 55
3.4.1 The Role of Interviews aNnd SAMPLING ..............coccueeeeeeieeeeeiiee e eeeee et e e tasa e e st e e e estraeeesseeas 57
3.4.2 Data Analysis aNd INEEIPIETALION .............ccccueeeeiiieeeeciieeeeeieeeesteeeesetee e e et aessasaaesstsaaesetsaseessseeas 57
3.4.3  Foundational RESEAICH ItEIALION ...........c.ueeeueeeeiiiesiieeiiiiesieesitesteesttesteesstaesstessstaessssesasessseesseenass 61

3.5 Ethical Considerations and Methodological Limitations .............cccccveiiiiiiie i 62
3501 LIMUEQEIONS ...ttt ettt e e ettt e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e st eeeaeeeeaanannneneaeeeas 62
ORIV 3 (oo ] M@oY K o (=1 [ 1o ¢ ISR USRS 63

3.6 Reflecting on the Methodology ..........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e 64
3.7 (07 aF= o) (= 101 010 0 =T o7 RS SR 67
CHAPTER 4 DATA CAPTURE AND ANALYSIS ...t ssssmsenr s e s e e s e s mmmnne s en e s 68

The Gatekeepers Gambit 3



4.1 The Research Process; A Narrative Reflection .........o.ouueiiiiiiieee e 70

4.2 EmeErgence Of COre COUES .....coiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiee ettt e e ettt e e et e e e e s sntaeeeessnneeeaeeanes 76
4.3 THE KEY TREIMES ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e eeaaaaeeeaan 78
4.3.1  Theme ONe: PEOPIE QS INFIUCNCEIS...........ccccueeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeecieeeeteeeesetea e e e taa e e s ttsaaesstsaaeeestssaeesaseeas 78
4.3.2  Theme TWO: DireCt INFIUBINCES .........cccueveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e eete e e et e e e e e e sttt aaesstsaaesatsaaeesasnaas 84
4.3.3  Theme Three: INAIr€Ct INfIUCNCES ............cccccueeeeiieeeeeeeeeeecee et e e tee e e et e e ettt e e e s staa e e e tsaaeesaseeas 88

4.4 T 10 ] 0 =T RS SR 93
CHAPTER 5 FINDINGS & THE EMERGING THEORY ........cccooiriirccrrrrsscre e s sssmme e s s e e s snsmees 94
5.1 Individuals as INNovation GateKEEPEIS...........coeiiiiiieeeeeee e 95
5.2 Innovation Project Forces - Direct TOOING........ooiiiiiiiieieee e 98
5.3 Innovation Project Forces: Indirect INnfluenCes...........cccooviiii i 103
54 Pace and Direction of INNOVALION...........cuuiiiiiiiiee e 107
5.5 T 1010 0= SRR 109
CHAPTER 6 CONCLUSIONS .......ooiiiicccrerirsmreersssssr e s ssssss e s ssssssn e e s essssnn e e essssnneesessssnsenssnssnnnenanns 110
6.1 Implications 0f the RESUIES.............euuiiiiiiiee e 111
6.2 L©70) 0114100111 ] o 1S SRR 112
6.3 Limitations of the STUAY .........ooiiiiie e 113
6.4 FUMRNEE WOTK....cceeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e nneneeee 114
6.5 Guidance for Corporate Implementation..............cccccooooiiiiiiiii e 116
6.6 L©70) o o1 113 o] o 1RSSR 117

L = o [0 119
APPENDIX A — SEMI-STRUCTURED QUESTION GUIDE..........cccciiiimerrrrnceerssssmee e s s ssmme e e s smmees 129
APPENDIX B — PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET ......ccoiicoeieriiccceersssmee s s sssme e e smme e s s 130

The Gatekeepers Gambit 4



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 3-1 Scope of the Research Project Representation.............cccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiice e, 39
Figure 3-2 Adaptation of Grix's paradigmatic building blocks (Brown & Duenas, 2020)....... 40
Figure 3-3 Conceptual Model of employed Ontological Framing ............ccccccoiiieiiiiiiineenne. 42
Figure 3-4 Constructivist Epistemological Approach Flowchart ..............cccooeiieiiiiiiiiinnnn. 45
Figure 3-5 Grounded Theory Approach (Charmaz, 2006)............ccccueeeiriiieeeiiiiieee e 47
Figure 3-6 Research Design FIOW ... 49
Figure 3-7 Data Collection FIOWChAIt ..............oooiiiiiiii e 50
Figure 3-8 Three C’s Adapted from Maxwell & Miller (2008)..........ccooveiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 56
Figure 3-9 Example Case Memo (Interview ONe) ............ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 59
Figure 4-1 The Emergent ReSearch ProCESS ...........uuuuuuuieuuiumiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 70
Figure 4-2 Coding and Memo SamPIe..........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 71
Figure 4-3 Initial Concept Mapping ProCESS........cooiuiiiiiiie e 74
Figure 4-4 Word frequency: Control of Information FIOW.............cccceeeiiiiiiiiiii e 86
Figure 4-5 Frequency of Cultural Manipulation COdes............cccuviiiieeiiiiiiiiiiiee e 92
Figure 5-1 Emerging Theory MOdel..............uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e e e e e 95
Figure 5-2 Emerging Theory Model: TOOING ........uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 101
Figure 5-3 Emerging Theory Model: Proposition 2............ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecec e 102
Figure 5-4 Emerging Theory Model: Proposition 3..............eeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 106
Figure 5-5 Emerging Theory Model: Proposition 4..............oeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeeee e 108
Figure 5-6 Innovation Gatekeeping Phenomenon.............ccooiviiiiiiiiieeeeiecceee e 109

The Gatekeepers Gambit 5



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2-1 Innovation Team Role Contribution..............ccooiiiiiiiiiii e 20
Table 3-1 Grounded Theory APPrOACNES .........cccuviiiiiie e e e e e e e e 46
Table 3-2 Participant Function, Industry, and Level OVerview ............ccccccceeeieiiiiiiieeeee e 52
Table 3-3 Structure of Semi-Structured Interview Guide...........cccceooviiiiiiiiiie e, 54
Table 3-4 Initial CodiNng EXamPIE.........ooiiiiiiii e 58
Table 3-5 Focused Code EXamPIe..........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e 59
Table 4-1 EXpansion Of Cate@gOri€s ........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee et e e e e e e e e eaes 72
Table 4-2 Relationship Emergence using Glaser's (1978, 1998, 2001) Coding Families .....75
Table 4-3 Interview Excerpt Gatekeeper External Forces............ccccoo. 76
Table 4-4 Transcript Extracts: Resource Contention..............c.cccooo, 78
Table 4-5 Individual Roles in Innovation Projects............ooovii 79
Table 4-6 Selective 1deation MEMO ...........ooiiiiiiiiiee e e e e 80
Table 4-7 Interview Extracts: Individuals & Groups and Emotive Discussions..................... 81
Table 4-8 Innovation Gatekeeping MEMO .........c.uiiiiiiiie i 81
Table 4-9 Transcript Extracts Regarding Influence Leverage ............cccccoeiiiiiiiiniiicicnineenn. 83
Table 4-10 Control of Information FIOW EXtracts ..o 85
Table 4-11 Interview Extracts: Resource Restriction..........ccooi 87
Table 4-12 Empowerment Comments from Interviewees ..................ccccccoo. 89
Table 4-13 Employee Empowerment QUOLES...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 90
Table 5-1 Characteristics of Tools and INflJUENCES ...........ccceviiiiiiiiii e 99
Table 5-2 Tools of Innovation GateKEEPEIS ..........ceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e, 100
Table 5-3 Influences and their associated definitions as Malleable Metrics........................ 104

The Gatekeepers Gambit 6



ATTESTATION OF AUTHORSHIP

“I hereby declare that this submission is my own work and that, to the best of my knowledge
and belief, it contains no material previously published or written by another person (except
where explicitly defined in the acknowledgements), nor material which to a substantial extent
has been submitted for the award of any other degree or diploma of a university or other

institution of higher learning.”

Signed:

Date: 1 October 2023

This research was approved by the AUT Ethics Committee on 2 February, 2021, and

assigned reference 21/433.

The Gatekeepers Gambit 7



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would like to acknowledge, and give my thanks to my primary supervisor, Andrew Connor,
as without him this work would never have materialised; his commitment to ensuring the
project came to life is deeply appreciated. Andy helped me to find an academic home for the

work | have spent the vast majority of my career enabling, for which | will forever be grateful.

In addition, | would like to thank my secondary supervisor, Amabel Hunting, who provided a
sympathetic ear and sound advice throughout the entire project, and guided me through the

emotional journey | was unaware | was embarking on.

To my business partner and friend Eoghan, your support in exchanging ideas, listening to

my complaints, and encouraging my work is something I’'m ever appreciative of.
And finally, | would like to thank my partner Ben, who silently supported me these past years

as | experienced the highs and lows of research, and brought me coffee when | needed it

most; your belief in me kept me going.

The Gatekeepers Gambit 8



PERSONAL STATEMENT

Throughout my career in both big business and small start-ups, I've been both a witness to,
and a participant in the innovation process. From boardroom brainstorming sessions to
implementing strategies, I've seen first-hand the influence that corporate R&D has on the
company itself, and more importantly the wider world within which these innovations are
launched; with this influence comes responsibility, a responsibility I've felt deeply as I've

navigated these environments.

I've often found myself in the role of the 'innovation gatekeeper', and in turn, seen others
adopt the same role. This is the focus of this thesis, as | examine the influence and drivers of
the role, and by way, how it impacts the innovation process. This role, while rewarding, has
also been a source of personal conflict. How do we ensure that our innovations not only
drive profit but also positively impact the world? How do we balance the immediate needs of

a corporation with the long-term needs of society?

These questions have been the driving force behind my research, but as | embarked on this
academic journey, | had to acknowledge my own biases. My experiences in the corporate
world, both good and bad, have shaped my perspective. I've celebrated the successes of
innovation, but I've also seen its pitfalls. This duality has been both my strength and my

challenge as a researcher.

This research explores the concept of the 'innovation gatekeeper' in depth, drawing upon my
own experiences and the broader implications of corporate innovation. But this research is
more than just an academic exercise for me, it's a personal quest for understanding. How

can we, as corporate professionals, ensure that our innovations are a force for good?

As | look to the future, I'm committed to continuing this exploration. | hope that my research
can serve as a starting point for a broader conversation about the role of innovation in our
society, and | hope that, in some small way, | can help bridge the gap between corporate

success and societal well-being.
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CHAPTER 1 Innovation and Big Business

In this era of product marketing and buzzwords, the term “innovation” can be overused, and
yet the concept that sits behind it is far more important than mere spin-doctoring. It is an
essential part of the growth and development of our society, with innovation embedded in
the fabric of how we introduce new products, services, and ways of engaging with the world
around us (Schumpeter, 1934; Porter, 1990).

Historically, the realm of innovation was dominated by scientists, universities, philosophers,
and other trailblazers of thought. These pioneers, driven by curiosity and the pursuit of
knowledge, laid the groundwork for many of the advancements we witness today. Their
endeavours were often characterized by a genuine desire to push the boundaries of what
was known and understood, seeking to benefit society at large. The United States, for
instance, has built an excellent system of research-oriented graduate education, primarily
aimed at the education of future engineers and academic scientific researchers (Keating, D.,
Stanford, T., Snellenberger, J. M., et al., 2004). This system has been instrumental in

fostering innovation and technological advancements

However, the reality of the modern innovation landscape is far from this idealised, and in part
romanticised, view of how invention and change have come to be. Innovation has become
the domain of private organisations and the wealthy elite. We don’t know the extent to which
this has shaped the world around us, nor do we fully understand the influences and factors

behind the decisions which lead to these new innovations or products.

Private enterprise leads the charge when it comes to the bulk of responsibility for this
innovation. While accounts vary in exact percentages, estimates point to around 75% of total
R&D investment in global research and development (R&D) coming from the private sector
(Cornell University, INSEAD, & WIPO, 2021). This means that private enterprises, and thus
the shareholders and directors of those private businesses, make the final call on where the

majority of global R&D spending is invested when developing the world around us.

Following this trend of private enterprise dominance in innovation, another significant
concern arises regarding the demographic representation in leadership roles, particularly
within private enterprise. The decision-making processes for these corporations are
influenced by a select group of individuals, with the CEOs and board members of Fortune
500 companies predominantly being white, male, and older. A study by the Pew Research

Centre highlighted the lack of diversity in top executive positions in Fortune 500 companies,
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with a significant underrepresentation of women and minorities (Pew Research Centre,
2015). A study by the Harvard Business Review (2018) highlighted that only 2.7% of venture
capital-funded companies had a woman CEO, and a mere 1% had an African American
founder. Such skewed representation raises questions about the inclusivity and
comprehensiveness of innovations that emerge from these enterprises (Robb, A., & Reedy,
E. J., 2018; Kauffman Foundation, 2019).

By developing an understanding of both how the process of ideation and idea selection
works within organisations, and what methods, systems, or rules govern the way in which
these entities innovate, this demographic influence can be mapped and better understood.
While a deep understanding of best practice innovation methods has been built within both
private and public practitioners, there is still limited research on how decision makers
influence the products and services used by society at large. There remains a question as to
how this process actually works, and the practical reality of how and why innovation projects

are chosen within private enterprise, and what factors govern these choices.

This thesis, and the subsequent discussion it presents, aims to further enhance our
understanding of who, what, and how innovation decisions are made within private
enterprises. With that knowledge, there is potential to facilitate a broader discourse on the
role innovation plays in our society, and how ideas are selected within these entities. It aims
to provide a working model to identify and understand who and how decisions are made
within corporate innovation environments, and to suggest factors and influences involved in

the decision making process.

The theory is outlined through an iterative diagrammatic model in Chapter 5, designed to
demonstrate how different tools and factors come into play to fully realise the phenomenon
of Innovation Gatekeeping. Ultimately, it aims to challenge the thinking of innovation
methods in society, and questions where the responsibility for product innovation should sit;

is it the domain of private entities, or does it belong to the world around them?
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1.1 Background to the Research

Taking into account the investment made by private enterprise into research and
development efforts (Cornell University, INSEAD, & WIPO, 2021), the significance of private
enterprises’ role in innovation can be viewed as substantial; as the primary source of
investment in research and development, they are responsible for the majority of products
and services worldwide. The implication of this spans beyond just the latest iPhone or
newest Television, but rather extends to global economic growth, job creation in specific
markets and regions, and overall societal well-being, where products and services are
derived based on the needs of the people in a specific locale (Kerr & Nanda, 2017).
Simultaneously, these entities drive the individual successes of those responsible for their
creations; the domain of private enterprise is predominantly to return profit to investors, not

to make the world a better place (Jensen, 1994).

Current research on how innovation works in practice is fragmented. Studies have focused
on broader areas of innovation practices, like problem-solving methods, or implementation
strategies (Crossan & Apadydin, 2010), There are plenty of theories proposing the best idea
selection methods (Tuertscher et al., 2016; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2012; Mustar et al., 2014),
What is unclear is how these processes are applied within organisations. An attempt to
investigate the subject by the author found a paucity

of research that examines the real-world implementation of the early stages of innovation,
particularly surrounding the selection of projects to fund and explore. This lack of
understanding hasn’t gone unnoticed, and is one of the factors that has led to scepticism
and distrust towards innovation processes by the general public (Fichman, 2001), with the
potential to slow, or even halt, the adoption of new innovations (Rogers, 2003). There are
concerns about corporates as bad actors (Gina & Ariely, 2012), for example, there is a
perception of “big pharma”, or other industries where R&D is commonly seen as a force for
corporate greed and societal destruction. This gap in the existing literature only exacerbates
this perception, and highlights the need for more research into the process of corporate

innovation.

It is this debate, whether there should be clarity on this process, or if it should remain the
domain of corporate leadership, that is central to this research. Should we focus on
transparency and inclusivity in research, or should we revert to industry and trade secrets?
This debate proposes that the absence of clear and accepted criteria for accepting and
progressing with innovation projects has, and continues to, overemphasise market factors,

and side-lines societal and environmental issues as being of lesser importance (Stilgoe,
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Owen, & Macnaghten, 2013). Further to this, researchers have started to question how

positions of power, and power dynamics, shape such innovation decisions.

To understand how this happens, and what is occurring within these companies, | aim to
use a hybrid of new and novel research, as well as a foundation of understanding that has
developed over my own career, to better inform the insights produced within this study. From
my own personal experience, a recurring observation has been the significant influence
exerted by a select group of individuals at the helm of these organisations. These
individuals, often holding senior positions, come with their own set of agendas, biases, and
perspectives. Their decisions, consciously or unconsciously, shape the innovation trajectory
of the entire organisation. For many innovation practitioners, including myself, navigating this
landscape becomes a challenge. The desire to bring forth genuine, ground-breaking ideas
often clashes with the need to align with the vision and preferences of these influential

figures.

This phenomenon isn't isolated to my experiences alone. Conversations with peers and
colleagues have revealed a shared sentiment: a feeling of being at the mercy of a few, with
innovation efforts sometimes being redirected, reshaped, or even shelved based on the
whims and preferences of those at the top. This dynamic raises several pertinent questions.
What drives these influential figures to make certain decisions over others? Is it purely profit-
driven, or are there underlying biases, past experiences, or even fears at play? And more
importantly, how does this hierarchical decision-making impact the overall innovation culture

within an organisation?

The answers to these questions are complex and multifaceted. While some leaders may
genuinely believe in their vision and direction for innovation, others might be influenced by
external pressures, such as shareholder expectations or market competition. Additionally,
personal experiences, past successes or failures, and even educational background can
potentially play a role in shaping their decision-making process. For innovation practitioners,
understanding these dynamics is crucial. It not only helps in aligning their efforts with the
organisation's direction but also in advocating for their ideas more effectively. This context

influenced and helped to define the research problem and subsequent questions.
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1.2 Refining the Research Problem

To summarise, with the background and personal perspective of the researcher in mind, this
thesis aims to address a problem understanding who and how innovation decisions are

made. This problem can be encapsulated in three layers:

1. Current State of R&D Spending and the Role of Corporates
While studies vary in the exact percentage, most point to around 75% of the total
investment in research and development (R&D) comes from the private sector
(Cornell University, INSEAD, & WIPO, 2021).

2. Understanding Where Ideas Come From and How They are Validated
Given how deeply ingrained such processes are in every day of our lives, there exists
a substantial body of work that helps us understand this process, and guides us to
make decisions based on this. However, understanding how private companies
decide to build and develop the products and services they launch remains a “black
box” of mystery, specifically, we still don’t fully understand the practical reality of how

and why innovation projects are chosen, and what factors govern these choices.

3. The People Responsible for the Process of Innovation
The processes by which these entities, and subsequently the teams they employ to
manage and execute their innovation efforts, identify the problems to solve, or the
opportunities to explore, remain unexplored, and instead rely on the assumption that
private enterprise is simply following “best practice” recommendations (Dougherty,
1992; Ritala et al., 2020).

The selection of which idea to explore is central to the innovation process; addressing this
lack of understanding is vital to helping us better understand how society is impacted by
these decisions, and who is making them (Terwiesch & Ulrich, 2009), particularly where the
“‘who” seems to be skewed to a particular demographic, which may or may not be
representative of broader society. We are further challenged by the reality that this space is
largely unregulated, and to do so can be seen as an affront to the principles of a market-

driven economy and the nature by which our corporations are governed (Licht, 2005).

In summary, the problem statement addressed in this thesis is simplified as:
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Corporate and private innovation significantly influences our societal landscape,
dictating the products, services, and technologies that shape our daily experiences.
Despite this profound impact, there is a lack of understanding about the mechanisms
that govern how these entities select and prioritize their innovation projects, and who
it is that drives this selection process. This gap in knowledge prevents us from
comprehending the full implications of these innovation processes and restricts our
ability to make informed decisions or suggest improvements. Most importantly, it
hinders our capacity to guide these enterprises towards practices that better serve

the broader community.

Emerging from this, there are two research questions which seek to refine the structure of

the study, and limit the scope of how the data will be interpreted:

Research Question 1: What factors influence the selection and prioritisation of innovation

projects within corporate and private entities?

Research Question 2: How, and through whom, do these identified factors impact the

innovation selection and prioritisation process?

By addressing these questions, this study aims to shed light on the often opaque processes
of corporate and private innovation. The findings will not only enhance our understanding of
how innovation decisions are made but also provide valuable insights into how these

processes can be improved to better serve the broader community.

Ultimately, this research seeks to contribute to a more transparent, inclusive, and socially
conscious approach to innovation, starting with an understanding of what impacts the
innovation process, and how these processes are undertaken

within corporate and private entities.

1.3 Navigating the Thesis

Through the examination of real-world practice, and the analysis of existing knowledge in
relation to corporate innovation, this research project seeks to bridge the gap between what

is understood at an academic level, and what occurs in practice inside the innovation

implementation process within corporate environments.
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Initially, and to provide the reader with a frame of reference, Chapter 2 involves a
foundational review of existing literature pertinent to the research questions; this exploration
acknowledges the gap in existing understanding, and articulates the challenges in finding
real-world examples. As a result, it discusses themes and concepts which occur within
existing literature, however, makes it clear that such themes exist outside of the specific
focus area of this study, and rather apply to corporate environments or projects as a whole.

These themes form a basis of our understanding before the research process takes place.

Chapter 3 outlines the research process and presents the philosophical and methodological
guidelines which underpin the research. Guided by constructivism, and the recognition that
our understanding of reality is a socially constructed and subjective concept (Schwandt,
1994), the design of the research is outlined, discussing the use of the foundational literature
review, and other tenets of grounded theory methodologies, as outlined by Glaser & Strauss
(1967), before articulating the tools and methods deployed throughout the research to

provide a rich understanding of both the approach and the associated reasoning.

Chapter 4 details the process of both the data capture and the analysis process; as the
emergent nature of this study unfolds, the focus shifts from understanding the factors in idea
selection, to better understanding the interplay between the individuals and groups within
these environments. This chapter tells the story of the research, from the planning of the
interviews themselves to the gradual refinement of the focus, and how the responses from
interviews helped to frame and guide this evolution. It concludes with an articulation of the
key elements which were identified and taken through to collectively form the emerging

theory and core phenomenon, Innovation Gatekeeping.

Chapter 5 presents the details of Innovation Gatekeeping and its physical manifestations,
including its influence on people, strategies, communication, and culture. A discussion of the
concepts which inform this core phenomenon drives the core of this chapter, in an attempt to
articulate the emergent theory, and a coupled diagrammatic model which helps to visualise
the interplay of factors, and how they systematically contribute to the force of innovation

gatekeeping.
Finally, in Chapter 6, the research is concluded with a reflection on insights, limitations, and

the considerations of potential future implications for both research and innovation

practitioners.
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The research aims to equip the reader with a deeper and more enriched understanding of
not only the process of innovation project selection and prioritisation, but to promote a further
conversation as to how such factors impact the world around us, and what might be done to

enhance and promote constructive innovation into the future.
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CHAPTER 2 Literature Review

This chapter outlines the review undertaken of existing research that is relevant to the
research question. An initial attempt reviewing existing literature on the real-world examples
of the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects was largely unsuccessful due to an
absence of studies. This gap in the research exists, or where research does exist it was

unsuitable for our purposes, for three primary reasons:

a. Real-world innovation decision-making within corporations is often guarded as
industry secrets or owned intellectual property. "Firms often keep the details of their
innovation processes secret, both to protect their own investments in R&D and to
maintain an edge in the competitive marketplace" (Cohen et al., 2000, p. 129). This
secrecy means that access to examples that enable an unbiased view of the
practices which occur within these organisations is difficult to obtain, and little

research on them exists.

b. Case studies that do exist consistently demonstrate outcomes that are intensely
positive; | propose that such case studies are unusable for the purposes of this study
due to the bias that likely exists therein. "Published cases of successful innovations
in firms are likely to be systematically biased, as companies are more inclined to
document and share their successes rather than their failures, and authors may be
influenced by the companies that provide them with the case study data" (Vaccaro &
Walrave, 2015).

c. Finally, any third-party case study found during the initial literature review was
produced by a company that has a financial interest in presenting positive and best-
practice-orientated case studies. "The potential for biases in the consulting research
process, including case studies, is substantial, as management consulting firms may
have vested interests in the success of the companies they work with, and they may
present information in a way that highlights their own contributions and expertise"
(Kipping & Armbruster, 2002). Specifically, large consultancies which focus on
implementing practices within organisations, produce studies that support their
financial interests, rather than a real-world view of what occurs within the

organisation.
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To provide appropriate context, this foundational literature review focuses on both the
current understanding of the processes involved in corporate innovation at a methodological
level, such as ideation and idea selection, as well as factors known to influence the
processes and systems within corporate entities, such as human factors and structures.
Ultimately, this review provides the context through which a framework can be created in
order to structure the collection of information, as well as a lens to better understand the

findings themselves.

This chapter is divided into the key focus areas of understanding, which collectively provide
an understanding of how the corporate innovation process works and inform the way in

which the interpretation of the research will be conducted.

These Focus Areas are:

a) Corporate Innovation Teams

b) ldeation Methods

c) Corporate Structure and Cultures
d) Human Factors and Emotions

e) External Factors and Impacts

The literature itself makes many best-case assumptions about how corporate innovation

functions, and how concepts are realised and selected within these environments.

2.1 Corporate Innovation Teams; A Contextual Overview

To better understand the complexities of the way corporate innovation works, the roles,
structures, and general composition of innovation teams within these entities must first be
understood. In best practice, teams are characterised by their diversity, comprising of
members with large ranges of skill sets and levels of expertise. The primary function of these
teams is to drive the organisational competitiveness in the market, and to drive growth for
the company itself (Tidd & Bessant, 2013).

The function of these teams is to generate, evaluate, and implement new concepts,
products, ideas, and commercial models, which then serve as the foundation for developing
novel offerings which align with and further the objectives of the organisation (O’Connor et

al., 2008). This continuous process of conceptualisation and delivery showcases the
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dynamism of innovation within these corporations, and the iterative process through which

the innovation team must deliver its outputs.

Within these teams, a wide range of functions are embedded to enable the creation of novel
concepts; from technical experts and designers, to those who contribute through a
knowledge base unique to a particular function or market requirement (Tushman & O’Reilly,
1997). These teams are then instructed and guided by individuals who are external to the
team itself, but who hold senior leadership positions within the organisation. They work to
align the ideation and innovation processes and outputs with the broader organisational
goals, and are responsible for facilitating the ideation process and aligning the outcomes

with high-level strategy (Amabile et al., 1996).

Building on this structure, Dyer, Gregersen, and Christensen (2009) propose an ‘innovation
engine’, a structure where these different roles interact, combining the abilities of both
disruptive innovators and operational managers. Through this interaction, it is supposed that
the fostering of collaborative environments occurs, where the promotion of idea generation
and implementation can be realised, and the focus is placed on mindsets which emphasise

the value of innovative thinking over strictly defined roles.

The ‘innovation engine’ brings together a variety of roles which all individually contribute to
the innovation process; Innovation Leaders, who oversee the innovation process in itself,
Idea Generators, who creative drive the generation of new ideas, Technical Experts, who
assess the feasibility and viability of a concept, Market Analysts, who understand market
trends and can evaluate the potential desirability of a concept, and Project Managers, who
oversee the implementation of concepts from an operational perspective. These roles within

the engine are outlined in Table 2.1 below.

Table 2-1 Innovation Team Role Contribution

Role Contribution

Idea Generators Individuals responsible for creatively driving the generation of
new ideas. Referencing: Amabile, T. M. (1983). The social
psychology of creativity. Springer-Verlag.

Technical Experts Professionals who assess the feasibility and viability of a
concept from a technical standpoint. Referencing: Leonard-
Barton, D. (1995). Wellsprings of knowledge: Building and
sustaining the sources of innovation. Harvard Business School
Press.

Market Analysts Specialists who understand and evaluate market trends to
determine the potential desirability of a concept. Referencing:
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Kotler, P., & Armstrong, G. (2018). Principles of marketing.
Pearson Education.

Project Managers Individuals who oversee the operational implementation of
concepts, ensuring timely and effective execution. Referencing:
Kerzner, H. (2017). Project management: A systems approach
fo planning, scheduling, and controlling. John Wiley & Sons.

Idea generation lies at the beginning of the process which this research seeks to
understand. In general, it involves the collective brainpower of a range of individuals within a
corporation coming together to grow and form initiatives (Girotra, Terwiesch, & Ulrich, 2010).
The landscape of how this process is undertaken within corporations varies dramatically,
and is highly complex, shaped both by formal and informal mechanisms, as well as the

diversity and construction of individuals participating in the process.

Key to the innovation process is how the process of identifying and selecting problems or
opportunities to address, which subsequently become innovation projects, comes to be
(Kijkuit & Van den Ende, 2007). The majority of research in this space focuses on either the
theory of best-practice ways to approach this, or further understanding of the innovation
phases post the selection process, in particular the process of creative ideation, the
development of innovation projects, and their subsequent implementation (Tidd & Bessant,

2013), and so the understanding of how it functions is limited.

A consistent theme in existing literature regarding project selection is the dynamism of
innovation. Dorst (2011) emphasises the importance of problem framing and argues that all
innovation must start with a well-defined and framed problem, which then guides the
subsequent ideation and development of the idea. This notion of problem framing supports
the idea that corporate innovation teams must consistently, and dynamically, reframe and
reinterpret the problems that they face, taking into account the changing factors that impact
the problem they are attempting to solve (Teece, 2007). This suggests that an organisation's
ability to adapt to change, both in the internal environment of the organisation and in

response to external environmental changes, is crucial to the way problems are selected.
2.2 Ideation Methods
Innovation thrives on the collective genius of individuals, their interactions, and the

mechanisms that facilitate the birth and nurturing of ideas. These mechanisms, whether

structured or spontaneous, play a pivotal role in shaping the trajectory of innovation within
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organisations channelling the raw energy of creativity into tangible outcomes that can

redefine industries and even societies.

Ideation mechanisms can broadly be categorized into formal and informal. While formal
mechanisms provide a structured environment for idea generation, ensuring consistency and
volume, informal mechanisms thrive on spontaneity and the serendipitous fusion of diverse
thoughts. Both, however, are integral to the innovation ecosystem, each complementing the

other, ensuring a holistic approach to idea generation.

2.2.1 Formal Mechanisms

Formal ideation mechanisms, as the name suggests, are structured approaches to idea
generation. These mechanisms are often employed by organisations to systematically

harness the creative potential of their employees and stakeholders.

Bjork et al. (2010) outline the formal use of structured ideation, encompassing mechanisms
such as brainstorming, workshopping, and innovation labs. These environments, by design,
provide controlled settings for idea production. While they are effective in generating high
volumes of ideas, not all of which are equal. For example, Bjork et al. (2010) observed a
significant variance in the quality of these ideas. One of the reasons cited is the
phenomenon of "groupthink”, where conformity in such sessions can stifle creativity and lead

to homogenized outcomes.

Paulus and Brown (2007) delved deeper into the dynamics of group creativity. Their findings
suggest that while individual brainstorming sessions tend to produce more unique ideas,
group sessions excel in refining and building upon initial concepts. This collaborative
enhancement is a testament to the collective intelligence of groups, where diverse

perspectives can amalgamate to produce richer, more nuanced solutions.

Diverging from these findings, Osborn (1957), the originator of the brainstorming concept,
emphasized the importance of withholding criticism during brainstorming to foster a free flow
of ideas. He argued that in the absence of judgment, participants are more likely to share

wild, unconventional ideas, which might lead to breakthrough innovations.
Another formal mechanism worth noting is the Delphi method. Developed by the RAND
Corporation in the 1950s, this iterative method involves a panel of experts who anonymously

reply to questionnaires and subsequently receive feedback in the form of a statistical
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representation of the "group response." The goal is to reduce the range of responses and
arrive at something closer to expert consensus (Linstone & Turoff, 1975). The Delphi

method's structured approach ensures that every expert's opinion is considered, reducing
the influence of dominant personalities that might overshadow quieter voices in traditional

group settings.

2.2.2 Informal Mechanisms

Informal ideation mechanisms, in contrast to their formal counterparts, thrive in less
structured environments. They often emerge spontaneously, driven by interactions,

experiences, and stimuli that aren't pre-planned or orchestrated by the organisation.

Backman et al. (2007) explored the dynamism of informal ideation, emphasizing its potential
to yield both high-quality and unplanned ideas. They noted that the environmental, temporal,
and social contexts of interactions significantly influence the flow and fusion of ideas. For
instance, a casual conversation by the water cooler or a serendipitous encounter in a

hallway can spark innovative thoughts that might not emerge in a formal setting.

Such informal interactions are often fuelled by diverse teams. According to Phillips (2014),
diverse teams, when managed well, can lead to enhanced creativity and innovation. The
varied backgrounds and experiences of team members can lead to a richer pool of ideas,
which can be especially valuable in the informal ideation process. Interestingly, work using
computational simulations suggests that diversity can impact both idea generation and
creative efficiency and indicates that some members of an innovation team should specialize
in generating radical ideas, whilst the rest focus on taking those ideas on board and making

improvements, combinations, and extensions (Connor & Sosa, 2018).

Moreover, the role of external stimuli, such as attending conferences, reading diverse
literature, or even personal hobbies, can't be understated. Dyer, Gregersen, & Christensen
(2009) in their work highlighted how innovators actively seek out diverse experiences to

stimulate their thinking.

However, for these informal mechanisms to truly flourish, a conducive organisational culture
is paramount. Edmondson (1999) emphasized the importance of psychological safety, where
employees feel secure in sharing their ideas without fear of ridicule or reprisal. In such

environments, employees are more likely to share, leading to a richer tapestry of ideas.
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Furthermore, Grant and Berry (2011) discussed the concept of "idea scouts" and "idea
connectors." While scouts bring external ideas into the firm, connectors play a crucial role in
the informal mechanism by linking ideas together, often from different domains, leading to

innovative solutions.

Lastly, the role of serendipity in innovation is noteworthy. Roberts (1989) discussed how
unplanned, serendipitous events have led to some of history's most ground-breaking
innovations. Encouraging an environment where such serendipitous interactions can occur

can be a potent tool for organisations.

2.3 Corporate Culture and Structures

How the organisation adapts to the changing nature of culture and society around it presents
the idea of diversity within the corporate environment, specifically the diversity of individuals
it engages within innovation processes, and the role interdisciplinarity plays explicitly within
the initial phases of innovation projects. Andriopoulos & Lewis (2009) propose that because
of how complex problems are that are dealt with by innovation teams, there is an inherent
need for the integration of diversity in both perspective and expertise required to select and
ideate successful solutions. Such teams are evidenced both as cross-functional, or simply
collaborative networks, which allow for the process to benefit from this broader range of
knowledge and experience (Bresman & Zellmer-Bruhn, 2013). While this proposes other
challenges within itself (communication, culture, prioritisation, etc), this remains a key

component of the successful selection of innovation projects.

Company culture is, of course, broader than the diversity that exists within it. Schein (2010)
proposes that sharing key values, beliefs, and norms within the organisation helps to shape
the types of problems that result in successful progression, and likewise, the criteria that are
used to make those selections. The implication of this is that there is pressure on
organisational culture to ensure the right problems and opportunities are selected by these
teams. A key factor influencing this cultural dynamic is external factors, which will be
discussed later. Pressures from competition, regulation, or other external dynamics can
impact both the culture of the environment and ultimately the metrics used to select and

progress with innovation projects (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996).

The organisation's adaptability is tied to the way in which it deploys cognitive processes
within idea selection. Schon (1983) suggests that identifying problems or opportunities is a

reflective process, which means the organisation must be able to make sense of the world
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around it, as well as to instinctively recognise opportunities and patterns which emerge from
it. This suggests that the nature of the organisation plays an important role in the successful
identification of projects to pursue. It requires those involved in the innovation process to be
encouraged to critically examine ideas, and be comfortable with the changing nature of the
innovation project (Nonaka & Takeichi, 1995). Evidence suggests that this is based on the
organisation's ability to foster the right learning environment for this thinking to occur and
also on the individual's ability to adapt or enhance their cognitive processes to perform this
way (Argyris & Schon, 1996).

Separate from the way in which ideas are selected for progression in innovation
environments are the criteria that are used to guide this problem selection. Existing literature
focuses on this from a high-level organisation view, and the way projects within the
organisation are selected (Cooper, 2008; Martinsuo & Poskela, 2011). Therefore, this view
serves as a guide for potential areas where the specifics of innovation problem selection

may align with the goals of the broader organisation.

The short-term vs. long-term considerations made when assessing the viability of a project
are most prevalent. This navigation of trade-offs between short-term needs, like revenue
generation, and external market pressures, are consistently balanced with longer-term
strategic goals (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). It is in this longer-term realm that innovation

projects play, often being aligned to sustainable growth objectives or market differentiation.

This tension is exacerbated by opposing interests from stakeholders engaged in the
innovation process. Different stakeholders have different alignments when it comes to their
objectives, driven by either the interests of their individual roles or by the function they are
assigned (Mintzberg, 1983). While at a broad level, an organisation might be committed at a
surface level to a particular ethical or environmental alignment (Porter & Kramer, 2011;
Schilling, 2019), there may exist opposing and overpowering objectives which overwhelm

any explicit criteria for problem selection that was previously agreed.

Most prevalent are the short-term vs. long-term considerations made when assessing the
viability of a project. This navigation of trade-offs between short-term needs, like revenue
generation, and external market pressures, are consistently balanced with longer-term
strategic goals (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). It’s in this longer-term realm that innovation

projects play, often being aligned to sustainable growth objectives or market differentiation.
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This tension is exacerbated by opposing interests from stakeholders engaged in the
innovation process. Different stakeholders, and participants within organisations, have
different alignments when it comes to their objectives, driven by either the interests of their
individual roles or by the function they are assigned (Mintzberg, 1983). While at a broad
level, an organisation might be committed at a surface level to a particular ethical or
environmental alignment (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Schilling, 2019), there may exist opposing
and overpowering objectives which overwhelm any explicit criteria for problem selection that

was previously agreed.

When considering these drivers, it is logical to consider the appetite for risk that the
organisation, and its key decision-makers, have towards innovation in general. The impact
this has on the criteria used to select projects can be explicit, in the form of financial goals or
limits, or implicit, in the tone and culture that surrounds the criteria itself. Ultimately there is
a consistent battle to weigh the benefits of innovation, against the risks of failure (Knight,
1921). It's possible that this can be counter-balanced through the implementation of
learning-orientated cultural practices. Senge (1990) suggests that the adoption of growth,
knowledge acquisition, and skill development learning opportunities within all levels of
organisations can help to create a common understanding regarding risk and reward

acceptance.

The context and culture of organisations has already begun to be discussed. However, when
viewed as an isolated theme, it is worth highlighting the vast amount of research that exists
that alludes to its role in shaping the innovation process in corporate entities (Bessant &
Tidd, 2007; Damanpour & Schneider, 2006). Most prominently, and perhaps unsurprisingly,
the theme of leadership in shaping these innovation decisions is seen as being critical to the
type of outcomes produced; ultimately it is suggested that leadership is one of the most
critical elements of organisational culture that impacts innovation decision-making (Bryant,
2003).

At a broad level, the type of leadership will ultimately impact the environment in which
innovation is undertaken, and the freedom of which innovation decision-making is explored.
A supportive environment delivered through openness, collaboration, and positivity towards
risk generally leads to inherently better decisions in this space (Mumford et al., 2002). While
conversely, environments shaped by low-risk appetites and scrutiny tend to squash
innovation attempts, which lead not to the eradication of innovation projects, but rather to the

results of those efforts being mediocre (Amabile et al., 1996).
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This leadership style ultimately further impacts the way an organisation structures its norms
and values (Schein, 1985). These shared belief systems have the potential to influence the
types of projects which are selected, and the subsequent criteria used to prioritise,
innovation projects (Schein, 2010). Martins & Terblanche (2003) talk about risk-norm vs.
risk-averse cultures, and the subsequent outputs resulting in a higher probability of success
with lower rewards and impact, and to the latter, the pursuit of ambitious and disruptive ideas

with higher impact potential.

The type of leadership, and how it impacts the degree of centralisation, decentralisation, and
formalisation within the organisation can similarly change the way in which information, and
subsequently innovation projects and opportunities, are framed between stakeholders
(Damanpour, 1991). Within a highly centralised structure, top-down decision-making is seen,
limiting the diversity of ideas, and hindering the engagement of other stakeholders within the
idea selection process. It is logical to assume that a decentralised structure would then
provide the optimum environment for the free exchange of ideas and improved innovation.
However, there is an argument supporting the balance between these two extremes as
being critical to avoiding a lack of coordination and inefficiency when it comes to ambiguous
projects (Burns & Stalker, 1961).

Factors exist at a broader organisational context level that, while not controlled by the culture
of the business, in turn, shape it and impact the way it approaches projects. Industry
dynamics, competitive pressures, and regulation show up in the literature as examples of
this (Porter, 1980). They both serve to constrain and enable specific opportunities or
challenges within an organisation or industry (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). This balance
emphasises the interplay between the internal cultural factors that impact research, as well
as the external context in which it operates. Companies that operate in highly regulated
industries might simply need to prioritise and form criteria that focus on compliance, or
government requests, without the freedom to explore emerging opportunities or respond to

threats in the same way that other industries experience.

2.4 Humans and Emotions within Corporate Innovation

Innovation, at its core, is a human endeavour. While processes, technologies, and strategies
play pivotal roles in driving innovation forward, it is the human element that breathes life into
these mechanisms. The intricate interplay of individual cognition, emotions, biases, and
interpersonal dynamics shapes the trajectory of innovative efforts within organisations.

Recognising and understanding these human factors is paramount, not just for the sake of
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academic exploration, but to harness their potential and navigate their challenges in real-

world innovation environments.

The subsequent sections delve into the multifaceted dimensions of human factors in
innovation. From personal preferences and intuitive decision-making to the subtle yet
profound influences of cognitive biases, this exploration seeks to shed light on the often-
underestimated human variables that can make or break innovative endeavours. By
understanding these factors, organisations and innovation practitioners can better position
themselves to foster environments where human potential is realized, biases are

acknowledged and managed, and genuine ground-breaking innovation can flourish.

2.4.1 Human Factors

No environment is immune to the impact of humans, and the factors driven by their personal
preferences, intuition, and passions. Huy (2002) suggests that these personal factors
significantly shape the selection, and ultimately the success or failure, of projects within
innovation environments. These factors directly influence the ideation process, by impacting

both the diversity, and the quality of the ideas generated throughout (Paulus & Yang, 2000).

Innovation is inherently a human-centric process. As highlighted by Amabile (1988),
individual creativity is the cornerstone of organisational innovation. The interplay of cognitive,
social, and environmental factors shapes the innovative potential of individuals. The diversity
of thought, stemming from varied experiences, backgrounds, and perspectives, can be a
potent catalyst for breakthrough ideas. However, this diversity can also lead to conflicts,

especially in teams where individuals hold strong, differing opinions (Nemeth, 1986).

Furthermore, the motivation behind innovation varies among individuals. While some are
driven by intrinsic motivation, finding joy in the act of creation itself, others might be
propelled by extrinsic rewards such as recognition, promotions, or monetary incentives (Deci
& Ryan, 2000). This dichotomy can influence the nature and direction of innovative

endeavours within organisations.

2.4.2 Intuition and Decision Making

The role of intuition in decision-making cannot be understated. Simon (1987) posits that
individuals often rely on their "gut feelings" or heuristics when making decisions, especially

in complex environments where information is abundant but not always clear. This aligns
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with Klein’s ‘Recognition Primed Decision” model (1993), which suggests that individuals
make rapid decisions based on their intuitive recognition of patterns and situations around
them. Within the context of a corporate innovation environment, the intuition participants

bring heavily influences project selection and the culture surrounding a particular idea.

Intuition, often seen as the antithesis of logical reasoning, has its roots in experiential
learning. It's the culmination of tacit knowledge acquired over time, which might not always
be consciously accessible (Polanyi, 1966). In the realm of innovation, where ambiguity is a
constant companion, relying on intuition can sometimes lead to breakthroughs that logical
reasoning might miss. However, unchecked intuition can also lead to pitfalls, especially

when it's influenced by cognitive biases.

Moreover, the balance between intuition and analytical reasoning is crucial. While intuition
can provide rapid insights, especially in familiar terrains, analytical reasoning ensures that
decisions are grounded in data and logic. Dijksterhuis et al. (2006) suggest that for complex
decisions, a period of unconscious thought or "sleeping on it" can lead to better outcomes

than immediate conscious analysis.

2.4.3 Power Dynamics and Hierarchical Influence

Structures and hierarchy add further dimensions to the interplay of human factors. The
biases of decision-makers, especially those at higher echelons, can significantly influence
the direction of projects. This can lead to the suppression of novel ideas in favour of those
that align with the prevailing organisational culture or the personal biases of those in power
(Pfeffer, 1992). Such power dynamics can stifle creativity and lead to a culture of conformity,
where innovative ideas are side-lined in favour of "safe" projects that align with the status

quo.

Organisational hierarchies, while essential for maintaining order and clarity of roles, can
sometimes act as barriers to free-flowing communication. Ideas from lower rungs might not
reach the decision-makers if there's no culture of open communication (Morrison & Milliken,
2000). This hierarchical barrier can lead to a phenomenon termed as "pluralistic ignorance,"
where individuals believe their opinions are in the minority and hence refrain from voicing

them, even if they hold the majority view.

Furthermore, power dynamics can also influence the risk appetite of an organisation.

Leaders in power, especially those who have been at the helm for extended periods, might
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become risk-averse, preferring incremental innovations over radical ones (March, 1991).
This can lead to organisations becoming stagnant, and missing out on transformative

opportunities.

2.4.4 Cognitive Biases in Innovation

Cognitive biases play a pivotal role in shaping the decision-making processes within
innovation environments. These biases, such as confirmation bias, anchoring, or the sunk-
cost fallacy, all play a very visible role in the selection process (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974).
They, in turn, skew outcomes of any defined project selection process by influencing how the
individuals involved perceive and evaluate the information they’re presented with, which can

shape the wider team and organisations decision-making (Nutt, 1998).

The realm of innovation is rife with uncertainties. In such environments, individuals often
resort to cognitive shortcuts or heuristics to simplify complex decision-making processes.
While these shortcuts can expedite decisions, they can also lead to systematic errors or
biases. For instance, the confirmation bias, where individuals tend to favour information that
confirms their pre-existing beliefs, can lead to tunnel vision, side-lining potentially disruptive

ideas that don't align with the prevailing mindset (Nickerson, 1998).

Another prevalent bias in innovation environments is the sunk-cost fallacy. Here, individuals
or teams continue to invest in projects based on the amount already invested, rather than
the future value of the project. This can lead to the perpetuation of projects that have little to
no viability, simply because of the reluctance to write off previous investments (Arkes &
Blumer, 1985).

The overconfidence bias, where individuals tend to overestimate their ability and the
accuracy of the predictions they make, contributes to unrealistic project expectations and
outcomes (Moore & Healy, 2008). This overestimation can lead to overly ambitious projects

that lack a solid foundation or feasibility.

Similarly, the availability heuristic, which relies on immediate examples that come to mind
when evaluating a decision, can limit the scope of ideas considered during ideation phases.
This bias stems from our tendency to weigh recent information more heavily than older,
potentially more relevant data. In the context of innovation, this can lead to a focus on
"trending" ideas while overlooking foundational concepts that might have longer-term

potential (Schwarz et al., 1991).
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2.5 Outside the Organisation; External Factors to Corporate Innovation

External factors are elements such as market trends, customer needs, or environmental
challenges, all of which have the potential to shape the way problems and projects are
selected within innovation teams (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). Logically, these factors
contribute to the shaping of the priorities and focus of these teams and steer the types of

problems that they seek to solve.

2.51 Market Dynamics and Customer Needs

In the ever-evolving landscape of business, understanding market dynamics is paramount.
These dynamics, which encompass shifts in consumer behaviour, technological
advancements, and global economic trends, serve as a compass for organisations
navigating the complex waters of innovation. As markets transform, so do the opportunities
and challenges they present. Organisations that can adeptly read and respond to these

shifts position themselves at the forefront of their industries (Porter, 1980).

Consumer behaviour, in particular, is a critical facet of market dynamics. With the digital
revolution, consumers today are more informed, connected, and empowered than ever
before. They have access to a wealth of information at their fingertips, enabling them to
make more informed purchasing decisions. This shift has led to a rise in consumer
expectations. They demand more personalized, convenient, and value-driven products and
services. Organisations that can tap into these evolving needs and preferences, leveraging
data analytics and consumer insights, can craft more targeted and effective innovation
strategies (Kotler & Keller, 2016).

Technological advancements further compound the complexity of market dynamics.
Breakthroughs in fields like artificial intelligence, biotechnology, and renewable energy are
continually reshaping industries. These advancements open doors to new market segments,
business models, and value propositions. However, they also bring about disruptions,
rendering obsolete traditional business practices. For organisations, staying abreast of these
technological shifts is not just beneficial—it's imperative. Embracing a culture of continuous
learning and adaptability ensures they harness the potential of new technologies while

mitigating associated risks (Christensen, 1997).
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Lastly, global economic trends play a pivotal role in shaping market dynamics. Factors such
as geopolitical tensions, trade policies, and currency fluctuations can have profound impacts
on markets. For multinational corporations, understanding these macroeconomic factors is
crucial. It informs their global expansion strategies, supply chain decisions, and risk
management practices. In an interconnected global economy, a ripple in one market can
create waves in another. Thus, a holistic understanding of global economic trends, coupled
with agility, positions organisations to capitalize on emerging market opportunities while

safeguarding against potential downturns (Yip, 2003).

2.5.2 Competitor Landscape

In the realm of innovation, understanding the competitor landscape is not just about
identifying who the competitors are, but also about discerning their strategies, strengths,
weaknesses, and potential moves. This knowledge provides a strategic advantage, allowing
organisations to anticipate market shifts and adjust their innovation strategies accordingly
(Porter, 1979).

One of the primary aspects of the competitor landscape is the identification of direct and
indirect competitors. While direct competitors offer similar products or services and target the
same customer base, indirect competitors might satisfy the same customer need but through
different means. Recognizing the nuances between these competitors helps organisations
tailor their innovation efforts more effectively, ensuring they address genuine market gaps
(Kotler & Armstrong, 2018).

Furthermore, the rise of disruptive innovations has made it imperative for organisations to
keep an eye on start-ups and smaller players, not just the established giants. These smaller
entities, often unburdened by legacy systems and traditional hierarchies, can pivot quickly
and bring ground-breaking solutions to the market. Their agility and risk-taking propensity
make them formidable competitors, capable of reshaping entire industries (Christensen &
Raynor, 2003).

Another critical aspect of understanding the competitor landscape is analysing their value
propositions. What unique benefits do they offer? How do they differentiate themselves in
the market? Answering these questions provides insights into potential areas of
differentiation and innovation. It also helps in identifying potential collaboration or partnership
opportunities, where synergies between competitors can lead to mutual benefits
(Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996).
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Lastly, competitor benchmarking is an invaluable tool in this analysis. By comparing key
performance indicators, best practices, and innovation strategies, organisations can identify
areas of improvement and potential threats. This benchmarking not only provides a clearer
picture of where an organisation stands in the competitive landscape but also offers

actionable insights to drive future innovation efforts (Kerzner, 2017).

2.5.3 Socio-Environmental Challenges

In today's interconnected global landscape, socio-environmental challenges are at the
forefront of many innovation agendas. These challenges, ranging from climate change and
resource scarcity to social inequality and health crises, have profound implications for

businesses and societies alike (Sachs, 2015).

Climate change, for instance, is not just an environmental issue but a complex socio-
economic challenge. Rising sea levels, extreme weather events, and shifting agricultural
patterns affect communities and economies worldwide. For businesses, this translates into
disrupted supply chains, changing consumer preferences, and new regulatory landscapes.
Innovating in response to these challenges is not just about corporate responsibility but also

about long-term sustainability and profitability (Hart & Milstein, 2003).

Similarly, issues like water scarcity or deforestation have cascading effects on industries,
from agriculture and manufacturing to tourism. Companies are now recognizing the need to
innovate in water-saving technologies, sustainable agriculture practices, and circular
economy models. Such innovations not only address environmental challenges but also tap

into new market opportunities and enhance brand reputation (Porter & Kramer, 2011).

On the social front, challenges like urbanisation, aging populations, and health crises
necessitate innovations in infrastructure, healthcare, and service delivery. For instance, the
rapid urban growth in many developing nations calls for sustainable housing, transportation,
and waste management solutions. Companies that can innovate in these areas stand to
benefit from significant market opportunities while also contributing positively to societal well-

being (Yunus, Moingeon, & Lehmann-Ortega, 2010).
Moreover, the rise of socially conscious consumers has made socio-environmental
innovation a competitive imperative. Consumers today are more informed and discerning,

often preferring brands that align with their values and demonstrate a genuine commitment
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to addressing global challenges. This consumer shift is driving companies to embed
sustainability and social responsibility into their core innovation strategies, rather than

treating them as peripheral CSR initiatives (Sen, Bhattacharya, & Korschun, 2006).

In conclusion, socio-environmental challenges present both risks and opportunities for
businesses. Addressing these challenges requires a holistic approach to innovation, one that
considers not just economic returns but also societal and environmental impacts. Companies
that can navigate this complex landscape effectively will be better positioned for long-term

success and resilience in a rapidly changing world (Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011).

2.6 Summary

Innovation, as a multifaceted process, is deeply rooted in a confluence of factors that span
across individual, organisational, and external realms. Our exploration of the foundational
literature has provided a comprehensive understanding of these factors, setting the stage for

the subsequent research chapters.

Individual Factors: At the heart of innovation lie human emotions, cognitive biases, and
personal experiences. As Huy (2002) and Goleman (1995) elucidated, the personal affinities,
emotional intelligence, and intuitive decision-making of individuals play pivotal roles in
shaping the innovation landscape. These elements, while often subtle, have profound

implications on the ideation, selection, and execution of innovative projects.

Organisational Dynamics: Beyond the individual lies the intricate web of organisational
structures and hierarchies. As Gupta et al. (2004) and Amabile et al. (1996) highlighted,
power dynamics, decision-making biases, and the perceived fairness of processes can
either foster or stifle innovation. The culture of an organisation, characterized by open
communication, trust, and psychological safety, is paramount in nurturing or hindering

innovative endeavours.

External Forces: The broader environment in which organisations operate exerts significant
influence on their innovation trajectories. Market dynamics, customer needs, competitor
landscapes, and socio-environmental challenges, as discussed by Prahalad & Ramaswamy
(2004) and Sachs (2015), provide both opportunities and constraints. Navigating these

forces requires a delicate balance of adaptability, foresight, and strategic alignment.
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Formal and Informal Ideation Mechanisms: The literature underscores the importance of
both structured and spontaneous approaches to ideation. While formal mechanisms like
brainstorming sessions and innovation labs offer controlled environments for idea
generation, informal interactions, spurred by serendipity and external stimuli, can yield

unexpected yet valuable insights (Bjork et al., 2010; Backman et al., 2007).

In synthesizing these insights, it becomes evident that innovation is not a linear or isolated
process. It is a dynamic interplay of factors, each influencing and being influenced by the
other. As we transition into the subsequent chapters, it's crucial to bear in mind this holistic
perspective. The foundational literature serves as a lens through which we can critically

examine, understand, and contribute to the broader discourse on innovation.

This summary aims to distil the essence of our extensive literature review, providing readers

with a concise yet comprehensive understanding to carry forward. As we delve deeper into
the research, these foundational insights will serve as touchstones, guiding our exploration

and enriching our interpretations.
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CHAPTER 3 Research Methodology & Design

The following chapter articulates both the methodology and philosophical approaches taken
to the research, as well as the resulting research and analysis design, which collectively

underpin the study.

This chapter initially covers the contextual background to the research, acknowledging that
the need for the study was born from both the personal observations of the researcher
through their professional engagement within corporate innovation environments, and from
wider conversations within the industry. This presents a framing of the research objective,
which outlines the need to understand the factors at play within the process of selecting and
prioritising innovation ideas and projects within corporate environments. The discussion
within this chapter outlines this objective in detail and acknowledges the areas of focus as

well as the areas out of scope for this conversation.

The philosophical approach is outlined, having been guided by constructivism, and the
recognition that our understanding of reality is a socially constructed and subjective concept
(Schwandt, 1994). This has informed the selection of research methods and tools, as well as
the analysis undertaken of the data collected. The design of the research is then outlined,
discussing the use of foundational literature reviews, and other tenets of grounded theory
methodologies, as outlined by Glaser & Strauss (1967). This approach has been chosen for,
in part, its ability to enable the emergence of knowledge within complex environments and to
assist with the detachments of inherent biases the researcher may have in relation to the

field of study.

This discussion acknowledges the inherent complexities of the environment the study is
conducted within and guides the reader through the process of designing the research in a
way that both addresses the complexities while acknowledging the inherent limitations of the
ability to access and collect data within the environment. The reader should conclude this
chapter with an understanding of the intended plan for the collection and analysis of data,

and an understanding of the philosophical lens through which this research was undertaken.

As discussed, the initial research investigation exposed a gap in the literature, where such

examples either didn’t exist or were unable to be utilised for two primary reasons:
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a) Much of the literature related to real-world corporate environment innovation projects,
where usable case studies could be extracted, was authored by corporations
themselves, or by third parties with a vested interest in the corporation's
performance. This raised concerns regarding the viability of the information and
likewise was lacking in raw accounts of the process of selecting and prioritising
ideas. Apprehensions around such works and literature are reflected in works by
Eisenhardt (1989) and Yin (2017), who both discuss the limitations of such research

where vested interest is involved.

b) A vast body of research exists which discusses the processes and practices which
can be employed to identify or prioritise new ideas within corporate environments
(Teece, 2018; CITE), which outline best-practice methods and study the limitations or
benefits of various techniques. However, these resources failed to delve into the
practical realities of such implementations and lacked the benefit of focusing solely

on the dynamics involved in the process as it occurs in corporate settings.

Through these observations, a necessity to re-evaluate the research methods selected
emerged, as well as a requirement to treat the literature review as foundational, rather than
systematic. This transition aimed to better understand what factors had already been
observed as being impactful in other areas of corporate innovation environments, and use
these to ground the research in existing knowledge and understanding; already this hinted at
the emergence of a constructive philosophical orientation, acknowledging the necessity of
understanding the current body of knowledge and the context of its exploration within the

domain of the study (Bryman, 2016).

3.1 Research Objective

This research aims to identify and understand the factors involved throughout the process of
selecting and prioritising ideas and projects within corporate innovation teams, and to
understand how these factors influence this process. The objective is to identify any
phenomena regarding the individuals involved with the innovation process, and their impact

on corporate innovation teams procedures for choosing and progressing ideas.

As discussed in Chapter Two, and from the personal observations outlined earlier in this
thesis, the need for this research stems from the observed gap in the existing literature.
While the macro-level factors involved in ideation processes within corporate innovation

environments have been extensively covered, there is a lack of depth in understanding the
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micro-level processes regarding human interactions within the corporate innovation process,

specifically in regards to the selection and prioritisation of these ideas.

To achieve this objective, the study is guided by the central questions:

a) What factors influence the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects within

corporate and private entities?

b) How, and through whom, do these identified factors impact the innovation selection

and prioritisation process?

These questions aim not only to identify the factors themselves, but attempt to elucidate the
way in which these factors impact the selection and prioritisation of ideas within the
innovation process. This entails the roles, behaviours, attitudes, and interactions of these
individuals, and subsequently how these elements come together to shape the process
itself.

While the research attempts to uncover these factors and the potential implications they
have, it stops short of providing any concrete solutions or propose methods to address any
implications identified. Instead, it attempts to present a comprehensive understanding of the
identified phenomena related to the interpersonal dynamics of the innovation process. It
aims to lay the foundation for any future research to build intervention or enhancement
strategies to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of innovation within corporate

environments.

This emphasis doesn’t by any means attempt to overlook or undermine the importance of
wider systemic factors, such as the financial resource available to an organisation, the
market trends within the industry, or the broader socio-economic conditions in which the
organisation is operating. Rather it focuses on the overlooked aspect of the idea selection
and prioritisation process, the micro-level human and organisational dynamics which shape

the day-to-day of how ideas are selected and prioritised.

The research is underpinned by a thorough methodological approach which incorporates
insights from the foundational literature review, and conforms to the philosophical guidelines
outlined in this chapter. It does however allow for the scope of evolution of design, given the
grounded nature of the philosophical approach. This design aims to produce findings which

will contribute to both the scholarly, and operational conversations regarding corporate
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innovation, offering both practical insight and a platform for future research regarding the
selection and prioritisation of ideas within corporate innovation teams. Figure 3-1 outlines

this process by way of a diagrammatic representation.
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Figure 3-1 Scope of the Research Project Representation

3.2 Philosophical Approach

The research philosophy forms the basis and foundation of any study and gives us insight
into the perspectives and beliefs which guide the researchers, and the research process
(Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Jackson, 2015). Ultimately, it informs and outlines the lens
through which the nature of reality (ontology), the nature and acquisition of knowledge
(epistemology), and the research design itself, should be viewed (Creswell & Poth, 2017). By
explaining this, the intent is to enhance the trustworthiness of this work, as well as to
understand how these factors informed the way in which the study was designed (Saunders,
Lewis, & Thornhill, 2016).

Figure 3-2 helps to illustrate the philosophical approach to this thesis and details the building
blocks through which the approach was developed. Saunders’ model does not include
constructivism as research philosophy, and indeed there is a vast interpretation of notions
such as constructivism, realism, positivism, objectivism, and how they relate to paradigms,
philosophies and so forth. This research does not enter this debate, but takes a simplistic
view that philosophies and paradigms are broadly interchangeable and as such

constructivism could be located in Saunders’ model.

The Gatekeepers Gambit 39



Axiology Ontology Epistemology Methodology Methods Sources

What do we
value? What's out
there to know? What and how
can we know
How can we go
about it?

about acquiring that
knowledge? What precise
procedures can
we use to acquire it?

Which data
can
we collect?

Figure 3-2 Adaptation of Grix's paradigmatic building blocks (Brown & Duenas, 2020)

By its nature, this research is inductive in the sense that it sets out to explore an issue to
discover a potential truth rather than attempting to prove an established hypothesis. Initially
the axiology and ontology of the work is outlined through the initial components of the
diagram. The subsequent building block represent the epistemological considerations of the
researcher; adhering to constructivism, this research views knowledge as subjective and is
something which is co-constructed between the researcher and the participants (Easterby-
Smith et al., 2015). This view follows on from the ontological idea of individual experience
and meaning. This research is interested in individuals, and their subjective experiences,
within the innovation idea selection and prioritisation process, which will form the basis for

our data collection and analysis process.

These methods are represented through the next block, addressing the methodology of the
research. This study utilises a qualitative approach and specifically utilises grounded theory
to underpin this, congruent with the constructivist ontology and epistemology through its
enablement of deep understanding of individual experiences, and meaning-making

processes (Charmaz, 2014).

The next block discusses the methods and data collection techniques, which are
foundationally supported by the inner layers and philosophical approaches; the use of in-
depth interviews and first-person accounts throughout this research focuses on the capture
of subjective experiences and narratives of individuals involved in the process of innovation
project selection and prioritisation themselves, and deriving meaning from their

accounts. This is completed through the presentation of the Sources block, which defines

which data can be collected and processed through the methods defined.

The following discussion of the implications of this philosophical framing on our

epistemological and methodological decisions, as visualised through the paradigmatic
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building blocks. It explains how the constructivist orientation permeates throughout the
process, and how this has resulted in the research tooling and approach. While the framing
of the blocks begins with axiology, this has largely been covered in the introduction to this

thesis.

3.2.1 Ontological Framing

This research utilises a constructivist approach, emphasising the importance of how
individuals construct knowledge and meaning, derived from their individual experiences and
interactions with the world around them (Creswell, 2013). Through this approach, an
examination is undertaken of the interplay between innovation teams, the decision-making
process behind the selection of innovation projects, and the subsequent impact these
decisions may have on broader society. Throughout | remained open to the different
perspectives of the stakeholders involved, as well as other methods through which a richer

understanding of this interplay is constructed.

Constructivism acknowledges that there are multiple realities, which are shaped by the
interpretations of the individuals experiencing the innovation process, all of which need to be
considered when attempting to derive meaning (Connor, 2022). In application to this
research, this acknowledgement means each innovation or corporate team will have a
differing reality, shaped by the way the collective team, and each individual member, have
constructed knowledge. Through observing multiple teams and team members, patterns
emerge which allow for an interpretation of how they operate and engage with the
environment around them. These interpretations, or ‘realities’, are understood as being
shaped by the shared experiences, and the context through which the team operates
(Connor, 2022, pg. 22).

This approach suggests that our understanding of social phenomena isn’t static, but rather
consistently changes and morphs dependent on how these individual experiences change
over time (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). As an ontological stance, this deeply impacts the
research approach. Constructivism highlights the importance of exploring and understanding
the views and experiences of different stakeholders within the corporate innovation
environment, as well as understanding upfront that these processes and outcomes aren’t
fixed, but rather evolve as dependent on the experiences, values, and beliefs of those

involved grow and change (Bryman, 2016).
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To better illustrate this approach, Figure 3-3 describes the interplay between the individual
realities of these team members, captured within the larger circle representing the
construction of meaning. Within this meaning, there exist both contextual factors,
represented through the diamonds, and influences created through individual and collective
action, represented through the dotted lines. This figure describes visually how the research
approach aims to take into account these elements in order to identify any potential

phenomena at play in relation to the research objective.
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Figure 3-3 Conceptual Model of employed Ontological Framing

Reflecting on the literature review, and the dynamism involved in innovation as a practice,
this is particularly relevant to this research; as creativity and individual choice shape the way
innovation processes evolve, so too does the reality through which the overall context must
be viewed. Using this approach, this research hopes to consider the context-dependent and
changing nature of innovation, and how it is influenced by the individuals involved in the

process, and their collective actions and belief structures (Schwandt, 1994).

Considering the research questions, this stance also provides the permissibility to deeply
explore the subjective experiences of individual participants and use this exploration to help
uncover real-world underlying processes and factors influencing the decisions made in
innovation environments. Key to this is the focus on the “meaning-making” processes of
these individuals, and the groups they belong to, as this helps us understand better the
motivations that shape the decisions made which lead to innovation outcomes (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994).
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By proxy, this constructivist approach also informed the methods chosen to undertake this
study. Qualitative research approaches are well suited to help us explore individual
participants' experiences, interpretations, and meaning-making processes (Denzin & Lincoln,
2011). Through this lens, the aim is to develop a deep and context-dependent understanding
of how innovation processes are deployed, while simultaneously taking into account the
different experiences and dependencies which would emerge in different companies,
cultures, and environments which would impact the individual experience of each practitioner
(Mertens, 2010).

Practically, the use of a constructivist approach allows for a more nuanced commentary on
the contextual factors which impact innovation decisions, as opposed to more broad-stroke

factors present within the market force or institutional realities.

3.2.2 Epistemological Framing

Complimenting the ontological framing, this epistemological framework focuses on the
nature, and the acquisition of, knowledge regarding how corporate and private innovation
functions. Epistemology concerns the nature, source, and limits of knowledge (Crotty, 1998),
so while a constructivist ontology speaks to the construction of nature through social
interactions, this epistemology focuses on how this knowledge is acquired, navigated, and

ultimately understood.

Within the context of this research, the ontological assumptions associated with a
constructivist worldview aim to better understand the variations in individual and team
experiences within corporate innovation environments. Specifically how they acquire,
navigate through, and understand knowledge throughout the innovation ideation process.
This approach assumes that knowledge is constructed by both the researcher and the
research participants, through both interactions between the two, and the interpretation of

those interactions (Guba & Lincoln, 1994).

The research methods and design are selected through the perspective of this lens; here
this guides our research toward qualitative methods, which results in the use of semi-
structured interviews, and informal case studies. Both of these methods help to explore
multiple perspectives, such as those from project team members, leaders, and managers,
and in general assist in better understanding the perspectives of all the different

stakeholders within the innovation process (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011).
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It also implies that the subjectivity of the researcher is key to the creation of knowledge; this
means that throughout the study, the practice of reflexivity, and acknowledging any potential
biases or pre-formed opinions (Berger, 2015), will be vital to informing the ultimate outputs,
and is crucial for this research in informing the research findings. The self-imposed
questioning of one's own beliefs and knowledge constructs helps to clearly articulate where
the researchers themselves play a role in the formation of the knowledge. This self-enquiry
attempted to enhance the trustworthiness of the findings, and as such informed the use of

specific research instruments and analysis techniques deployed throughout the study.

Similarly, the epistemological framing supports an inductive approach to hypothesis creation,
in which patterns themes and categories emerge throughout the data analysis process,
rather than being imposed prior to the data collection, aligning with a grounded theory
methodology employed in this study (Glaser & Straus, 1967). While a set of potential factors
have been identified that may impact the answers to our research questions via the initial
literature review, it is critical to steer clear of forming new theoretical insights through the
testing of these existing theories, and instead focus on generating these from the data
acquired (Bryman, 2016); the aim being to produce a more nuanced understanding of the

factors involved.

Importantly, constructivist epistemology doesn’t merely dictate the methods of data
collection, but significantly influences the analysis, interpretation, and presentation of the
findings themselves. The emergence of knowledge is seen as jointly constructed between
the researcher and the participants, and the presentation of these findings becomes a
narrative, created through the participant's perspectives, and the researcher's interpretations
of those perspectives (Charmaz, 2006). Consequently, the findings produced from this study
are not detached empirical facts but are situated understandings which have been derived
through the participant's experiences, and narrated according to the way in which they were

presented throughout the interview process.

To assist in the understanding of this, Figure 3-4 (adapted from Denzin & Lincoln, 2011),
articulates the constructivist epistemological approach inherent to this study. The figure
outlines the Interactions and Interpretations as being the initial layer of understanding gained
through the social engagement inherent in the innovation ideation process. These are
explored through qualitative methods, in this case, semi-structured interviews and informal
case studies, which capture the nuanced experiences of the participants. Reflexivity is
exercised, in order to acknowledge the influence of the researcher in shaping the narrative.

Following this, an ‘inductive approach’ allows for the themes to emerge naturally from the
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data, ensuring that participant perspectives remain at the core of the narrative. Finally, the
process culminates in the research findings, which represent the co-constructed knowledge
created throughout this constructivist approach; this brings together a holistic view of the

epistemological stance that acts as the foundation of the research process steps.
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Figure 3-4 Constructivist Epistemological Approach Flowchart

3.2.3 Methodological Approach

The research adopts Grounded Theory as its methodology, which as Bryman (2012)
explains serves as a bridge between both the philosophical underpinnings of the
constructivist research philosophy, and the practical components of the research project
itself. Grounded Theory itself is defined as Glaser and Strauss (1963) as an inductive
research approach which aligns with the constructivist ontology and epistemology of this
study and helps to realise the approach outlined in Figure 3-4 discussed in the previous

section.

Glaser and Strauss (1963) further define the theory as being based on three key principles:

1. Beginning a research project free from preconceived theories of formed hypotheses,
and allowing the theories to emerge from the data

2. Employing iterative and comparative data collection and analysis techniques, which
allow for the consistent adaptation and refinement of these theories

3. The pursuit of theoretical saturation, where no new insights emerge, suggests a

comprehensive understanding of the subject of the investigation.

These principles provide a flexible, yet systematic framework for how data is both collected
and subsequently analysed. The process is both iterative and comparative, so with the
knowledge that there is a lack of existing research that speaks to the research questions in
mind, the research design is by nature adaptive, and will evolve in response to findings as
they emerge. Employing additional literature reviews and other data collection methods will
ensure any findings remain grounded in data, the key to the constructivist roots of this
research (Corbin & Strauss, 2014). The approach emphasises the subjective experiences of

the participants as pivotal to the ultimate formation of a theory (Charmaz, 2014), making it
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apt for the exploration of social interactions and the dynamics at play within corporate

innovation environments.

The need for this adaptive design, and shifting from a deductive to an inductive approach, as
outlined in section 3.1, led to the selection of this approach. Justification for this choice is
directly evident through existing research, both in its suitability for studying complex social
processes and interactions, such as those within corporate environments (Suddaby, 2006),

as well as the discovery of new data where gaps in research exist (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Various Grounded Theory models exist, each having its own unique purpose and contextual
applications. While a simplified view, they can be broadly categorised into three primary
approaches: Glaserian Grounded Theory, Straussian Grounded Theory, and Constructivist
Grounded Theory (Bryant & Charmaz, 2007). These are compared in Table 3-1 through a
comparative view of the different approaches and a commentary on the suitability for this

study.

Table 3-1 Grounded Theory Approaches

Model Description Commentary
Glaserian This theory emphasises the Its prescriptive nature, and tendency to be
Grounded inductive generation of theory | detached from the participant's subjective
Theory from data through a rigorous | experiences (Charmaz, 2006), limit the potential
coding process (Glaser, it has for this study.
1978).
Straussian A structured and systematic This method balances both objectivity and
Grounded approach to exploring subjectivity throughout the analysis process
Theory relationships between (Corbin & Strauss, 2015), and while measures of
concepts and categories both exist in this study, the lack of existing
(Corbin & Strauss, 2015). exploration requires a more subjective
approach.
Constructivist Emphasises the co-creation of | The focus on the researcher’s subjectivity and
Grounded meaning and theory between | reflexivity in the research process, given the
Theory the researcher and connection the researcher has to the subject
participants (Charmaz, 2006). | matter, aligns with the philosophical approach of
this study.

As described in the comparison above, the selection of the Constructivist Grounded Theory
approach reflects the need for both a balanced and neutral view of the research context and
environment, as well as a flexible approach to the data analysis process. The coding
process, which begins as an initial coding flow, before moving to focused and theoretical

coding, enables the emergent identification of themes and concepts, and a simultaneous
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process of prioritisation and refinement, before the construction of the emergent, grounded

theory (Charmaz

, 2006).

This approach has been shown to be beneficial across various fields, including business

studies (Bryant & Charmaz, 2010), as well as specifically within the field of Corporate
Innovation (Charmaz, 2014). Charmaz (2014) identifies the method as being able to handle

the complexities of this industry and assist in the identification of phenomena, the discovery

of new insight, and building the theory from the ‘ground up’. The acceptance that the data is

influenced by the researcher’s interpretation helps to inform the interaction between the

researcher and the participants themselves, not only through the data collection process but

subsequently through the analysis of the data and the creation of theoretical outputs. This

reflexivity is central to this research, where the researcher is invited to be explicitly about

their preconceptions and the ways they may influence the research (Malterud, 2001).

Figure 3-5 below outlines the overall process involved within grounded theory and talks to

the various methods and tools deployed throughout the approach as central to the emerging

nature of both the collection and analysis process.
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Figure 3-5 Grounded Theory Approach (Charmaz, 2006)
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While the methodology provides significant advantages to this study, it is necessary to
acknowledge the limitations that exist within the method: the inductive nature of the
approach can be time-consuming; it demands a high level of interpretation skill from the
researcher; and due to its subjectivity, the results are not always easily generalisable
(Bryand & Charmaz, 2010). This acknowledgement is taken into account throughout the

analysis and narrative construction process design, outlined later in this chapter.

Ultimately, the aim is to provide new insight or knowledge which can contribute to the
ongoing conversation and our deeper understanding of the impact of corporate innovation
on the world around us. By embracing the Grounded Theory principles, the aim is to better
facilitate the identification of themes and gaps in the existing knowledge, leading to the
creation of these new insights (Charmaz, 2014). Shifting to discuss the research design
itself, it is kept in mind that this approach requires both robust and logical data collection and
analysis, but that this process remains flexible, iterative, and connected to the participants

and their lived experiences.

3.2.4 Informing the Research Design

The design of this research emerges as a reflection of both the philosophical approach, and
the methodological principles inherent within the constructivist approach, and the Grounded
Theory methodology. The resulting synergy creates a comprehensive approach to the
exploration of idea selection and prioritisation within corporate environments, with a
particular focus on the individual experiences of those involved in the process. The design
aligns with the researcher’s constructivist philosophy, where the subjective experiences of

those individuals and their meaning-making processes assign context to the interactions.

At a macro level, the research is designed to encapsulate foundational knowledge through
the conduction of an initial literature review, framing the context of the study, before utilising
semi-structured interviews to delve into the lived experiences of practitioners within the field,
and the simultaneous use of informal case studies to add additional context to their
individual narratives. Analysis of the data will occur concurrently, utilising a coding and
memoing process to extract and simultaneously construct meaning from the individual
interviews. The production of theoretical codes and memos will work in tandem to construct
the emerging theory. Figure 3-6 below offers a representation of this process, as it has been
applied to this research project. The interplay between the sampling and the analysis is

reflected by a duel arrow, where other phases act as linear moments throughout.
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Figure 3-6 Research Design Flow

The subsequent discussion outlines the elements of the research design, both from a data
collection perspective and from a data analysis perspective; examples have been drawn
from the interviews and case studies to provide richer context to the explanation, and

practical examples of the implementation process.

3.3 Research Design: Data Collection

The data collection design for this research focuses on an iterative approach, utilising a
series of simultaneous and recurring steps: foundational and iterative literature reviews,
participant selection and recruitment, and semi-structured interviews. This process is

presented in Figure 3-7 which provides a visual representation of both the steps and the

interplay between them throughout the evolution of the data collection.
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Figure 3-7 Data Collection Flowchart

During this process, the collection of data, and its analysis, occur simultaneously in
accordance with the principles of grounded theory; any insights derived from earlier stages
of the process help to inform the subsequent data collection activities, with the ultimate
objective being to continually refine the emerging theory until it reaches saturation. This
section discusses the elements of the data collection process and explains the rationale for
its inclusion, the process through which it is executed, and how it contributes to the overall

research goals.

3.3.1 Foundational Literature Review

Following on from the attempted systematic literature review, a foundational literary review
was undertaken with this new insight to help us better construct the research questions and
to provide the theoretical foundation for the study. In doing so, it provided the research with a
robust underpinning of key theories and concepts to better investigate the gaps in the
existing literature and allow flexibility and openness to potential new theories which could

emerge (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

This approach differs from a traditional literature review, in that it seeks to gain a broad
understanding of the existing knowledge and theories within the area, rather than focus on
literature solely related to the research question (Bryman, 2016). This was used to provide
the research with a solid and foundational understanding of key theories and concepts that
can help add context crucial to investigating the gaps in existing literature, while

simultaneously enabling us to remain open and flexible to any potential theories which could
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emerge and maintain the inductive nature of the grounded theory approach (Charmaz, 2006;
Suddaby, 2006).

This approach is supported by Birks and Mills (2015), who argue that a foundational
literature review helps to develop sensitivity to the themes and concepts within the area of
research and facilitates the identification of areas where gaps exist within the knowledge.
Further to this, it provides a deeper understanding of the context through which the
phenomena under discussion operate and thus provides a more robust and grounded

analysis of findings and data (Corbin & Strauss, 2015).

Contextually, this study’s foundational literature focused on the five key contextual pillars
discussed in Chapter 2; Idea Sources, Selection criteria, Human Factors, Market Factors,
and Social Factors. Through these pillars, a comprehensive understanding of the influential
factors involved in corporate innovation processes was constructed, supporting the
research’s validity and the ability of the researcher to identify potential themes or emerging

theories.

The use of this method to explore such contextual pillars is supported specifically within
innovation management research; Tidd and Bessant (2018) acknowledge that understanding
the broad context through which innovation occurs within any environment is essential for an
investigation of factors that shape said process. Existing works also acknowledge the
importance of understanding the dimensions of innovation in seeking to understand the
interplay of factors involved, specifically the human and social factors at play within the

process (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010).

3.3.2 Participant Selection & Recruitment

Given the exploratory nature of the approach, the selection and recruitment of participants
for this study followed a considered and iterative process, which has been deeply embedded
throughout the research design process. The participants of the study are selected based on
their professional experience and involvement in corporate innovation environments, with a
specific focus on those involved in the project ideation and selection elements of the
process. Underpinning this specification is the aim of the study, where the need for
participants to understand and relate to the beginning of the innovation process is key to the

research questions and objective.
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The recruitment process was multi-channel and involved both personal networks and
professional networking channels such as LinkedIn. A purposive sampling approach was
employed, a non-probability sampling technique that carefully considered the relevance of
subjects and the potential contribution they may have towards the ultimate research
objective (Palinkas et al., 2015). The decision was guided by insights taken from the
foundational literature review, enhancing the robustness of the selection and recruitment

process.

Emphasising the grounded theory’s inductive nature, sampling evolved over time, where
initial interviews produced rich data, which helped to inform a theoretical sampling process,
leading to a more refined selection of participants (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). In
particular, this produced a need to seek out more senior innovation team members.
Supporting this iterative approach, Charmaz (2006) discusses the importance of the
research’s adaptability, enabling the discovery of emerging trends and building a more

comprehensive theory by adapting the data collection process to respond to these.

Participants were chosen for their roles in innovation-related functions, and for their
experience in the innovation project ideation and selection process. The selection of team
members with specific experience in the practical realities of innovation deployment aimed to
ensure they had a comprehensive understanding of the innovation process to be able to
valuably comment on its deployment (Creswell & Poth, 2018). This also ensured diversity
within the sample, participants were also selected from different industries and backgrounds,
in order to represent various roles, levels of experience, industries, and cultural impacts -

both within organisations and broader society (Creswell & Poth, 2018).

Industries encompassed retail, utilities, finance, infrastructure, transport, fast-moving
consumer goods (FMCG), and software and technology. Table 3-2 provides a

comprehensive overview of the participant’s functions, industries, and experience levels.

Table 3-2 Participant Function, Industry, and Level Overview

ID |Function Industry Level Identifying Gender
1 New Product Innovation Transport Junior Male

2 Product Lead R&D FMCG Senior Female

3 New Product Lead Utilities Intermediate Female

4 Product Consultant Finance Intermediate Male

5 Chief Technology Officer Utilities Senior Male
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6 Group Manager Innovation Retail Senior Male

7 Chief Innovation Officer Infrastructure |Senior Female

8 Services Manager Software Technology Intermediate Male

Upon the identification of potential participants, each was provided (via email) a Participant
Information Sheet. It contained the details about the purpose of the research, the interview
process, the potential benefits, as well as key privacy protection measures (Palinkas et al.,
2015). This explainer ensured that all participants were able to make an appropriately
informed decision regarding their participation in the study; those who agreed were then
provided with an Agreement to sign reflecting this, and interviews were scheduled

accordingly.

To address the limitations of this approach, it's important to note that while purposive
sampling brings in-depth insights, these may not be generalisable to all corporate innovation
environments due to the sample’s specific characteristics; however given the exploratory
nature of the research, such an approach is considered appropriate (Charmaz, 2006). The
use of reflection and memoing is utilised in order to address any potential bias inherent in

the selection and participant recruitment decisions.

3.3.3 Semi-Structured Interview Structure

Semi-Structured interviews provide a platform for the exploration of participant’s
experiences, and perspectives, and for their in-depth interpretations of scenarios, while also
ensuring that the research objectives are addressed throughout the process (Bryman, 2016).
The flexibility of the style of interview affords the researcher the ability to explore emergent
topics throughout the conversation. Employing an interview guide enables a structured
conversation while simultaneously providing the flexibility needed to explore emerging topics

or ideas in more detail (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006).

The framework used for the semi-structured interviews covered five broad areas, each with a
specific intent to garner information about idea formation and selection within the corporate
environment. These areas were grounded both within the literature on innovation processes
and decision-making identified within the foundational literature review (Dyer, Gregersen, &
Christensen, 2009), and by incorporating specific questions which enabled the participants
to reflect on their own innovation process experiences and draw their own conclusions

based on these reflections (Rogers, 2010).
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Table 3-3 describes the interview structure and purpose of each section:

Table 3-3 Structure of Semi-Structured Interview Guide

Section Purpose

General Information [To understand the participant's roles, daily activities, and involvement in the
innovation process

Insight Gathering and [To explore participants’ approaches to identifying insights and ideas, and to
Idea Generation understand the processes used within their experienced corporate
environments

Projects and To explore participants’ specific experiences with project ideation, selection,
Problems and execution, including the tools used, and the challenges faced

Knowledge and To explore the mechanisms for sharing knowledge and lessons learned, and to
Sharing share said knowledge and learnings on reflections

Philosophical To capture the participant’s broader beliefs and attitudes towards innovation,
Grounding as well as any perceived challenges within the innovation ideation and

selection process based on their subjective experiences.

This format enabled the use of open-ended questions and encouraged participants to share
personal experiences and perspectives, while simultaneously ensuring that the key areas of
interest related to the research questions were appropriately explored in each interview

(Brinkmann, 2013). The interview guide can be referred to in Appendix A.

The aim was to utilise these interviews as an open platform, and to encourage participants to
reflect deploy on their individual experiences and perspectives, thus ensuring that the
insights they provided were authentically delivered and captured. The approach enabled the
collation of rich and descriptive data for the analysis process, and simultaneously

empowered the participants to be active contributors to the study (Charmaz, 2006).

The informal nature of these interviews created a conversational atmosphere, and
participants were able to openly share their experiences and perspectives without fear of
judgement or reprisal (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). This atmosphere directly led to the
facilitation of significant insights derived through interpretive conversation, as opposed to the

conveyance of straight facts and accounts (Kallio et al., 2016).

Interviews took place throughout 2022 and were conducted either in-person, or via video
conference, depending on the individual availability, preference, and general convenience of
the participant. During the interviews, the researcher adopted a non-directive, and largely

empathetic approach, to relate to the subjects and encourage them to explore and share
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their thoughts freely (Rubin & Rubin, 2011). This created a comfortable tone to encourage
open expression, which was supported by using a casual physical environment for the
interviews (cafes, informal meeting spaces, etc.), to further promote a relaxed and
conversational tone to the interviews (Rogers, 2010). Participants were offered
refreshments, and a discussion about topics unrelated to the research was used at the
beginning of the interviews to further enable this relaxed environment. This was repeated at
the end of the interview to promote positive reflection on the interview process from the

participants (Taherdoost, 2021).

Transcription of the interviews was facilitated using a recording tool called Otter, which is an
Al-powered transcription software, that generates transcriptions from live audio recordings
(Otter, n.d.). However, after the transcriptions were generated through Otter, any necessary
amendments were made to grammar or individual words immediately post-interview to

ensure the precise capture of information (Palinkas et al., 2015).

Participants were also invited to review the interview transcripts prior to any analysis, to
check for factual correctness, and ensure that any information they wished to withhold was
removed from the transcripts (Palinkas et al., 2015). Information regarding the size,
structure, and geographics of each organisation the participants were involved in when
recounting or explaining specific projects was captured to identify any thematic links. Any
identifying information regarding specific organisations or projects was redacted from the
transcriptions and subsequent analysis process to maintain confidentiality (Palinkas et al.,
2015).

In summary, this research used a combination of qualitative tools and methods to
systematically explore the dynamics of corporate innovation project selection. The primary
data capture tool used throughout this research was semi-structured interviews, conducted
with practitioners from various backgrounds and experience levels from within the innovation
field.

3.4 Research Design: Data Analysis
The process used to analyse the data and apply codes to the raw transcripts was critical to

the development of the emergent theory, as well as in identifying central themes and

propositions which added context to this theory..
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Throughout, the researcher maintained a reflexive stance and acknowledges their subjective
role in the interpretation of data, and the shaping of the analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2019).
Reflexivity was enhanced through reflective note-taking, giving the researcher an outlet to
critically examine their assumptions and biases, and better consider how these may have

influenced the research process and the outcomes themselves (Finlay, 2002).

The collected data was analysed using a reflexive thematic analysis (RTA) methodology, as
proposed by Braun and Clarke (Braun & Clarke, 2006). This approach was chosen due to its
suitability for the relatively small dataset, its emphasis on the researchers' active role in
knowledge production, and its ability to accommodate the complexity of social processes
(Bryman, 2016).

Drawing on Charmaz’s (2006) principles, outlined in Chapter 3, the data analysis process
described in this section emphasises the use of open coding, selective coding, and
theoretical coding of data obtained through interviews and informal case studies. The focus
here is to showcase the process of conceptualisation, and how relationships between
different units of data were discovered leading to the production of an emergent theory and
related concepts. Similarly drawing on Maxwell & Miller (2008), the three Cs’ of data analysis
are Codes, Categories, and Concepts; by using this as a guide to the structure of our

process, we articulate the process used for this analysis in Figure 3-9 below.

Selective Coding

Formation of . Formation of Formation
Focused Fgr;\:h(:?e:f Emerging of Core
Codes 9 Concepts Categories

Open Coding

. 1 1 Formation of
Line-By-Line Formation of
. o Emerging
Coding Initial Codes Categories

Theoretical Coding

Exploration of
{ i g of
Codes, Concepts, and Theory & Hypothesis
Themes

Conceptual Mapping

Case Memos Theoretical Memos

Constant Comparrison

Figure 3-8 Three C’s Adapted from Maxwell & Miller (2008).

The coding process, informed by grounded theory, allows for the discovery of new
theoretical insights, and their synthesis based on the experience conveyed by the
participants. It is further enhanced through a repetitive backwards-and-forwards between the
analysis and the interviews, and the initial decoding process occurring alongside the data

capture, as opposed to at its conclusion (Charmaz, 2014).
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3.4.1 The Role of Interviews and Sampling

Grounded Theory also allows for flexibility within the research questions, and the adaptation
of individual interviews based on any insights identified from previous interviews (Charmaz,

2014). Initial purposive sampling involved interviewing three practitioners, followed by initial
case-based memo-writing to capture key ideas observed during the conversations (Birks &

Mills, 2015).

As the initial codes developed, the researcher identified several limitations to the initial
questions, as well as a need to focus on innovation practitioners with deeper in-corporate
experience. Five subsequent practitioners were interviewed through this sampling approach,
and following each interview, memos were drafted to capture initial insights and observations
(Birks & Mills, 2015).

Following each interview, an initial analysis was performed to identify initial codes, as well as
the construction of case memos. The iterative approach also allowed for the refinement of
any key themes or patterns to reflect the ongoing execution of further interviews, and to
adjust the sample of participants accordingly (Saldana, 2016). This sample size was arrived
at throughout the data capture process, using the concept of data saturation, where any
additional interviews ceased to produce substantially different codes (Guest et al., 2006).
This approach is relatively common in qualitative research to ensure adequate depth of
understanding has been reached while maintaining a manageable scope for the study itself
(Morse, 2000). At the conclusion of the eighth interview, and its subsequent coding and

memoing process, it was decided that data saturation had been reached.

3.4.2 Data Analysis and Interpretation

A data analysis phase followed this, with the development of initial codes, and draft
conceptual memos based on the researchers understanding of how these codes may evolve
into focused codes (Corbin & Strauss, 2014). During this initial analysis, it became evident
that some questions and lines of discussion required rephrasing due to varying
interpretations of questions and key terms. For example, the word “innovation” had multiple
layers of understanding from different participants given their individual perspectives. Given
the desire to understand specifically the impact on decisions that lead to the introduction of
new products and services via an innovation process, questions utilising such terms required
tweaking; intent-based phrasing was deployed for better clarity, in line with grounded

theory’s focus on flexibility and responsiveness to emergent findings (Charmaz, 2014).
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The emphasis on the individual experience, and this adaptability, enables participants to
attach their individual subjective meaning to their accounts, while still enabling the
researcher to adapt and modify the interviews to enable a common understanding of the
topics as they relate to the research questions (Charmaz, 2014; Corbin & Strauss, 2014). It
also acknowledges that codes derived from the data represent the researcher’s own
interpretation of patterns and meaning, as aligned with the philosophical standpoint of the
research (Braun & Clarke, 2019).

The three-stage coding process, open and initial coding, selective and focused coding, and
theoretical coding, allows for the detailed examination of the collected data and the
subsequent refinement of the emerging theory. Initial coding involves the examination of raw
data to identify patterns to develop preliminary codes, which are descriptive, and aim to
identify any potential aspects which could evolve our understanding of the concept
(Charmaz, 2014). Table 3-4 below outlines the use of this coding as extracted from initial
interview transcripts. In this extract of the initial codes uncovered through this research, we
see ideas emerge which allow for familiarity with the data, and an understanding of how

potential relationships may form for future coding phases.

Table 3-4 Initial Coding Example

Quote Initial Code
"The executive team would have personal relationships with the |Executive relationships leading to project
executives in other corporates [...] they would see that there's selection

opportunities that the other corporate would have already
launched, and would go, let's just do that because X said so."

"...basically the CEO had a child, and their kid had been in this Mandated projects based on power dynamics
situation where [redacted], and so the project was pushed and personal interests

forward pretty much because they needed it. | don't think there
was any other research or anything, it was just accepted."

"They [the executives] ended up getting a following pretty much |Ability to speak well leading to power in
because they're good speakers more than anything else." decision making process

The focused coding phase involves a more in-depth analysis of the data, and the initial
codes, to develop more abstract and high-level codes. Here, the organisation and synthesis
of these initial codes allow for the identification of patterns, and the connection between
these patterns (Charmaz, 2014). In the extract below (Table 3-5), the process of refinement

of the codes, and the structure of the data, is evidenced.
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Table 3-5 Focused Code Example

Focused Codes Supporting Initial Codes Discussion

Power Dynamics & Forced|Executive relationships leading to biased These codes revolve around the role of

Decisioning project selection executives in driving project selection and
Mandated projects based on power dynamics |decision-making. They suggest that
Executive relationships leading to project personal relationships, ego, reputation, and
selection short-term incentives often influence the
Mandated projects based on personal interests |selection of innovation projects for funding
Ability to speak well leading to power in and progression.
decision making process

This example was derived from the initial codes and represents the higher level of
abstraction and the capture of relationships and patterns identified within the data. This
process allows for a more coherent understanding of the data before an emerging theory is
developed. This then leads to the production of theoretical codes, used to develop a
comprehensive and grounded theory based on the data and the relationships present there;
central categories are identified, and a deeper understanding of how they contribute to the

overall research questions is articulated through the codes (Charmaz, 2014).

Memos were produced in a multitude of forms, including notes, diagrams, and conceptual
maps, to facilitate this process, as well as to document the development of codes and their
interrelationships as they evolved. Figure 3-10 gives an example of the memoing process in

action.

Interview One - Case Memo
This one was particularly eye opening - it helped that the participant was really open about their experiences inside the business they were in, and their
own emotions while they were there - so that was good.

One big thing was the executive relationships and the office politics stuff, and how that can really mess with the project selection process and just decision
making in general. It's definately not all about what's best for the consumer, and by the sounds of it, not what 's best for the company either. It seems to
be all about who's friends with who, and who has power, and what they wake up thinking that morning, or the experiences that happen in their own
personal lives. This JFDI mandate thing that occurs where a project just gets kicked off without thought, and then they seem to retrospectively fit
businesses cases and cost justifications into it to make it happen.

But then everyone becomes complicit in the process, like the teams themselves, and the people around them, all just go, yeah sure, and make it happen
without thinking. | think it might be a pressure thing judging by what was said, but also they seem to get a kick out of the validation they get from bosses if
it happens properly.

It feels like the innovation process is kind of just an excuse to feel and be thought of in a certain way; it's a game of ego. But there's another interesting
thought which is how do the social interactions and connections these people want to make inform this - is it like a process of making themselves look
good, or is it about some kind of underlying incentive or financial reward or something?

Figure 3-9 Example Case Memo (Interview One)

Memoing provides a space for the researcher to record thoughts, ideas, and reflections on
both the data itself and any emerging theories constructed throughout the research process

(Charmaz, 2014). This enablement allows for the development of theories and patterns to be
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tracked, and for the exploration of any connections between concepts and categories to be

identified organically.

Within this research, memos were written throughout the coding process to capture specific
ideas in consideration of both recency and through the lens of an informal tracking of
concepts as they emerged. This led to the identification of gaps to be addressed through
theoretical sampling, as well as considering any pre-existing bias or assumptions that

needed to be considered.

The analysis phase then continued with the introduction of new initial codes, and the
evolution of existing codes, before these were refined into focused codes throughout the
selective coding process. The construction of a concept map enabled me to better visualise
the relationships between these codes, and the emerging categories they represented
(Corbin & Strauss, 2014). Memos were written throughout the research process to document
any specific reflections on the data and emerging insights, as both a record of the analytical
process and to support the ongoing development of the emerging theory (Birks & Mills,
2015).

The process of constant comparison was used throughout this analysis period to compare
the data, codes, and emerging categories, and to facilitate the development of an integrated
and coherent theoretical framework (Charmaz, 2014). Simultaneously, deviant cases or data
that did not fit within the patterns or categories were sought out to refine and challenge the

analysis process (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Additional literature was sought out and referenced simultaneously throughout this analysis
phase, to better contextualise any emerging insights and themes within the broader
academic discourse. Through this, it was ensured that any conclusion drawn from the
analysis was well-grounded in any relevant research and contributed to the overall rigour
and trustworthiness of the study (Creswell & Poth, 2017; Bryman, 2016).

In the final stages of the analysis process, the researcher focused on the integration of
developed categories and concepts into a core code, and supporting emerging theory,
grounded with the use of theoretical codes to add additional literature to support the
legitimacy of the emerging theory (Charmaz, 2014). This process involved the unification of
the broader categories, aimed at producing a comprehensive explanation of the innovation

selection process. The social complexity of the research questions suggests the central
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category requires substantial explanation, and provision of the context of the laddering

categories and concepts, to support it as a unifying theory.

As discussed, informal case studies were utilised throughout this process to link these
insights from the interviews to real-world examples of innovation projects in practice within
corporate environments. The purpose here was to provide some practical and contextual
background for the experiences provided by the interviewees, and an ability to sense-check
how these discussions related to the practical implementation they described,. A more
nuanced and context-specific understanding of these innovation practices emerged
(Bryman, 2016). The desire to explore innovation project selection as a social phenomenon,
and generate novel findings and theories from the work, as opposed to testing existing
hypotheses, was also a primary driver in the inclusion of these in the research design
(Creswell & Poth, 2017).

The utilisation of such case studies, specifically those which are unpublished and have not
been peer-reviewed, plays a valuable role in this study, given the lack of existing published
literature in the space. These studies provided us with context-rich examples which helped
complement the insights derived from the semi-structured interviews and provided an
additional layer of context to our interpretation (Yin, 2014). Specifically, the inclusion of these
case studies enabled us to minimise the biases demonstrated in any existing published
literature, which focused on positive outcomes and successful case studies (Eisenhardt &
Graebner, 2007).

3.4.3 Foundational Research Iteration

The foundational literature review serves as a basis for the understanding of key concepts
relevant to ideating and selecting innovation projects; the literature was integrated iteratively
throughout the data collection and analysis process, contributing to the way codes and ideas
were refined and developed (Dubois & Gadde, 2002).

The literature integration occurred as data emerged, during the post-interview coding and
memo drafting process, so as not to impose predetermined themes on any finding that
occurred. This allowed the researcher to use the data from the interviews to guide the
selection and interpretation of appropriate literature throughout the coding process and use it
to help clarify and contextualise emerging codes and ideas. As an example, particular

additional insight surrounding the structural implications of transparency (Argyris & Schon,
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1978), and stakeholder engagement (Freeman, 1984), were added in light of these themes

recurring regularly in interview transcription.

To ensure the ongoing quality and rigour of the literature, a focus was placed on
incorporating peer-reviewed publications, aiming to guarantee a positive contribution to the
research process. As an example, the Academy of Management Review played a significant
role in helping to interpret data patterns emerging through the coding process and

supporting the development of further peripheral concepts.

3.5 Ethical Considerations and Methodological Limitations

A primary consideration for the research method selection and design were the ethical
considerations, and the consideration of any potential limitations of the design of the
research, taking into account both best practices and ensuring the integrity of the study itself.
In this section, both the limitations of the research methods and any relevant ethical

considerations, are discussed and considered.

3.5.1 Limitations

It is acknowledged that throughout the implementation of this approach, there are limitations
and considerations which must be taken into account throughout the research design. This
discussion highlights any areas which may potentially impact the validity and generalisability

of the findings.

Researcher Bias and Subjectivity

An inherent challenge within the qualitative process is the potential for bias and the influence
of that bias on the data collection, analysis, and its subsequent interpretation (Creswell &
Poth, 2018). Given the researcher is the primary instrument for the data handling, their own
experiences and preconceptions formed from having worked within the innovation field may
shape the emerging theory (Charmaz, 2014). To mitigate this, a conscious effort was made
to approach the data analysis with an open mind, and reflexivity (Malterud, 2001), through
the use of a reflective journey to document any thoughts or potential assumptions that were
being made throughout the research process, as well as engaging in debriefing and
discussion aimed at challenging and refining interpretations made throughout the research
process (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
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Sample Size and Theoretical Saturation

Grounded theory relies on sampling to guide data collection, aiming to achieve theoretical
saturation throughout the collection process (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Determining when
this saturation has been reached, however, can be a subjective process, and relies on the
researcher as the primary research instrument to interpret the data and identify when this
saturation has been reached (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006). Adding to this, the relatively
small sample size of the study has the potential to limit the generalisability of the findings to
more broad populations or external contexts (Morse, 1995). To address this, a diverse and
information-rich sample was procured, seeking to achieve theoretical saturation through
constant comparison and iteration of the research subjects as required throughout the

analysis and collection process (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).

Dependence on Participant Perspectives

As this design is primarily based on the experiences and perspectives of the participants,
ensuring the accuracy and authenticity of the participants' accounts is vital to the research's
validity (Maxwell, 1992). In instances where the participants are unable or unwilling to
provide complete or accurate information, considering factors such as social desirability,
bias, or recall bias (Bernard, Wutich, & Ryan, 2016), multiple methods of data collection,
including interviews and document analysis, were deployed to help triangulate findings, and

enhance credibility (Denzin, 1978).

3.5.2 Ethical Considerations

The discussion regarding these ethical considerations is organised into four main
components: informed consent, confidentiality and anonymity, participant selection, and

researcher reflexivity.

Informed Consent

All participants were provided with comprehensive information regarding the topic and
subject matter of the research, both verbally, and then via a detailed consent form. This form
outlined the research purpose, approach, and rights of the participant in relation to their
participation in the study (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006). All participants agreed to
participate in the study with this knowledge and signed documentation to confirm this
consent. It is noted that none of the participants were under 18 years of age, and all were

current practitioners in their fields of sound mental capacity.
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Confidentiality and Anonymity
To best protect the confidentiality of the participants, and the organisations they discussed
throughout the interviews, as well as any organisations mentioned in the case studies, the

following measures were implemented:

Removal of all identifiable information from the case study data, and the assignment of
numbers to refer to participants rather than names (Orb, Eisenhauer, & Wynaden, 2001)
Ensuring that any company discussed in the case studies was not identified by name or
identifiable factors, and altering any project detail as required to maintain confidentiality,
without compromising the integrity of the research findings (Creswell & Poth, 2018)
Informing participants of their right to decline to answer any question, to cease discussion on
a particular topic, or to withdraw from the study at any time without adverse consequences
(DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006).

Additionally, the use of unpublished and informal case studies presented some unique
ethical challenges. As it was assumed that these case studies had not undergone any peer-
to-peer review processes, as would be the case with published case studies (Hammersley &
Traianou, 2012), the researcher cross-referenced any information obtained through these
informal case studies with the data collected through interviews and the literature review in
an attempt to identify at discrepancies or inconsistencies (Stake, 1995). This process aimed
to ensure the validity of the findings and minimise any risk of drawing any insight based on
biased or unreliable sources (Patton, 1999). No novel insights or findings were identified

from these case studies, and thus this risk remains minimal.

Participant Selection

Identifying and selecting participants, taking into account their roles within organisations and
innovation teams, required a considered approach, to ensure a variety of representation and
diversity within the interviewee pool (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Participants were
purposively sampled to ensure there was a variety of roles, levels of experience, and
industry backgrounds, in order to enable this diversity of thought (Tongco, 2007). This aimed
to minimise any bias potential, as well as generally enhance the perspectives gathered from

the interviews themselves.

3.6 Reflecting on the Methodology

At the outset of the data capture and simultaneous analysis phase of the study, the research

focused on deploying the grounded theory approach as detailed throughout this chapter,
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with a focus on systematic data analysis, and the inductive theory construction approach. As
discussed, the strength of this process lies in the ability to allow ideas to emerge from data,
making it appropriate for the exploration of complex social phenomena like the ideation and

idea selection process within organisations.

However, as the study progressed, the challenges of this method became evident. It wasn’t
a divergence from the original plan, but rather both a necessary adaptation, in line with
Charmaz’s (2006) interpretation of grounded theory as a flexible and reflexive tool, and a
realisation of how the emergence of such ideas has an impact both on the ideas produced,
but also the very research topic and questions themselves. Charmaz (2006) emphasises the
iterative nature of the approach, and discusses the potential for change in both methods and
focus as the research evolves; it took some time for the permission granted by this
statement to “sink in”, as the initial instinct of the researcher was to fight the change of

focus.

Early on, and during the initial stages of the analysis, what is now recognised as the core
theme became evident, that being the role that individual humans, or groups of humans, play
in the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects. Despite attempts to adhere strictly to
the research questions, which aimed to understand the broader factors at play outside of just
human-focused elements, this focus gravitated back towards those individuals who wielded
influence over the creation, and selection, of ideas for innovation teams. The recurrence of
themes or ideas in the data, as Bowen (2008) notes, indicates its salience, which leads the
research to more intensely focus on one particular aspect. The reflection of the researcher,
and the acceptance of this approach, enabled the emergence of the core concept and its

associated phenomenon.

At this point, three interviews had occurred, and some substantive changes to the approach
were considered and implemented; some of these were intentional, and some of these were
natural given the flow of emerging ideas. For example, the interview guide was originally
designed to provide consistency across all interviews, and while the substance of this
remained unchanged in its core questions, the prompts and follow-up conversations which
occurred throughout the interviews were altered both consciously and unconsciously to allow

the natural emergence of this focus to shine through.

Through this focus, the study also required a refinement of the subject and interviewee.
What was emerging from the conversations was a consistent theme where those people

described as having the most impact on the idea creation and selection process were at the
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upper echelons of organisations. They were described, both positively and negatively, as
controlling the ideation process. To further explore this, Glaser and Strauss’s (1967)
theoretical sampling was employed, allowing for the refinement of the data collection
process, and identifying participants for the final three interviews who were specifically in

positions which would equate to those described by the earlier subjects.

It's also acknowledged here that there was an intent to make extensive use of informal case
studies as supplementary data sources, following Yin's (2003) endorsement of their ability to
capture the nuance of complex phenomena. However, in practice, these proved to provide
little practical purpose, with the nature of them being largely high-level and subjectively
biased toward the success of a project without understanding the selection and prioritisation
of the idea itself. Although they were used occasionally to validate anecdotal accounts
provided by the participants, and at times where there was a more explorative nature to
them used to prompt thoughts and are recorded in memos as having done so, they did not

contribute significantly to the formation of the emergent theory.

The most intriguing aspect of the study from a reflective perspective came throughout the
final stages of the data analysis process, or rather, what was perceived to be the final stages
at the time. Initially, a strict coding and focused coding method, supplemented by the use of
memos, was employed, in following with the process outlined in Chapter 3, discussed by
Charmaz (2006), and supplemented through reflexive methods to guard against the
researcher bias and to help shape the emergent ideation process. However, when the
writing process itself commenced, and at the time when the findings began to take shape as
a narrative, a dynamic shift occurred in the analysis. Richardson and St. Pierre (2005) note
that this writing phase is not merely a tool for reporting, but rather is of itself a method of
inquiry. Here, and at this point in the study, the act of writing began to facilitate the
emergence of interconnected ideas and theories beyond what had been identified through

the structured analysis process originally proposed.

Throughout the writing process, conceptual maps and codes were revisited, and additional
literature was sought to supplement the ideas and emergent interconnectivity. Artefacts
which were created during the initial phases of analysis and data capture were able to form a
firm foundation, but the emergence of the final theory and associated concepts and
categories was rooted in the writing phase itself. This, again in hindsight, reflects the
complexity of the grounded theory approach, and the need for the development of theories
through this process to be both iterative and flexible (Birks & Mills, 2015).
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3.7 Chapter Summary

This chapter provided an overview of the research methods employed in this study, which
aims to understand the dynamics of idea generation and innovation within corporate
environments. The chapter began by detailing the research objectives, before articulating the
background and context, in particular discussing the systematic literature review as the
starting point and leading into a discussion of various grounded theory models to better

inform our selection of approach.

From here, it discussed the philosophical underpinnings of the research design, including the
ontological, epistemological, and methodological framings. These were used to inform and
justify the research design itself. Utilising a constructivist grounded theory approach, the
design encompasses a foundational literature review, as well as a data collection and
analysis process that utilises initial, focused, and theoretical coding to define the emerging
theory. This approach was further explored through a discussion of the practical application
of these coding methods, as well as the theoretical sampling and memoing components of

the methodology.

Finally, potential limitations of the approach were acknowledged, and potential mitigation
strategies were proposed. Alongside this, ethical considerations were addressed to ensure
and provide trustworthiness, that academic integrity was adhered to, and that the rights and

wellbeing of the research participants were taken into account.

Building on this understanding and the approach detailed in this chapter, the following
chapter delves into the detail of the data collection and analysis process, focusing on the
specific codes and ideas identified throughout the analysis; this serves to underpin the
emerging theories and understand the factors involved within the idea generation and

selection process within corporate environments.
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CHAPTER 4 Data Capture and Analysis

This chapter outlines the way in which critical ideas emerged throughout the research
process. While not stringently adhering to the principles of grounded theory, it utilises the

core methods to collect and discover insights as they emerge.

Structurally, this chapter outlines the following:

1. A reflection on the methodological approach, and a discussion of how this evolved
throughout the data collection and analysis process

2. An outline of the approach itself, and a narrative-driven description of the emergence
of key ideas and themes discussed at a broad level

3. A presentation of the key themes uncovered throughout the analysis alongside the
evidence collected throughout the research, and a preparatory discussion of the
perceived interplay between these concepts enabling a solid foundational

understanding for the findings discussion in Chapter 5.

Throughout, commentary is provided on how these themes emerged, and where required,
contextual information in relation to the researcher’s own experiences within the corporate

innovation field.

This chapter as a whole, thusly, presents not just the emergence of the ideas and concepts
in and of themselves, but rather tells a narrative representing the stages of data collection,
analysis, and the writing process. One of the crucial realisations here was the emergence of
systems thinking, seeing a system of ideas as a central component in the development of
the theory. This understanding led to the formal introduction of systems thinking (Checkland,

1981) into the analytical framework.

This approach enabled a shift from viewing and attempting to define the factors involved in
the idea selection and prioritisation process as discrete entities and rather permitted them to
be seen as part of a more complex system. Subsequently, the individual factors could be
abstracted, enabling a more comprehensive understanding of the dynamics of the resulting
core category. It also offered a more holistic view of the phenomenon, where there were
separate distinct systems at play, which were not related specifically to human motivations
(i.e. organisational structure, strategic priorities, etc), but which had variable levels of

influence on the central theme itself.
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The concurrence of the data collection and analysis components of the research also
provided a challenge when it comes to the presentation of this chapter. The resulting
structure reflects the research approach, focusing not on separate stages of the data
collection and analysis, but on the concurrent and interwoven nature of these processes.
The sequence of this chapter is dictated by the concepts and phenomena that emerged as
the research unfolded, in a mirroring of the chronological evolution of the research, and to

provide a roadmap for how these various concepts should be sequentially understood.

The importance of the explicit depiction of the approach is not ignored; following the
guidance of Bryman (2012) and Dey (1999), the chapter begins with a reflection of how the
process was conducted. Following this, a linear description of the concurrent capture and
analysis process is provided, aimed at providing an illustration of the process through which
the data was explored and interpreted, while simultaneously demonstrating how the
research questions and discussions evolved over time, and at which moments various

concepts began to emerge.

From here, the sections of this chapter are organised based on the emergent concepts. This
breakdown builds on the initial insights and provides a comprehensive description of how the
core phenomenon emerged, its nature, the peripheral concepts, and the interplay between
these. The intent of this flow is not only to narrate the emergence of the ideas but also to
provide foundational concepts for exploration in later chapters, particularly throughout the
discussion of the findings. For clarity, the presentation of this process as adapted and

modified throughout the research, is provided in Figure 4-1.
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Role of Individuals and Groups
Initial Analysis —————3| in Idea Selection emerges as
Core Theme

Systematic Data Analysis and
Inductive Theory Construction

Adaption: Iterative Approach / Focus Shift

Refinement of Subjects; less
reliance on Case Studies

Writing Phase: Prompted

——C tM ing & Analysis —
s i S Interconnectivity and Theory

Figure 4-1 The Emergent Research Process

4.1 The Research Process; A Narrative Reflection

Initial interviews were conducted through the lens of understanding the broad factors which
were involved within the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects within corporate
entities; as such, the conversations were general, and aimed to elicit stories and anecdotes
which could be used to better understand any factors involved. At the outset, the researcher
faced an initial challenge in the inherent constraints of the Grounded Theory methodological
framework; although familiar with the method itself, moving from the descriptive stage where
data is understood, to a higher level of conceptualisation proved an exhausting task. So
while the process of simultaneously capturing and analysing data makes sense, in practice it
led to substantial back-and-forth between attempting to ensure structure and sufficient
provision of information from the interviews, and simultaneously allowing the participants to

narrate the experience as they saw it.

It was by embracing the conceptualisation process, as outlined by Glaser (1978), and
leaning into the iterative process of collecting, coding, memoing, and repeating this process,
that both the interviews themselves, and the subsequent data collected, were able to be
broken into smaller more manageable pieces of information. In turn, this helped to make the
process more digestible and led to the informed creation of the focused and theoretical
codes. The initial three interviews used this structure and questions prescriptively and didn’t

vary from the interview guide initially presented. What was unexpected was the intensity
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through which the participants engaged in the process; in many ways, it allowed them to

voice and air their frustrations.

, After the interviews were fully transcribed and sense-checked the process began with open
coding with the data broken into manageable portions. The chronological order of the
interview was maintained to preserve the flow of information and ensure any contextual
information or discussion was relevant to previous sections. Each section was then
examined to identify initial codes, such as words, phrases, or sentences used to describe
emergent themes identified within the participants' responses. Alongside this process,
memos were drafted and attached to each segment, which allowed for the documentation of

any thoughts, interpretations, insights, or other ideas which emerged.

Figure 4-2, as shown below, presents an example of the initial coding process, and
demonstrates how different data segments were extracted from the transcripts in
manageable chunks, and then these initial codes were applied, along with accompanying

memo notations as thoughts emerged.

This process involved taking the transcripts from interviews post their completion, and
sectioning them initially according to the interview structure, and then subsequently, by
theme of discussion. The example provided here shows a section discussing the forced
directive onto teams based on several factors; this is also indicative of the way in which
participants discussed the concept of people and power structures throughout the

interviews.

JFDI Culture over Organ
the top of other 3, Structure Change:
work &Tribe Structure

Memo 3.5

ges
Basically, there's a tonne of JFDI on top of what you think you should do, and no
room to question it. What's a JFDI? Just f*cking do it. This is suc red thing, but it's
teadershipTeam  mainly since they devolved into this tribe structure. P

not changing from traditional
with org businesses

So movi om traditional business units into this agile situation where there are tribes,
there is still the leadership team, which you can think is the exact same structure as it was
before, an hich is pretty much the same as a general manager and

then the teams are basically formed, | guess, seemingly on a quarter by quarter basis.

still traditional
General Manager
structure

Frequency of
Team Formation

= Work Backlogs
There's never any longevity or any structure. So the backlog (ﬁm@a%ymﬁ'um ‘Td‘ess
up is basically from a bunch of people that have previously started work but never continue

aa  through and saw through. And then you add on top of it just a heap of JFDI's, so you're Incomplete

hip Projects and

ing about new ideas, but there’s no time for new ideas. handovers

wwentiication of -~ Basically, what that ends up meaning is that the tribe lead in particular doesn’t ever really
-to-l h ' . . &
i ied already via their own personal nefvorks more than
anything else or their corporate networks some quick wins so they look good at review time.

Foiproauee Whatis an easy product to launch? From there, then it'sy JFDI to actually do it. \ T

Launch Process products

Lack of structure
and longevity

Figure 4-2 Coding and Memo Sample

The Gatekeepers Gambit

There's a lot of anger here with
the discussion about directives;
It seems like this is coming from
the lack of contextuality
surrounding the way in which
this projects are directed; maybe
not the actual contextuality, but
the pretense that the context is
something that it's not; they're
pretending it's for a greater
purpose but it's actually not

—

Memo 3.6

The use of the JFDI term is
interesting; it's like this
mandated thing with a lot of
assumed supporting
explanation. There's a comment
in an earlier interview about how
everyone thinks these are just
for personal gain by the CEO or
whatever... but no one knows.
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As this progressed, initial codes began to emerge, allowing the natural development to occur
of the codes based on the participant’s own phrasings and intent. Using this process led to
the production of many codes which were unrelated or irrelevant to our primary research
questions, however, in order to ensure the exhaustion of any potential data points which may
otherwise be missed, the process was continued with the expectation of eventual emergent
patterns. The key reflection required to underpin this process proposed by Glaser (1978)
was used throughout the analytical process; focusing on what study the data relates to, the
categorisation of an incident that it indicates, and the broader actualisation of what is really

happening within the data that is being analysed.

The beginning of the second phase represents a shift in focus of the study. A series of key
concepts and focused codes were emerging, however as isolated concepts, they lacked
meaning in terms of their implications for the research question. The impact of things like
Power Dynamics and Internal Politics are well documented when it comes to their impact on

people and decision making within organisations.

To explore this, the initial categories were revisited, and expanded upon. Through this, the
idea was to enable a more robust foundation to approach subsequent interviews, and to fully
embrace the emergent nature of the grounded theory approach. Table 4-1 outlines the
expansion of these categories in a condensed format, and shows how these were built out
with additional understanding and explanation, allowing for the researcher to consider their

role within the process more thoroughly.

Table 4-1 Expansion of Categories

Category Related Codes Explanation

Power Dynamics | Executive relationships leading These codes represent the influence of

to biased project selection, personal relationships, executive decisions,
Mandated projects based on and communication abilities on project
power dynamics and personal selection and decision-making processes
interests, Ability to speak well within corporate innovation environments.
leading to power in the decision- | Power dynamics can significantly impact
making process the conception of ideas and shape the

direction of innovation projects.
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Organisational
Structure &
Communication

Agile and tribe structure, Siloed
information and lack of
communication, Governance,
and decision-making forums,
Organisational dynamics,
Internal politics, Communication

gaps

This focused code highlights the role of
organisational structures, communication,
and decision-making forums in shaping the
corporate innovation environment. The
presence of silos, internal politics, and
communication gaps can hinder the
development and execution of innovative
ideas.

Empowerment &
Disillusionment

Resource Resource constraints, Release This category capture resource allocation
Constraints & train, Inefficient processes, and process efficiency within corporate
Efficiency Financial focus, Streamlining and | innovation environments. Limited
headcount reduction, Hiding resources, inefficient processes, and a
inefficiencies focus on financial savings can impact the
conception, selection, and execution of
innovative projects, ultimately influencing
the organisation's ability to innovate
successfully.
Employee Disillusionment and talent These codes highlight employee

burnout, Learning from
experience, Autonomy, and
voice, Empowering workers,
Learning from past experiences

empowerment, learning, and personal
growth

Customer Focus
& Clear

Lack of customer focus, Clear
objectives, Definition of

This category emphasizes customer-centric
approaches and objectives in the

Objectives successful project, Importance of | conceiving and executing innovation

clear objectives, Reframing phases.

objectives, Importance of

understanding customers
Balancing Structure vs. process, Avoiding These codes highlight the need to balance
Structure & checklist mentality structure and flexibility within corporate
Flexibility innovation environments. While structure is

essential for guiding project selection and
progression, allowing for flexibility and
avoiding a checklist mentality can lead to
better outcomes and foster a more dynamic
innovation culture.

Dysfunctions in
Corporate
Environments

Dysfunctions in corporate
environments, Resistance to
change in corporate culture,
Frustration with integrating
innovation in the existing
environment, Employee attrition
due to lack of innovative culture,
Corporate fear of innovation

This focused code represents the
challenges and dysfunctions that can arise
in corporate environments, impacting the
conception of ideas and the decision-
making processes within corporate
innovation environments. Addressing these
dysfunctions is essential for fostering a
healthy innovation culture and ensuring the
successful execution of innovative projects.
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Further to this, an initial concept map was designed. Noting that the research is still in its
infancy, this concept map was created in order to gain an initial understanding as to how the
ponteittla codes, categories, and concepts could relate to one another, and help to
understand whether or not the approach of the research needed to be modified to better
reflect any missed opportunities. Figure 4-3 below shows a version of this, whereby the
process used is articulated and proposed emerging concepts are presented in their relation
to both the core category and the initial categories.

Core Phenomenon

Factors infl ing the p of ideas and
decisi king pr within corporate innovation

Categories

Decision Making Organisational Employee Engagement Customer & 5
{ & Power Dynamics ][ Factors ]{ & Growth Objective Orientation Corporate Dysfunctions

Selective Coding

Motivations
& Drivers

Employee
Empowerment

Power
Imbalance

Organisational
Adaptability

Emerging Concepts

Core Category

Figure 4-3 Initial Concept Mapping Process

The foundational evidence from these references can be used as justification for the
selection of the term Gatekeeper. While this term implies the stopping of something as it
enters or begins (Lewin, 1947), in this case it is used as a reference to the groups or
individuals which exert control on the very beginning of the innovation process, as well as

the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects.

In an attempt to better understand how these factors may be interrelated, Theoretical Coding
was used to abstract the conceptual relationships between the ideas and examine how
these relationships relate to literature to allow for a higher level of abstraction; this
abstraction aims to produce a core category to integrate into the emergent theory (Glaser &
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Holton, 2004). Building on Glaser’s (1978) definition of this work, theoretical coding “families’
were used as an initial tool to identify any potential relationship between the categories;
while this list isn’'t exhaustive, the framework acts as an initial guide, which is complemented
by the existing literature, and theoretical codes identified therein (Glaser, 1978).

Identifying these relationships resulted in the discovery of a number of contextual
relationships, which worked to form the developing propositions, and grounded the
categories in an external framework. Table 4-2 presents an example of some of the most
impactful relationships identified and explains their development through the coding families
and literature, alongside the theoretical codes reflected in this same table. These theoretical

codes formed the basis of the peripheral categories used in the construction of the emerging

theory.

Table 4-2 Relationship Emergence using Glaser's (1978, 1998, 2001) Coding Families

Emerging

Categories

Theoretical Coding
& Peripheral

Categories

Applied Glaser

Coding Families

Codes derived from

the literature

Power Dynamics

Human Factors

Interaction (Mutual
Effects, Mutual
Dependency)

French and Raven's Five
Bases of Power (1959)

Power Dynamics

Organisational
Factors

Interaction (Mutual
Effects, Mutual
Dependency)

Balancing power dynamics
(Clegg, Courpasson, &
Phillips, 2006)

Organisational
Structure

Organisational
Factors

Structural Functional
(Groups, Role Sets)

Mintzberg's Organisational
Configurations (1979)

Resource
Constraints

Organisational
Factors

Interaction (Mutual
Effects, Mutual
Dependency)

Resource-Based View of the
Firm (Barney, 1991)

Employee
Empowerment

Human Factors

Cultural (Social
Norms, Social
Values, Social
Beliefs)

Self-Determination Theory
(Deci & Ryan, 1985)

Customer Focus

Strategic Focus

Cultural (Social
Norms, Social
Values, Social
Beliefs)

Market Orientation (Kohli &
Jaworski, 1990)

Balancing Structure
& Flexibility

Organisational
Factors

Interaction (Mutual
Effects, Mutual
Dependency)

Organisational Ambidexterity
(Tushman & O'Reilly, 1996)
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Balancing Structure | Strategic Focus Process (Stage, Dual Strategy Approach
& Flexibility Progressions, (Porter, 1987)
Sequencing)

Dysfunctions in Organisational Structural Functional | Organisational Culture
Corporate Factors (Groups, Role Sets) (Schein, 1985);
Environments Organisational Learning

(Argyris & Schon, 1978)

Dysfunctions in Human Factors Cultural (Social Emotional Intelligence and
Corporate Norms, Social Organisational Dysfunction
Environments Values, Social (Goleman, 1995)

Beliefs)

This extrapolation of concepts enables the viewing of the peripheral categories as more
dynamic, and while they all act as individual systems which function separately, they act

together in order to influence the occurrence of the core phenomenon.

4.2 Emergence of Core Codes

As interviews progressed, Core Codes and the impact of particular factors on the research
questions morphed from speculation into substantiated ideas. The scope of Human Factors
became clearer, and thus a definition or capturing criteria became evident; elements related
to individual perspectives which significantly affect the behaviour and decision-making
processes of individuals. Table 4-3 Interview Excerpt Gatekeeper External Forces describes
through an interview excerpt how the interrelation of these factors extends beyond just the
individuals themselves but rather exists as both tools of the specific person, as well as an

external force impacting them which shapes their decision-making process.

Table 4-3 Interview Excerpt Gatekeeper External Forces

Participant Interview Extract

Participant Four “Yeah, the commerce commission started making pretty public
comments about [the company]. Not that anything bad was
happening, but more that the knee jerk reaction here was just to
shut up shop.”

Participant Seven "[She] decided that we needed to respond immediately [to a
competitor advertising campaign], so a lot of ongoing projects were
stopped, and cash was reallocated to projects that were direct
responses to [the competitor's] move. It felt like it came from fear
rather than anything else."

Participant Two “When we got a new exec last year, things took a crazy turn.”
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Innovation Gatekeepers influence the way in which an organisation's strategic priorities are
either shaped, or interpreted, to control the innovation project selection process, by using
these as prioritisation catch-all’s; they are the way that a conversation can be shut down
through a referral to the “greater good” of an organisations goals and vision. The success of
such projects is indeed reliant on the organisational strategies supporting their existence in
the first place. Tushman and O’Reilly (2007) discuss the importance of this in relation to all
projects, providing us with an extrapolation that suggests the strategic priorities of

organisations influence the innovation projects which are selected for progression.

One participant discussed this through the reference to the appointment of a new executive,
and the acknowledgement that when someone new joins that team, existing projects or
ideas could be discarded in favour of those which are aligned with the new executive's
vision. Similarly, another example discussed the interpretation of the strategy or vision in
order to suit a particular need; in this example, the participant described their direct manager
using a loose interpretation of the organisation's strategic vision to justify the progression of
a particular project, and the disestablishment of another. The existence of these examples
supports the view that this manipulation of strategic intent exists as a tool employed to

manifest the phenomenon of Innovation Gatekeeping

This notion is supported by Chesbrough (2003), who argues that the strategic alignment of
innovation projects to the strategic vision of an organisation is critical to the success of those
projects; the implication here is that the control of these has the ability to shape and
manipulate the selection and progression of any such ideas. Similarly, Carlile (2004) refers
to the process of using such strategies as means to control projects as boundary-spanning
individuals and discusses their tendency to do this in order to better align with their own

beliefs and interests.

The presence of resource contention within an organisation is a separate factor described as
influencing this process. Resources, including funding, personnel, or equipment, can be
either scarce or in high demand within an organisation; the ability for gatekeepers to use
their positions within a structure to influence the allocation of these resources becomes
increased. Eisenhardt and Tabrizi (1995) discuss this idea as being central to the influence
of leaders within organisations on project outcomes, and how this ability to manipulate
resources leads to biased selection of projects, and the overall reduction of diversity in, and
quality of, project efforts. Table 4-4 outlines this concept and positions it as related to, but

distinct from, the control of the resources themselves.
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Table 4-4 Transcript Extracts: Resource Contention

Interview Quote
Participant “There’s just never enough cash. And to get it you basically have to be best
Four friends with accounts. If they don't like you, they’ll just cut you, or not give you

stuff, or whatever. | get it, they have goals and budgets and stuff, but man, if
you aren’t playing the game, you’re gone.”

Participant “...and they stop you because they take away your budget, or announce decide
Two that this quarter we are going to focus on this other random market that they
just saw a competitor in the UK or something was working on.”

To garner a deeper understanding of these themes, the subsequent components of this
chapter will outline the three primary themes, and attempt to collate the codes and

categories into a narrative.

4.3 The Key Themes

Ultimately, three key themes emerged as individual humans (or occasionally groups of
individuals) as primary influencers or movers in innovation projects, tools that these
individuals use tangibly to impact innovation projects, and factors which influence the way

that the tools are used. This section outlines each of these themes in detail.

4.3.1 Theme One: People as Influencers

Theme One describes key people, and groups of people, as primary influencers of
innovation projects. The prevalence of the individuals involved in the manipulation of the idea
selection and prioritisation process became apparent early on in the data collection; while it
had been acknowledged prior to the research itself, it was assumed to be simply a part of
the overall collection of factors, as opposed to being central or core to the research question.
However, the dynamic that participants in round one had discussed were overwhelmingly
related to how specific people within the organisation had manipulated the process of idea
selection and prioritisation, often times at the expense of other potentially successful

projects.
In revisiting the creation of the codes and categories, it was noted that participants described

the changing nature of the selection and prioritisation process as being dependent on either

individual people, or groups of people. Table 4-5 articulates two key extracts where
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participants were discussing individuals as the drivers for decision making and the individual

influence of these people on projects.

Table 4-5 Individual Roles in Innovation Projects

Interview Quote
Participant “[They] made all the decisions based on [their] ego. It wasn't like, a go or no go
Two decision, it was just, how was this going to make [them] look good in front of the

rest of [their] team? It got kind of ridiculous at one point, like we were literally

employed just to help [them] get a promotion.”

Participant “It's actually just people. There are people that float around the business and
Three make all these decisions and it feels like there is no real purpose or meaning to
them. But those decisions mean that we can’t do what we’re supposed to be
doing. And they stop you because they take away your budget, or they decide
that this quarter we are going to focus on this other random market that they just

saw a competitor in the UK or something was working on.”

Throughout these next two interviews, and through the concurrent analysis process, the core
concept being explored became more defined and conceptualised. These elements, and the
way in which they come together to inform the manipulation of ideas and the selection of
projects within innovation teams, were initially viewed as a specific element of the broader

study, represented through the idea of Selective Ideation.

The thinking in regards to the concept of Selective ideation began simplistically as an
attempt to identify the specific things that influenced the ways in which individuals or groups
attempted to exert control over the selection and prioritisation process but evolved to take
into account a more nuanced view of this. The emergence of not just the physical activities
individuals undertake to influence this process, but rather the reason why both those tools
are employed and possess enough power within themselves to enable the manipulation of

this process.

Selective Ideation was a concept initially explored as representing the way in which
individuals influenced the selection process through their own biases and personal
motivators; Table 4-6 provides a memo written in relation to this concept throughout the

analysis phase.
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Table 4-6 Selective Ideation Memo

Memo Content
Selective This idea of selectivity within ideation is interesting, it's like there are groups of
Ideation people, or maybe just individual humans, who have a disproportionate level of

power over the ideas that are picked. Selective Ideation might be the best
expression of this, but I'm still not quite sure that it actually captures what I'm
getting at here. It's not just selectivity, it's kind of broader than that, but at the
same time it's quite a good way to think about how these ideas of power
dynamics and structural impacts come together to form a sharp point. The
picking and choosing of things at whim based on recency - what's felt or thought
or experienced at any one time being the primary tool in selection. Maybe it's
more like Selective recency?

The only real catch here is that it doesn’t take into account the other factors that
support it, like information or resources, or other humans. It also just seems to sit
at the ideation end of the process, rather than the actual decision-making
process - it sort of does as the selection of influences supports the process of
decision-making, but simultaneously | don’t think it captures exactly what is being
described here.

As the interviews progressed, it became clearer that the concept in and of itself was much
more than this, and was central to the way in which participants were describing the
phenomenon occurring across all projects and organisations. They referred to a person or
people as a “blocker”, specifically in their function of preventing or manipulating the way in
which projects are selected. A particular interview extract emerged where the participant
made the statement “...there’s people that just gatekeep for fun...” While initially this seemed
an innocuous and throwaway comment in the context of their story, through a secondary
examination the potential impact of the quote became clearer; indeed, memos from this
interview note the question “what do they mean by gatekeeping - is this the word for what is

happening?”

Throughout the integration of the following two interviews, the idea was built upon to expand
from simply a concept relating to how interpersonal dynamics impacted the process of idea
selection and prioritisation, but rather to encapsulate this intense emotional response which
interviewees had when describing the role of specific individuals within this process. It was
guttural in some cases, with one participant taking a moment to regroup post a particularly
animated explanation of a scenario involving a meeting of stakeholders where they were
presenting the proposed future of a product set; comments from these moments are
articulated through Table 4-7.
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Table 4-7 Interview Extracts: Individuals & Groups and Emotive Discussions

Interview

Quote

Participant
Five

“I think the intent is always good right, like, people want to do cool things. But
then they get distracted by something and their focus changes. It's like you're
constantly at the whim of something else. | think it's because innovation projects
aren't like, well, they don’t make all the dollars upfront. There’s other parts of the
business that make all the money right now. So you exist initially to try and
change that and make more money in other ways, but then you end up just as a
pawn kinda, like people use you to make themselves look better. Or try and kill
you if you are seen as a threat or something.”

Participant
Five

“And to get it you basically have to be best friends with accounts. If they don’t
like you, they’ll just cut you, or not give you stuff, or whatever. | get it, they have
goals and budgets and stuff, but man, if you aren’t playing the game, you'’re
gone.”

While just a select example, it demonstrates the impact these specific individuals or groups

had on the participants, and their interpretations of the idea selection and prioritisation

process. The evolution of this concept, and how it evolved to expand beyond the initial

theme proposed, and shifted to one where the person or individual is central to the

experience of the interview subjects, is outlined in Table 4-8 Innovation Gatekeeping Memo,

where the use of memoing, and comparison between this and previous memos, allowed for

the thinking to evolve from a specific element to a broader concept.

Table 4-8 Innovation Gatekeeping Memo

Memo Content
Innovation “It's actually not the selection; it’s like a guardian that kind of shapes the way that
Gatekeeping Innovation Projects come to life. This seems to be something that comes from

individuals (although there’s the example that talks to the accounts team doing
this as a group...) but it’s just them saying yes or no, it's way deeper than that.
Ironically it’s like the constructivist view, but applied to a completely different
phenomenon — the individual experiences of the human or group make and shape
the way that hey will enable or disable the flow of ideas and green-lighting
projects.

There’s things they use to do this, telling people things and keeping those things
from others, or promoting fear of failure, but separately, there’s why they can do
that, it's both of these things together that cause this to occur; they can’t be
viewed in isolation. It's gatekeeping; but not just in a bad way, it can be good,
there’s some evidence of that too...”
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This identification of specific people or groups, while focusing on the tools or factors involved
in the shaping of projects, was clear and consistent throughout all conversations; the root of

project selection, and subsequent progression of projects, lies in these people and groups.

The build of this insight to present the idea of gatekeeping was supported through additional
literature; the concept of Gatekeeping appears in numerous contexts throughout related

literature and helps to build a richer picture of what it implies, and how it can be articulated.

This concept repeated itself frequently, and the discussion of Power and Power Dynamics
became a repeating concept within the codes and memos. Power, as held by individuals,
allows them to shape the entirety of the innovation process through the unintentional or
inadvertent promotion of ideas that align with their own interest and power base while
suppressing and rejecting ideas that challenge their own status quo, or position within this

power structure (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).

Exploring this concept required additional literature, and for consideration regarding personal
motivations and drivers. Factors which contribute to these motivations include reputation and
egotistic behaviour, career enhancement, personal gain, or even financial incentives (Ryan
& Deci, 2000). In particular, the idea that those in power, or leaders as they are described,
who are motivated by any form of self-interest are more likely to make decisions which align
with their personal goals, even if these goals aren’t aligned with the interests or vision of the
organisation itself (Vroom, 1964). These motivations act to shape the way in which
individuals can employ specific tools or techniques to manipulate and shape the promotion

or evaluate innovative ideas.

Within these contexts, these people may become more inclined to protect their own interests
and maintain the power they hold by selectively promoting ideas which align with their
personal agendas, and reinforce existing power structures (Pfeffer, 1992). This, in turn,
leads to a lack of diversity within innovation pipelines and stifles the organisation’s ability to

produce innovative concepts to pursue and select such ideas (Tushman & O’Reilly, 2007).

Likewise, within sociology, the concept of Gatekeeping refers often to the way social
networks interact with one another, and the distribution of the power held by members of
those networks (Burt, 2004). This power extends to the cultural dynamic of those social
networks and impacts the norms and habits of these groups to the extent of subconsciously
suggesting appropriate or inappropriate behaviour and action which members can undertake
(Bourdieu, 1986).
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This process suggests that influential groups or individual’s connections to the social
network of an organisation manifest through the control of resources, and the ability of
different members to influence the strategic priorities of an organisation. The leveraging of
this influence can be dictated by the personal experiences and norms of the group or
individual, which may differ from the broader intent of the innovation goals themselves. Table

4-9 articulates such leveraging in action as extracted from the interview transcripts.

Table 4-9 Transcript Extracts Regarding Influence Leverage

Interview Quote
Participant “It's a power play, right? | get to decide this thing we’re doing and it'll make me
Four look good in front of my boss, and I'll get the promotion or the raise or whatever.

It's just this, I'll use it for my own benefit kinda [sic] mentality.”

Participant “This was when [leader] just used [their] power. It was nutso [sic]. [They] went

Two on to run this separate business that [they] probably landed by showing how
powerful [they were], so | guess that's why? But it left this trail of disaster and
fear behind.”

Within communication studies, and within the context of media and journalism, gatekeeping
refers to the process where editors, producers, or other influential individuals decide on
which stories are to be published or broadcast, which are funded and provided with
appropriate resourcing, and how they are shaped before the presentation to the wider public
(Shoemaker & Vos, 2009). This shaping of the contextual information, and the allocation of
resources, ultimately dictates the knowledge consumed by broader society and influences
the way in which particular pieces of information are understood or are weighted in
importance.

What is noticeable from the interviews was the potential for individuals to both be actively
aware of their role in the influence of projects, or ignorant to their position and power. This
was elucidated by the contrasting experiences shared by participants Four and Five in the
interviews. Participant Four highlighted the unconscious form of gatekeeping, where the
individual seemed unaware of the role, describing it was a “built-in mechanism” rather than a
deliberate act to stifle innovation. This subconscious gatekeeping could stem for either
ingrained organisational practices, or personal biases, which can bother subtly inhibit the

free-flow of innovative ideas (Klein, Tosi, & Cannella, 1999).
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Conversely, Participant Five described the scenario of conscious gatekeeping, whereby the
individuals actions were both deliberate, and aimed at direct control of the innovation
process, describing it as being a “totally conscious thing”, and specifically describing the
gatekeeper as having “certain things he wanted to happen, and others he didn’t.” This
dichotomy between both the conscious and the unconscious gatekeeping describes a more
complex layer of both organisational dynamics, and personal drivers, both of which emerged

in subsequent themes.

4.3.2 Theme Two: Direct Influences

Theme Two describes the presence of direct influences, enacted by specific individuals, to

influence innovation selection and prioritisation, which here are referred to as tools.

Overwhelmingly, participants discussed the human elements of innovation and problem
identification and refinement process. Conversations were full of emotion and personal
experience, creating a rich insight surrounding the human experience of corporate
innovation processes. Human Factors as a peripheral concept describes a broad spectrum
of factors which occur throughout the innovation process; it is so broad that as a concept it
carries a heavy burden when articulating its impact on the tools due to its breadth and

complexity.

This is amplified by the interconnectivity it has with the use of tools by individuals, as well as
its relationship with other peripheral concepts. This interconnectivity, and the specific factors
that fall within this peripheral concept, became evident through the abstraction of the data,
and the importance of its role in understanding the core phenomenon became increasingly

apparent throughout the analysis process.

In the context of corporate innovation, information isn't just data; it's a strategic asset. The
way information is disseminated, withheld, or manipulated can significantly influence the
trajectory of innovation projects. As Participant Five pointed out, being kept in the dark can

feel like flying blind, underscoring the critical nature of transparent information flow.

“When we're informed, we can make decisions that align with the company goals. But

when information is withheld, it's like trying to hit a moving target in the dark." (P5)

Within Information Science fields, Gatekeeping describes the control over the flow of

information, and the restriction or allowance of this among systems and individuals (Lewin,
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1947). This restriction impacts the ability to understand the context through which an idea or
decision needs to be viewed and helps to control the perspective of those receiving the
filtered information. This process shapes the direction and prioritisation of tasks and
ultimately defines the outputs of those tasks; viewed in line with the research findings, we
see this process occurring when individuals, or groups of individuals, control or shape the
information provided to innovation teams. Table 4-10 references two transcript extracts
which discuss the restriction of information within innovation environments, as related to the

gatekeeper role.

Table 4-10 Control of Information Flow Extracts

Interview Quote
Participant “Certain people stop you. They stop you from knowing things, they make it so
Five that you're completely flying blind.”
Participant “People get surprised when they don’t know something, and | don’t know who is
One supposed to have told them. Part of this is a storytelling thing, but when people
are deliberately stopping you from doing that, it becomes impossible.”

Control over the flow of information, being the dissemination of key knowledge related to
ideas, projects, resources, goals, or contributing factors within the organisation (Fleming &
Waguespack, 2007), is one such tool. The sharing or withholding of such information, based
on objectives, personal interests, organisational constraints, or other justifications, impacts
the ability of broader stakeholders involved in the process to both contextualise innovation
projects and ideas and to understand the broader purpose of the role which innovation plays

in a particular circumstance (Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013).

The restriction of information can inadvertently lead to groupthink, where teams operate
within an echo chamber, reinforcing existing beliefs and stifling innovative thought. This is
particularly concerning in innovation environments where diverse perspectives and fresh
ideas are crucial. Participant 8 described the way in which the flow of information promoted a
group-think effect within the organisation and described the negative influence of this: "When
we're only fed certain pieces of information, we all start thinking in the same direction. It's

counterproductive."

In one particular interview transcript, the practitioner described the way in which they were

provided with a briefing in a company-wide planning meeting regarding the introduction of a
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new project. The participant referred to the process as “very, very, very siloed” by which they
were referring to the provision of information related to the goals and objectives of the
project and the fact that this was new information to the wider team. Subsequently, the
participant explains that this information had been misinterpreted, and the extreme levels of
prioritisation placed on the project were misplaced; it had been a comment made in passing
at a senior management meeting. The siloed nature of the organisation, they explained, had
been addressed previously, but had no real effect on the way in which information became
disseminated. This demonstrates the unintentional contribution to the creation of such silos,
and thus the flow of information obstructing the organisation's ability to act on viable
innovation opportunities; the participant explained that the project went on for six months

before the misinterpretation was rectified.

These examples occur regularly throughout the findings; the prevalence of the reference to
control of information can be seen en-masse through Figure 4-4, a graphic representation
identifying the prevalence of words mentioned throughout the interviews which reference this

occurring.

Blocked: 10.8 %

Secret: 27.0 %
Confidential: 10.8 % .

e

Secrets: 21.6 % — Hidden: 10.8 %

Siloed: 5.4 %
Guarded: 13.5 %

Figure 4-4 Word frequency: Control of Information Flow

Modern organisations leverage a plethora of digital tools to manage and disseminate
information. While these tools can enhance transparency and collaboration, they can also be
weaponized to control information flow strategically. Participant 4 described the way in which
folder structures from an IT perspective drove silos of information within the organisation,
and how this is reflected in a hierarchy of influence: "We use [specific collaboration tool] to
share updates. But access to some folders is restricted. It's obvious that there's a hierarchy

in how information is shared."
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Beyond the strategic implications, controlling information flow has an emotional dimension.
When team members feel they're not privy to essential information, it can lead to feelings of
exclusion, mistrust, and demotivation. This emotional toll can be detrimental to team
cohesion and the overall innovation culture, as was observed by Participant 5: "It's not just
about being out of the loop. It's the feeling that you're not trusted or valued enough to be in

the know. It's demoralizing."

Similarly, the evidence of the influence individuals have on the allocation of resources within
organisations contributes to its prevalence within the decision-making process and
exemplifies the impact it has on the team's ability to ideate and select concepts. Pertaining
to the distribution of financial, human, and material resources within these environments,
(Tushman & O’Reilly, 2007) it either enables or restricts these teams to undertake any such
selection or identification tasks from the outset. Decisions on these allocations by
stakeholders are also influenced by individual interests, power dynamics, and overall
strategic priorities which underpin the philosophical positioning of the person making such a
decision (Chesbrough, 2003).

A transcript extract within Table 4-11 describes the scenario of an influential manager within
an organisation who was able to divert resources from a team working on the
conceptualisation of a new customer engagement platform and divert this to an existing
sales platform, aimed at refining the existing acquisition strategy of the business. The
participant explained that the manager “... was convinced that we should make the existing
one better, rather than experimenting with something new, which was the whole reason we
were hired in the first place, so most of our budget ended up being cut, and in the end, we
couldn’t get any buy-in from anyone.” This decision limited the resources the team had
available for the conception of the idea and ultimately blocked any potential impact on the

business, described by Carlile (2004) as the loss of potential gains.

Table 4-11 Interview Extracts: Resource Restriction

Interview Extract
Participant "When we first started this, there was this buzz, you know it? When you've
One landed on something? ... But [redacted] decided that the tech budget needed

to be given back. So it got shelved before it even started.”

Participant "It was news to me, but [they] said that there wasn't the capacity. So | didn't
Four even get to pitch it."
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Participant "The [redacted] stuff was actually nearly cut off. It was only because [they]
Five needed it to work, so basically pre-billed a bunch of stuff so that it got hidden.
Just needed someone to work the system."

Another participant explained this through their relationship with an accounts team member,
and how through building an alliance with this team member they were able to have
influence over the innovation gatekeepers' decision-making process. Through this, they were
able to restore previously lost innovation funding. Conversely, a separate example discussed
an instance of resources being abruptly withdrawn from their project when a change of

leadership occurred.

4.3.3 Theme Three: Indirect Influences

Theme Three describes how the presence of indirect influences, not controlled by specific
individuals, influence the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects. These influences

are referred to as Factors.

Aligned to this discussion within the interviews was the idea of how empowered employees
are to work against the personal motivations of individuals or groups who have differing
motives. While this was initially viewed as an organisational or structural factor, it is in this
instance viewed by the participants as inherently human, referring to the emotional freedom

and empowerment felt by employees to enact innovation projects.

This emerged from participants as both generalised feelings of empowerment, and specific
examples where they had pushed back or avoided project manipulation by way of being
empowered; one participant described their sense of empowerment through the direction of
a specific manager who was in the process of resigning, and wanted to “cause chaos”. “|
knew he would have my back, and so | was able to just go ahead and call [them] out. | felt
like | had an out, so | could just go ahead [with the innovation project] and that [another
stakeholder who wanted to pause the project] couldn’t do anything about it, or at least it

would be too late to.”

Table 4-12 highlights some of the additional commentary made in these initial interviews,

which discussed the impact of this within the innovation project setting.
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Table 4-12 Empowerment Comments from Interviewees

Interview Quote
Participant "The attitudes towards innovation, it was so entrenched in personal stuff that it
One was hard to get a fair hearing for any idea. | think they had blown so much time

and cash on it before, so kinda [sic] understandable, but there’s no way anyone
was going to be able to get anything across the line. We didn’t have the

power."
Participant “I had ideas, but honestly, how did | feel you ask? Powerless. That's probably a
One good word. | know | sound super negative, but that's how it was.”
Participant “I knew [manager] had my back. So it was just the ability to have a bit of a
Three shield that meant that you could do what needed to be done.”

This idea of empowerment is closely related to the culture of an organisation, where an
emphasis on openness and shared ownership of projects tends to empower employees to
make decisions autonomously regarding project progression or selection (Conger &
Kanungo, 1988). The promotion of openness, collaboration, and shared ownership over
innovation efforts within an organisation acts to drive the generation and exploration of a
diverse range of ideas and reduces the potential risk that biases or dysfunctions exhibited by
the gatekeeper can impact the process (Ahmed, 1998; Dougherty & Hardy, 1996). Likewise,
the increased perceived power and status employees exhibit within organisations that
encourage the support and validation of these practices are more likely to challenge norms
and advocate for the introduction of novel and transformative ideas (Kotter & Heskett,
1992).

While noting the nature of the data collection was not quantitative, there is an emerging
trend which exists in the alignment of perceptually positive outcomes with organisations
which anecdotally promote a more open and empowered environment. This trend, when
discussed in interviews, tends to align with less discussion on potential “blockers” in the form

of individuals.
Table 4-13 identifies where participants discussed particular organisations, the identification

of positive outcomes, and the level of openness and empowerment described surrounding

those projects vs. the presence of perceived innovation gatekeeping.
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Table 4-13 Employee Empowerment Quotes

Interview Quote
Participant "The moment they left us to it, things took off."
One
Participant “Having the space to throw around the ideas and to not have someone
Two breathing down your neck is a massive change.”
Participant “It was [successful]. And that goes right back to how we got it out of the way
Two [of executive members] from the very beginning.”

The concept here of employee empowerment gave way to a broader theme emerging of
dysfunction within an organisation. This aimed to capture several concepts coming through
in the interviews, including excessive bureaucracy, rigid hierarchies and structures, and
conflicting interests amongst staff, units, and departments. These can amplify the prevalence
and influence of innovation gatekeepers, by creating barriers to those factors which mitigate
them; free communication, open collaboration, and the free-flow of ideas amongst teams
(Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967).

Here, the synthesis of discussions and memos supporting these to produce potential
conceptual fields of interest. Broadly, four concepts began to emerge as being the areas
which proved to elicit the most intense responses from participants, and seemed to have the

most direct impact on the process of ideating and selecting concepts for innovation teams:

a) Power Imbalance is a central part of decision-making within corporate innovation
environments; the data provided a structural basis to understand the influence of this
concept, and interwove themes of power dynamics, executive relationships, and
personal interests as they impacted the decision-making process. The significance of
this became more apparent as additional data related to organisational structures,

and employee engagement and despondency emerged.

b) Organisational Adaptability emerged from both individual and group views, ideas,
and behaviours, and accounts for factors around how the organisation is structured,
along with how group structures within those organisations, and the flexibility these
different structures afford, impact the ideation and prioritisation processes of

innovation teams.
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c) Employee Empowerment emerged as a central aspect related to fostering motivation
and growth within individuals, and the converse of this, where decisions made
through power imbalances or varying motivators and goals collide with the self-

perceived purpose of the Employees.

d) Motivators and Drivers is an abstraction of both the customer focus motivation of
innovation teams as a general broad stroke, as well as individual drivers, and
collective group and cultural drivers, which when viewed collectively contextualise
decisions made within these teams and allow for the contextualization of the types of

projects executed by innovation teams.

Hierarchy was, throughout the analysis, the most prevalent of organisational factors to be

mentioned. Indeed the nature of innovation gatekeepers is that they tend to be exclusively
managerial in their positioning, and the rigidity of structure within a business environment

can further enable the gatekeeper to access the tools required to enact the phenomenon.

Put simply, the use of resources and information is better available to those in leadership

(Davis & Eisenhardt, 2011), which are called out as two of the empowering tools of

innovation gatekeeping.

This idea is supported through further research, where the stifling of ideas is often aligned
with an extremely hierarchical structure, (Cummings & Oldham, 1997). These structures
tend to centralise the process of decision-making, and subsequently, the ability to select or
prioritise projects falls to a few, rather than happening at a collective level (Pfeffer, 1992).
The age of both Cummings & Oldham (1997), and Pfeffer (1992)’s works suggests that this

issue has been evident in such structures for some time.

The exertion of control over the innovation selection and prioritisation process occurs
through a series of phenomena which cannot be appropriately explained through the
previous three concepts. This fourth concept articulates a series of more nuanced
processes, which together affect the cultural norms and attitudes of both the organisation as
a whole and the individual innovation teams, which in turn impact the selection and
prioritisation of projects. This idea of innovation culture emerges from Martins and
Terblanche (2003), who articulate it as being the shared set of norms and values held by
innovation teams, which when enacted either encourage or discourage innovation-led

behaviour. Likewise, the use of such norms and values, and the ultimate shaping of the
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culture, determine the motivations, creativity levels, emotional responses, and commitment

of teams to innovation projects (Amabile, 1997).

Throughout the interviews, examples of this manipulation are evidenced through the
influence of factors which worked to control the overall motivation and emotional responses
to projects, and indeed innovation teams as a whole. One transcript described the
experience of a participant, where a senior executive drove a fearful approach to all
innovative projects, and required a specific risk analysis to be conducted on any idea which
was proposed; while such a process isn’t influential in itself, the analysis was subsequently
used to create a culture of fear, with Participant 3 quoting the executive as saying “...if this

doesn't work, it's your head...” in relation to the success or failure of the project.

Figure 4-5 below describes the frequency of codes related to this cultural manipulation within
the analysis process, and how often they occurred post the initial coding phase. The way in
which these comments showed up was in direct relation to the level of manipulation the
respondents experienced within an organisation, and how that impacted different elements

of the experience of the wider innovation team.
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Figure 4-5 Frequency of Cultural Manipulation Codes

Importantly, participants were describing this process as emerging from senior members of
their organisations. One participant discussed at length the decisions their senior manager
had made based on ego and how they perceived board expectations, and the use of

innovation projects to bolster their image. Another described how the decision-making
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process was impacted by the television and media that one particular manager consumed,

and how the constant change of direction based on this media led to the loss of focus and

resources for the innovation team. Perhaps most impactfully, one participant referred to their

own projects, and indeed themselves, as a “pawn for gain” when referring to how those

around them treated their projects.

4.4 Summary

Thematically, three key concepts emerged from the analysis which were taken forward into
the emerging theory. The first being the idea of individuals as innovation gatekeepers. This
captures the discussions with participants centring on the observations and experiences
where specific humans (or groups of humans) enacted a force on the innovation process,
either inhibiting it or exerting a force on it based on factors outside of the control of the
innovation team itself. The second was the presence of direct influences which these
individuals used to exert this force; these are identified as tools which are harnessed to
enact the control, as opposed to influences or motivators for their use. Finally, the third
theme revolved around the indirect influences, which are those forces which dictated both

the presence of gatekeepers, and their ability to use the tools in order to exert force.
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CHAPTER 5 Findings & The Emerging Theory

In the intricate tapestry of corporate innovation, the threads of individual decisions,
organisational tools, influencing factors, and the forces they generate intertwine to create a
complex pattern. Chapter Four delved into the nuances of these individual threads, exploring
their nature and significance. As we transition into Chapter Five, our aim is to weave these
threads together, forming a cohesive narrative that encapsulates the essence of the

research findings.

At a high-level, the findings highlighted in Chapter 4 provide three key themes, which when
brought together, enable a deeper understanding of the potential phenomenon at play. To
better pull these through to create an emerging theory, they can be extracted into
propositions; these represent the practical implications of the themes, and result in the
addition of a fourth proposition which describes the interplay and impact of the first three.
Throughout this chapter, each proposition will be examined, and discussed in relation to the

initial literature, before they are brought together as a singular theory.

Here is an initial view of these propositions and the accompanying theoretical model

presented in a graphic representation.

Proposition One: Key humans control the flow of concepts and ideas within organisations.
This proposition underscores the pivotal role of individuals in the innovation process, acting

as gatekeepers who can either facilitate or hinder the flow of innovative ideas.

Proposition Two: To exert this control, these individuals employ a series of tools, or direct
forces. These tools, both tangible and intangible, serve as mechanisms that influence the

trajectory of innovation within the organisation.

Proposition Three: The prevalence and effectiveness of these tools are not constant but
are modulated by the presence of specific factors, or indirect forces. These factors can

enhance or diminish the impact of the tools, shaping the innovation landscape.

Proposition Four: The interplay between the tools and factors gives rise to a force that
defines the innovation climate of the organisation. This force, influenced by both the tools at
the disposal of the gatekeepers and the prevailing factors, determines the pace and direction

of innovation.
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As we delve deeper into this chapter, we will unpack each proposition, exploring its
intricacies and understanding its implications. Through this exploration, we aim to present a
comprehensive picture of the core phenomenon, providing insights that are both profound
and actionable. Figure 5-1 below outlines the high-level view of the theory through which

these propositions come to life, and forms the basis for this analysis.

/ INNOVATION GATEKEEPING PHENOMENON \
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Figure 5-1 Emerging Theory Model

5.1 Individuals as Innovation Gatekeepers

Proposition one, suggests that key humans control the flow of concepts and ideas within
organisations, and articulates the theme identified in Chapter Four of individuals being the
primary influence on organisational project selection and prioritisation within innovation

teams.

In the realm of corporate innovation, the role of individuals as gatekeepers emerges as a
central theme, a concept that is both intricate and multifaceted. The research presented in
Chapter 4 underscores the profound influence these individuals exert on the flow of ideas,

the allocation of resources, and the overall trajectory of innovation within organisations.

The term "gatekeeper" is not merely a designation but a reflection of the pivotal role these
individuals play. They are not passive observers; they actively shape, direct, and influence
the innovation landscape. Their decisions, as highlighted in the narratives from Chapter 4,
are often influenced by a confluence of personal biases, organisational dynamics, and
broader industry trends. These decisions have far-reaching implications, affecting not just
the immediate innovation project but the overarching culture of innovation within the

organisation.
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Drawing from the data and insights gathered, several key observations can be made:

a) Position and Influence: The position of these gatekeepers within the organisational
hierarchy often correlates with their level of influence. However, it's not just the title
that grants them this power. Their deep understanding of the organisation's ethos,
their networks, and their ability to navigate the intricate dynamics of corporate politics
amplifies their role. This narrative of power imbalance is discussed in chapter 4, and
aligns with Davis and Eisenhardt (2011), accentuating the way in which hierarchies
and seniority within organisations directly influence the control of resource and the

flow of information.

b) Decision-making Dynamics: The decision-making process is multifaceted. While
strategic objectives and organisational goals play a role, the personal biases and
experiences of these gatekeepers also weigh heavily. Chapter 4's exploration
revealed instances where personal experiences, past successes or failures, and
even peer influences shaped the direction of innovation. The narrative is reinforced
by the work discussed in Chapter 4 from Pfeffer (1992), who described the
centralised decision-making process in hierarchical structures as tending to place
significant power in just a few individuals, which underlines the critical nature of

personal bias within the decision making dynamics of organisations.

c) Cultural Architects: Beyond decision-making, these individuals also play a role in
shaping the culture of innovation. They set the tone, establish norms, and create an
environment where innovation can thrive or be stifled. Their actions, behaviours, and
decisions send strong signals throughout the organisation, influencing how others
perceive and engage with innovation. This emphasis resonates with Martins and
Terblanche (2003) who articulated that organisational culture, shaped by individuals,
or in this case gatekeepers, significantly impacts the innovation-led behaviour of any

group, reinforcing their role as cultural architects.

d) Interplay with Broader Dynamics: The role of gatekeepers doesn't exist in isolation.
It's intertwined with broader organisational dynamics, industry trends, and even
global shifts. The decisions they make are often a reflection of these larger forces at
play, making their role even more critical in the grand scheme of things. Lawrence &
Lorsch (1967) discuss the way in which organisational structures and external

dynamics work together to influence the innovation process, and help to support the
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argument that gatekeepers roles are intertwined with the boarder organisational, and

external, dynamics.

e) Challenges and Implications: Recognizing and understanding the role of these
gatekeepers presents both challenges and opportunities. On one hand, their
influence can accelerate innovation, ensuring that the best ideas get the resources
and attention they deserve. On the other, there's a risk of centralizing too much
power, leading to potential blind spots or missed opportunities. Drawing on the work
discussed from Cummings & Oldham (1997), the stifling of ideas in extremely
hierarchical structures emphasises the double-edged sword of gatekeeping in

organisations.

In synthesizing the above observations with the broader research context, it becomes
evident that the role of individuals as gatekeepers is foundational to the understanding of
corporate innovation. Their influence permeates every facet of the innovation process, from
ideation to implementation. As we navigate the complexities of corporate innovation,

recognizing, understanding, and engaging with these gatekeepers becomes paramount.

Outlining the nature of innovation gatekeeping, as described in Chapter 4, the ideas of
power and influence emerge as themes which drive the concept forward, and draw upon the
frameworks described by both Tushman & O’Reilly (2007), and Chesbrough (2003). The
narrative of the process itself encapsulates a strikingly vivid depiction of how the positioning
of these individuals, as well as their personal motivations, shape the way in which they
control and exert force on the organisational innovations they are view as being within their

scope of influence.

As previously discussed, Amabile (1997) outlines the way in which emotional responses and
creativity levels within organisations are aligned, and driven by individuals and associated
human-centric dynamics. These emotional undertones, stemming from exclusion and
mistrust due to gatekeeping, reverberate throughout innovation channels within
organisations, and contribute to the resonance of the force applied to projects. One
participant underscored this idea as the “pawn for gain”, and reflects on how the individuals
involved in the wider sphere of this influence are part of a broader game, in which they are

not controlling players.

It is, however, crucial to remain aware that the gatekeeper may or may-not be aware of the

influence they have, nor conscious of the consequence; again the frameworks from
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Tushman & O’Reilly (2007) assist in outlining the nuances of this role, and the human factors

which are at play here.

5.2 Innovation Project Forces - Direct Tooling

As discussed, the functional characterisation of Innovation Gatekeeping occurs through the
manipulation of Force. In order to understand how this occurs, and to identify the properties

of the phenomenon, two questions assisted in guiding the analysis:

1. What specifically occurs that enables the phenomenon?

2. How is the phenomenon enabled?

The first question attempts to answer with some specificity what is occurring when
innovation gatekeeping occurs; what is being done, and by whom, in order for it to occur.
This suggests that properties pertaining to this question are likely to be more tangible in
nature. The second question is more nuanced, and attempts to understand how the process
occurs; it proposes less tangible and more strategic properties which influence how the

properties identified by the first question are deployed.

The analysis produced a distinction between these two sets of properties, as well as an
understanding of how they interact within the phenomenon; this introduction to the properties
acts as a prelude to a deeper discussion on how they were defined and identified, as well as

the way in which they interact.

To provide a distinction, the term Tools is used to describe mechanisms which control the
“‘what” of innovation gatekeeping, and the term Influences refers to the broader and more
contextual “how” as to how the phenomenon is enabled. While the tools act as devices
through which the control of the innovation selection and prioritisation process occurs, the
analysis of the data suggests that they are governed by something else entirely. Separate
from tools, which directly create a force which causes innovation gatekeeping to occur,
another group of concepts emerged which had similar characteristics, and were derived

through the investigation of the peripheral concepts, but manifested quite differently.

These concepts are described here as Influences, and as the analysis progressed, it
became clear that they were not directly responsible for the selection and prioritisation
process, but rather influenced the ability to access the tools, as well as the effectiveness of

the tools themselves.
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The Tools and Influences have several characteristics to them, which enabled them to be

classified as separate from tools, and emerged throughout the coding process. Table 5-1

below outlines the key differences between the characteristics of Tools and Influences.

Table 5-1 Characteristics of Tools and Influences

Characteristic | Tools Influences

Impact Tools have a direct impact on the Influences have an indirect impact on
decision-making and prioritisation the innovation gatekeeping process;
processes within corporate they don’t directly produce force
innovation; they are the means themselves, but rather they shape the
through which innovation environment and conditions under
gatekeeping is enacted. which the tools can be used and

accessed.

Influence Tools directly influence the creation Influences condition the way the
of force through both intangible and influence of tools is exerted and the
tangible methods, which are used availability of the tools; they are
to exert control over the innovation systemic and structural elements,
selection and prioritisation which together indirectly influence the
process. innovation gatekeeping process.

Control Tools can be controlled, and are Influences aren’t controlled directly, but
used by an individual or individuals, can be managed and influenced by
either consciously or internal and external factors; this
subconsciously, who then deploys control can result in environments
them in innovation environments. which are conducive or restrictive for

the use of Tools.

Nature Tools have a more tactical nature, Influences have a strategic nature and
and are employed in response to a reflect the context and cultural reality of
specific situation, or used to both the organisation and the
achieve a specific outcome. individuals within that organisation.

It was evident that the phenomenon itself is almost universally linked to particular individuals

or stakeholders from within the innovation process. This idea gave way to the question of

what these individuals do to enable this occurrence, and consequently the identification of

specific tools that are used to achieve this. The discussion of these tools attempts to

describe the devices employed by persons in this position, as separate from the Influences

influencing their use, it answers the what, not the how.
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Table 5-2 outlines these tools and provides a framework for the subsequent discussion of
their identification. It presents a summary of what this section proposes, in an attempt to
enable the reader to better frame the idea of tools verses Influences prior to the subsequent

discussion on their emergence.

Table 5-2 Tools of Innovation Gatekeepers

Tool Description

Gatekeepers have the power to control the flow of information within the
innovation process, influencing which ideas are shared, developed, and
implemented.

Control over
information flow

Gatekeepers can impact the allocation of resources, such as funding,
personnel, and time, to specific projects and ideas, affecting their
development and success.

Influence on
resource allocation

Gatekeepers can influence an organisation's strategic priorities by
promoting certain ideas or projects that align with their personal
interests, beliefs, or connections.

Shaping strategic
priorities

Gatekeepers can influence the innovation culture within an organisation,
affecting employee motivation, creativity, and commitment to the
innovation process.

Impact on
innovation culture

Importantly, these tools are just that, tools. There is no suggestion that these are universally
positive or negative; simplistically, these aren’t a recipe for identifying subjectively “good” or
“bad” influencers of innovation teams but rather are a cultural reality in that they work as a
set of criteria to identify which individuals or groups act as Gatekeepers within corporate
environments. This is specifically mentioned, as a vast majority of participants referred to
them in a negative light; however, it must be noted that there were equally instances in

which such tools were discussed positively.

The tools themselves emerge from the analysis of the peripheral concepts of Human
Factors, Organisational Factors, and Strategic Factors; these concepts serve both as
enablers and constraints in the way that they shape the context in which the tools are
deployed; for instance, power dynamics may determine the extent to which an individual can
control the flow of information, or allocate resources between teams, such examples are
evidenced throughout the discussion of the tools and Influences involved in the

phenomenon.
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Expanding on this, Proposition 2 suggests that Innovation Gatekeeping requires the use of
Tools, including the manipulation of information flows, the control of resource allocations, the
use and interpretation of strategic priorities, and the creation of particular innovation cultures,
which when used apply a Force, which influences the selection and prioritisation of

innovation projects within corporate environments.

It is worth pausing to briefly quantify the use of the word Force to describe what is occurring
here. While the word itself seems loaded, it is instead a word used to define the intangible
pressure which is applied when individuals, or Gatekeepers, use tools to impact the
innovation process. The word is used as it is suggested in the data that this Force is

malleable (or can be altered depending on the intensity through which tools are applied) and
thus exists as a variable Force.

Figure 5-2 illustrates the coming together of these Tools, as informed by the literature and
research data, and visualises their collective influence in the creation of the Force described,
which ultimately impacts the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects. This, together

with the previous proposition, acts to continue the emersion of the theoretical model.

Tools

N

4 )

Information Strategic
Flow Manipulation

J - J

™\

4 )

Resource
Control

Innovation
Culture

/ - J

Figure 5-2 Emerging Theory Model: Tooling

The emergence of these tools from the peripheral concepts highlighted that there is no fixed
relationship between them, and they can relate to multiple peripheral concepts
simultaneously. Similarly, there is no fixed relationship between the tools themselves, in so

far as the data analysis suggests. For example, in this same reference, a gatekeeper may
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control the flow of information, and manipulate the resource allocation of a project
simultaneously, in order to achieve their desired outcome. However, there is no fixed

requirement for this to occur in order for the phenomenon to exist.

With this context, each tool can emerge in the form of a proposition, which defines how it

interacts with the core phenomenon.

Using this framework, based on both the codes captures from interviews with innovation
practitioners, and the supporting literature gathered through the analysis process, we are
able to shape a contextualised view, and indeed a working definition, of this category, to
carry through into our analysis of the interplay between Innovation Gatekeeping and the
peripheral concepts. Succinctly, it emerges as the use of control to shape and form the flow
of information, resource allocation, strategic prioritisation, and cultural norms of innovation

projects within corporate environments.

For clarity, the amalgamation of these four individual propositions can be viewed as a
singular proposition, Proposition 2, which describes the use of these tools, and the role that
they play in the application of Force throughout the innovation gatekeeping phenomenon.
The layering of this into the broader theoretical model can be visualised in Figure 5-3 where
the idea of Tools exhibiting a Force on the selection and prioritisation of projects and teams
is articulated as a single contributing element of the model. It's impact is still governed by the

presence of Factors, as will be articulated in Proposition 3.
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Figure 5-3 Emerging Theory Model: Proposition 2

The Gatekeepers Gambit 102



Through this contextualised view of the tools used to shape the phenomenon of Innovation
Gatekeeping, the “what” becomes evident as to the properties which exert a physical force
on the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects. This then brings focus to the “how” -
that being the factors which influence the way in which those tools are deployed in these

environments.

Through the continued analysis of the peripheral factors, these emerge as individual factors
in themselves; the subsequent section describes these factors and proposes a further series

of propositions, which enable the enrichment of the emerging theoretical model.

5.3 Innovation Project Forces: Indirect Influences

Influences which don’t cause direct enactment of force, but rather dictate the way in which
force is applied to the innovation process, are defined here as indirect influences, or factors.
These factors describe the elements present both in the organisation, and the broader
environment surrounding the organisation, which impact the prevalence of both the

gatekeeping phenomenon and the way in which it shows up.

Factors fall broadly into three key categories, which collectively shape the influences which

drive the motivations and reason for being behind individuals or groups of gatekeepers:

a) Personal and Human Factors
b) Organisational and Cultural Factors

c) Market and Societal Factors

What is notable, and emerged throughout the interview analysis, was the malleability of
these factors; they exist on a spectrum rather than in absolutes. To better define this, they
can be ascribed a metric which correlates to the spectrum they are on, supported with

existing literature, and defined in full as Malleable Metrics.

These metrics, outlined in Table 5-3, enable the extrapolation of the emerging theory out into

one which better defines the size and shape of the force exerted on the innovation project.
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Table 5-3 Influences and their associated definitions as Malleable Metrics

Code | Influence Malleable Metric Supporting Literature in relation to tools
3.1 Power Power-Reward Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) argue the
Dynamics impact of power dynamics is directly
The degree to which an proportional to the unintentional reward
organisation rewards its of those in power through continued
staff in their use of promotion and praise.
power dynamics to
exert control.
3.2 Inclusiveness Empowerment Equity Kanter (1993) highlights the impact of
power-sharing and equal access to
The degree to which an resources as leading to environments
organisation promotes where staff feel high levels of equitable
the equitable empowerment.
empowerment of staff
and team members
3.3 Personal Reputational Gain Ashford and DeRue (2012) argue that
Gain environments where individuals are able
The degree to which an to shape project selection based on
organisation enables individual needs lead to the de-
career progression, or contextualisation of innovation projects.
positively reinforces,
the use of internal
projects for personal
gain.
3.4 Hierarchy Hierarchy Intensity Hage (1999) highlights the intensity
through which excessive hierarchical
The degree to which an structures infer the innovation potential
organisation is of the organisation.
hierarchically
structured.
3.5 Resource Resource Contention The degree to which resource contention
Contention is an issue in organisations directly

The degree of
contention which exists
over resources within
the business; including
human resources,
financial resources, and
technical resources.

impacts the prioritisation levels that
those in power provide to innovation
projects (Bstieler & Hemmert, 2015).
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3.6 Dysfunction Dysfunction Christensen (1997) in "The Innovator's
Prevalence Dilemma" underscores the role of
internal organisational dysfunction —
The degree to which such as bureaucracy, conflicting
elements of dysfunction interests, and lack of clear
are present within the communication — in hampering
organisation disruptive innovations.
(bureaucracy, rigidity,
conflicting interests,
efc).
3.7 Customer Customer-Centricity Drucker (1954) in "The Practice of
Focus Management" emphasizes that the
The degree to which an purpose of any business is to create and
organisation keep a customer. A truly customer-
implements centric organisation continually aligns its
and practices processes, products, and services to the
customer-centric ever-evolving needs of its customers.
strategic decision
making
3.8 Flexibility Strategic Flexibility Teece, Pisano, and Shuen (1997) in
their work on dynamic capabilities
The degree to which an underscore the need for organisations to
organisation is flexible possess the ability to integrate, build,
or fixed with its set and reconfigure internal and external
strategic priorities competencies to address rapidly
changing environments.
3.9 Time-Bound Incentive Time- Jensen and Murphy (1990) in their paper
Incentives Horizon "Performance Pay and Top-
Management Incentives" discuss the
The degree to which an misalignment of executive compensation
organisation attaches with long-term shareholder value. They
long-term or short-term stress the need for incentive structures
incentives for its staff that align with long-term strategic goals
based on its strategic rather than short-term financial metrics.
priorities.

This observation, and the application of a metric to each Factor, reinforces the argument that
the Influences themselves are variable in nature, There is variability through which the tools
can be accessed by Innovation Gatekeepers dependent on the degree to which the Factorial
metric is present. This implies that it is the Influences that dictate the degree to which the

tools are available; while there may be additional considerations related to the way the tools
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are used, and the viability of outcomes based on the presence of Influences, this is beyond

the scope of this research.

A view of how the interplay between these metrics, and the tools of the innovation
gatekeeper's ability to exert influence, allows for an understanding of how the Influences
ultimately affect the selection and prioritisation of innovation projects. This presents a further
proposition, suggesting the variability of the Influences, in relation to how the Tools are

deployed within corporate environments.

Proposition 3 defines this process as being: The prevalence and effectiveness of these tools
are not constant but are modulated by the presence of specific factors, or indirect forces.
These factors can enhance or diminish the impact of the tools, shaping the innovation
landscape. It is this influence on the way in which tools are used, as highlighted in Chapter
4, that outlines the elements of the emerging theory which indirectly influence the outcomes
of innovation projects and decision-making process within these teams, rather than the

instruments which are employed to enact that influence.

To continue the layering of the theoretical model, Factors may be upweighted or
downweighed in order to impact the prevalence of tooling within Innovation Gatekeeping;
Figure 5-4 demonstrates this phenomenon and how it applies a fluctuating force upon the

tools used to enact Innovation Gatekeeping.
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Figure 5-4 Emerging Theory Model: Proposition 3
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5.4 Pace and Direction of Innovation

Finally, Proposition Four discusses the impact that the totality of the previous three
propositions has on the innovation environment itself: The interplay between the tools and
factors gives rise to a force that defines the innovation climate of the organisation. This
force, influenced by both the tools at the disposal of the gatekeepers and the prevailing

factors, determines the pace and direction of innovation.

Describing the way in which these factors and tools work together to both influence the
individuals who act as innovation gatekeepers, and simultaneously provide them with
instruments through which the phenomenon can occur. As they come together, it is a force
which results which defines the dynamic of the organisation and it’s innovation culture;
together, it is proposed, these elements not only influence the way in which innovation
project teams function, but that they directly influence both the pace of innovation, and the

direction in which an organisation takes it’s innovation efforts.

This proposition builds on the discourse discussed in Chapter 4, and proposes that the
interplay between tools, factors, and innovation gatekeepers in central to the nature of
innovation teams, and the decisions made within the context of the projects they embark on,
and they ideas which they pursue. These dynamics reveal the amalgamation of these
elements and the way in which they shape the climate of organisations innovation teams; to
define this in detail, taking an example of both tools and factors, and laddering these to view
the impact on the climate of organisational innovation, will enable a clear articulation of the

proposition.

Initially, the tools at the disposal of innovation gatekeepers are pivotal in defining the
trajectory on which innovation projects are headed; scenarios of resource diversion by
influential managers, and the allocation of financial, human, and material resources, is a
single example of this in action, where Tushman & O’Reilly (2007) reinforce the enablement
or restriction of any team in undertaking selection or identification tasks when such a tool is

used upon them.

This is built upon by the prevailing factors which exist within organisation structures and
cultures, and are intertwined with, but don’t directly inflict, the gatekeeping phenomenon.
The hierarchical position and the ensuing power dynamics of gatekeepers are central to
understanding how the innovation culture plays out, as highlighted by Chesbrough (2003)

and substantiated by comments from both interview subjects four and five, who separately
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discussed the presence of such elements in their daily innovation project activities. The
emotional dimensions which stem from this, and the idea of employee empowerment
discussed by Conger & Kanungo (1988), further outline the argument in support of this
proposition; the level of empowerment impact the employees’ ability to contribute to, or
challenge, the innovation direction, thereby impacting the pace and culture of innovation

project teams.

Broader organisational dynamics and industry trends also play a role in shaping the
innovation climate; Lawrence & Lorsch (1967) described, almost 55 years ago, the rigid
hierarchies and structures in organisations that amplify the prevalence of stifling action, and
thereby affect the free communication and collaboration crucial for innovation. This assertion
is corroborated by the narratives outlined by participants in Chapter Four, where changes in
leadership or organisational priorities abruptly altered the resource allocations and objectives

of teams, and thus the innovation focus and culture.

The visual representation of Proposition Four is articulated in Figure 5-5 below, which
depicts the confluence of tools, such as resource allocation and information control, and
factors like organisational hierarchy and employee empowerment, and how collectively they
orchestrate the innovation climate. It illustrates the interrelations between these personal
and corporation drives, and how they in turn impact the factors and tools which work
collectively to produce the forces which shape the innovation selection and prioritisation;

together this all impacts the culture of innovation in and of itself.
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Figure 5-5 Emerging Theory Model: Proposition 4
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Holistically, examining these tools, factors, and the interplay together, underpins Proposition

Four. It underscores how these elements all work dynamically together to provide a clear
visual representation of the innovation landscape within organisations, and provide a clear
grounding for a better understanding of what factors exist within these environments that

influence the ultimate outputs of corporate innovation teams.

5.5 Summary

Together, these four propositions come together to describe the emerging theory, that put

simply, Innovation Gatekeeping occurs when factors and tools enable individuals or groups

to influence the outputs of innovation teams within corporate environments; this results in a

manipulation of the innovation culture itself, which is defined here by the pace and nature of

the outputs of innovation projects.

The final realisation of the emerging theory can be depicted visually in Figure 5-6 below,

which demonstrates the interplay of the propositions as a single flow of activity. The

implications of this, and the potential for future investigation and understanding of its

importance, is discussed in Chapter 6.
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Figure 5-6 Innovation Gatekeeping Phenomenon
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CHAPTER 6 Conclusions

This research sought to better understand the intricacies surrounding the influences on
innovation environments within corporate entities. Through the examination of existing
literature, and an analysis of primary data collected through a series of semi-structured
interviews, an understanding of how individuals, often positioned in managerial or influential
roles, serve as both conduits and barriers within the innovation pipeline; these individuals

can be called Innovation Gatekeepers.

The core propositions which emerged from this research highlighted just how profound the
impact of these individuals is on the innovation climate within organisations, and how their
ability to utilise tools such as controlling information flows, or restricting resources, enables
the conductive or restrictive behaviour of these individuals. Their ability to utilise these tools
was controlled and influenced by the presence of factors, which are elements true of the
corporation they work within, or the broader societal environment in which they exist, and

create a tendency to promote or detract from the use of such tools.

The interviews provided a rich overview of the multifaceted nature of gatekeeping, and
through this it was revealed that this process is both conscious and subconscious; the
gatekeeper may or may not be aware of the influence which they have in any given situation,
and may just be acting habitually or instinctually. The analysis proposed that elements such
as hierarchy, power dynamics, and the availability of resource are pivotal factors which
define the scope and pace of innovation, and how the emotional dimensions experienced by
both gatekeepers and the wider innovation team members, bring human aspects into the

phenomenon as separate to the drivers of the gatekeeper themselves.

Together, these findings underscore the criticality of a conducive innovation culture; the
ideas of transparency, collaboration, and empowerment all stand out as key elements which
work together to mitigate adversarial impacts of gatekeeping. Through blending both the
theoretical insights elicited from the existing research, and real-world reflections from
interview participants as well as the researcher’'s own experience, a holistic picture of
innovation gatekeeping emerged, and provides a robust foundation for comprehending any
deeper interplay between factors which fuel or thwart innovation within corporate

environments.
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6.1 Implications of the Results

The findings from this work have a series of implications for both the practice of innovation
within corporate environments, as well as the theory of innovation management applied to

corporate settings. Key implications include three primary implications.

The first surrounds the dynamics of Gatekeeping, and how both the controlling tools and
factors which contribute to the force are shaped. The understanding of how gatekeeping
dynamics impact corporate environments within this study showcases the role of individuals
within the innovation process. It suggests that organisations should think about mechanisms
that can support both the identification of such influences, as well as how to engage with and
foster the positive potential influences of these individuals to help foster conducive

environments for innovation.

When it comes to tooling, the strategic allocation of resources, steered by gatekeepers, is
one of these key tools utilised to impact both the pace and direction of innovation; such
resource presents itself both in the form of human capital and material capital, but also as
financial resource. Companies should aim to create processes and criteria for the allocation
of resources which makes this process more transparent, and thus mitigating the risk of

stifled innovation efforts.

Further, the factors involved largely tie into the less tangible elements present in the
phenomenon, such as emotions. The emotional toll that the innovation gatekeeping process
can take on team members, stemming from potential exclusion or information asymmetry,
underscores the importance of fostering an environment which enables inclusive innovation;
addressing these emotional aspects could lead to enhanced cohesion and more robust

innovation cultures.

The second implication covers strategic decision making. The study highlights the need for a
more holistic approach to decision making across the entirety of organisations, and
showcases how such processes have a “trickle-down” effect which impacts innovation
projects and decision making. Such processes need to take into account not only strategic
objectives, but also the human elements involved in the innovation process, and how such
strategies can change and move depending on the individual drives of those defining the

strategy.
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Finally, the third implication sits at a policy and procedure level, and suggests and
requirement for the refinement of these at a corporate and potentially governmental level.
Organisations may need to revisit and refine their existing policies and procedures
concerning innovation management in order to account for the gatekeeping phenomenon;
through this the goal is to produce a balanced and inclusive approach, that is focused on the

good of the overall organisation and its members.

This study opens an initial line of enquiry into the process of gatekeeping within corporate
environments, and offers a mirror through which organisations have the potential to
introspect and recalibrate their innovation strategies. Through the process of addressing
these identified areas of importance, there is potential for the creation of nurturing innovation

environments which foster both creativity, and potential commercial outcomes.

6.2 Contribution

This research helps to understand some of the more underexamined areas of the field of
innovation management, particularly within corporate environments, and through the lens of

research which is not financially tied to the betterment of organisational innovation.

A key contribution of this research is the understanding of the Gatekeeping Phenomenon,
specifically it’s relation to Corporate Innovation Environments. Through the examination of
the innovation gatekeeping phenomenon, this research project augments the existing body
of knowledge, and helps to plug an obvious gap in the current body of work in this field;
specifically, it unveils the underlying dynamics and dimensions which influence the selection
and prioritisation of research projects, and proposes the way in which emotional dynamics
and organisational constructs impact innovation. It provides a perspective on how
gatekeeping operates within corporate settings, and suggests that this is indicative of

individuals and their influence, as opposed to capability or capacity issues.

Further, this work assists in bridging the gap between theory and practice, and reveals the
practical implications of gatekeeping in real-world corporate settings. The narratives and
evidence drawn from the research and interviews provide a tangible basis for understanding
some of the theoretical constructs surrounding gatekeeping, and provide a solid foundation

for how the theory can be applied to the corporate innovation setting.

Practically, the research highlights the role of policy and organisational culture in either

enabling or stifling innovation enables this study to put pressure on organisations, and wider
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industry bodies, to develop better informed policies and managerial practices to assist in
fostering conducive innovation ecosystems. At an organisational level, it also extends
beyond the micro-level analysis of individual gatekeepers to incorporate broader
organisational dynamics enables the project to better understand the macro-factors at play,
and how these relate to the individual-level gatekeeping behaviours which occur. This
provides a multi-layered understanding of the innovation ecosystem present within corporate

environments.

Finally, through the exploration of emotional dimensions associated within innovation
projects in corporate environments, this study represents a level of progress being made to
understanding more about the emotional and human-centric aspects of innovation projects,
and how gatekeeping sits as a core influential factor within these emotional settings. This
view encourages a more empathetic and inclusive approach to innovation, and in particular

to methods employed when managing and engaging with teams working within this space

This research, through both the findings and the subsequent presentation of the emerging
theory, provide a foundational pathway for further study into the role that individual
influencers have on corporate innovation and R&D, with a particular focus on the human-
centric elements of these processes. By doing so, it holds the promise of fostering more
inclusive and effective innovation practices, and the delivery of more innovative products and

services.

6.3 Limitations of the Study

Several limitations to this study are evident, and should be addressed if further research is to

be conducted using this as a foundational work.

The restricted size of the participant group was driven by the desire to gather focused and
intimate explorative conversations with subjects, and thus to gather more meaningful
insights. However, it was also dictated by willingness from potential subjects to participate,
given that the subject matter was potentially sensitive, thus influencing the decision to limit
the study to participants who were willing to engage in unrestricted discussions. This
intentional selection sought to prioritize ethical considerations and ensure that participants

felt comfortable sharing their experiences and perspectives.

With this in mind, the findings of this work may be influenced by the size and the diversity of

the sample used when interviews were conducted. While efforts were made to ensure
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variety existed within the interview pool, participants gathered are geographically restricted
to New Zealand, and simultaneously were those that were willing and able to speak openly
about their organisational experiences. Given these constraints, the perspectives gathered
might not encapsulate the full spectrum of experiences across different organisational
settings and industries. In addition, the study was cross-sectional in nature, and may not
capture the evolving dynamics of innovation gatekeeping over time, or through different
perspectives in a particular industry. A longitudinal approach could provide deeper insights

into how the phenomenon and its implications evolve.

The reliance on self-reporting may be subject to recall bias or the participants desire to
present themselves in a particular light; it's acknowledged that given the author of the study
works in this field, this desire for personal representation may have been increased
accordingly. The study also heavily leans on qualitative data, and uses a grounded theory
approach to reach conclusions. While rich in narrative, this does lack a level of empirical
rigor that quantitative data could provide should broader implications be drawn from the
study; the absence of this data may limit the generalisability of the findings. The extent to
which the findings can be generalised to other settings, geographies, or environments
remains a question. The unique characteristics of the participating interview subjects and

their respective organisations may limit the external validity of the conclusions drawn.

The analysis may carry a degree of subjectivity, especially considering the researcher’s own
role within the field, and the personal experiences of having worked in corporate innovation
environments. Despite the use of analytical frameworks, the interpretations may be

influenced by the biases and preconceptions of the researcher.

These limitations highlight areas where caution should be exercised when it comes to
interpreting the resulting and propositions, and suggest ways in which future research
endeavours could build on this study’s findings.

6.4 Further Work

Aside from those elements explored within the limitations of this study, further work within
this space which could be undertaken to both improve upon and continue to explore the

findings of this study.

Potential areas for expansion include:
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a) Exploring Inter-Organisational Dynamics

By examining the inter-organisational dynamics of particular corporations or
industries, and understanding how these interact with innovation gatekeeping, a
richer and more holistic understanding of the phenomenon could be developed. This
could include understanding how external partnerships, outsourced innovation,
industry bodies and networks, and market dynamics could influence the gatekeeping
behaviours and the ultimate impact they have on innovation teams; this
understanding could help better understand the potential longer-term mitigation

strategies organisations could undertake to ensure positive outcomes.

b) Technological and Policy Interventions

Investigating and modelling how technological and general policy interventions could
be used to mitigate negative effects of innovation gatekeeping could prove a viable

pathway for further study from both an academic and a practical lens.

c) Cross Cultural Studies

Conducting cross-cultural studies to explore how different cultural settings influence
the manifestation and impact of innovation gatekeeping could both help the findings
of this study be applied at a global level, and simultaneously enrich a broader

societal view of this phenomenon.

d) Development of Training and Development Programs

Exploring the design and implementation of training and development programs
aimed at raising awareness, mitigation of negative aspects, or otherwise harnessing
the potential of innovation gatekeeping could be a pragmatic way to enhance

organisational innovation culture.

e) Impact of Emerging Technologies

It would be remis to not examine the impact of emerging technologies on the
dynamics of innovation environments, and what further affect this may have on
innovation gatekeeping. Particularly within digitally-driven organisational

environments, this could provide contemporary insights into the phenomenon.
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Each of these avenues could help contribute to a deeper and more nuanced understanding
of how the phenomenon of innovation gatekeeping impacts the outcomes of corporate
innovation, and more broadly, how the phenomenon can be harnessed for producing

conducive and positive outcomes for corporate innovation teams.

6.5 Guidance for Corporate Implementation

To assist in managing gatekeepers, a multifaceted approach should be taken by those in
managerial or influential roles within corporate environments, beginning with the
identification of the role that gatekeepers play, and the understanding of the need for
strategic management of their influence. To effectively identify potential gatekeepers,
organisations should seek to identify who, either individually or within a team structure, has
the ability to manage the flow of ideas or physical resources — once this is identified,
understanding the motivations and biases of these individuals will enable the alignment of

their actions with the broader organisation innovation goals.

To mitigate any potential negative impacts such gatekeepers may have, managers or HR
teams could implement transparent processes for idea evaluation and development, and
help to ensure anyone within the organisation can see and understand the diversity of ideas
considered throughout innovation processes. This could include establishing a formal
mechanism for idea submission and review, establishing a way to mitigate the potential
influence of specific individuals on this process. Training processes focused on the
recognition and management of cognitive biases could also be beneficial for these identified
potential gatekeepers to ensure self-awareness throughout ideation and selection

processes.

Alongside this, creating teams which span functions and disciplines, including individuals
with varying levels of influence and expertise, could help in balancing the power dynamics
within team environments, and ensuring the fair evaluation of concepts and ideas. Reviewing
such processes regularly, and fostering a culture of positive-change and willingness to adapt
based on collective feedback and results could support the mitigation of negative influence

from gatekeepers.

Finally, for leadership teams to effectively manage this influence on a broader scale, actively
engaging with and integrating gatekeepers into the innovation processes itself could prove to

leverage their capabilities in a positive manner. By engaging gatekeepers early on in the

The Gatekeepers Gambit 116



innovation process, and by involving them in strategic discussions at a goal and strategy
level, leaders could leverage the unique capabilities of these individuals and reduce the
potential of such individuals to become bottlenecks — encouraging gatekeepers to share their
knowledge and networks could help to enhance the flow of information and ideas, fostering a

move innovative culture overall.

6.6 Conclusion

The exploration into innovation gatekeeping, particularly with the authors own interest and
background in the field, has helped to answer questions which have remained the realm of
speculation both at a practical and a theoretical level. The journey through the literature
review, the interviews, and the analysis process has illuminated the intricacies of the

phenomenon, and carved pathways for potential future enquiry.

The findings underscore the role of individuals as innovation gatekeepers, and the influences
that these individuals have over the innovation climate and culture within the environments
they operate within. Through the lens of organisational hierarchies, decision-making
dynamics, and cultural architectures, a nuanced understanding of innovation gatekeeping
emerged; through this the conceptual framework and four key propositions developed help
to contribute to the academic discourse, and provide pragmatic insights for organisations

aiming to foster conducive innovation environments.

This study, however, is a single stepping stone in the broader world of organisational
innovation theory and research. The intersections of personal, organisational, and industry
dynamics offer the potential for fertile ground on which further exploration and understanding
can be undertaken. Recommendations for further work delineate a potential roadmap that, if
pursued, could help to enhance the understanding and management of innovation
gatekeeping, and impact the overall use of the dramatic financial remit which is held by

corporate R&D teams.

The overarching aspiration is that the insights produced here will serve as a catalyst for both
academics to further understand the space, and practical advancements to occur in
understanding and navigating the outputs of corporate innovation environments. The
proposed continued lines of inquiry aim to enable organisations to be better equipped to
harness the full potential of their innovation capabilities, and foster cultures that not only

embrace, but thrive on the boundless possibilities that innovation presents.
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With a mix of both reflection and anticipation, the conclusion of this project marks both an
end and a beginning — an end to the academic enquiry which set out to plug a gap in
existing research, and the beginning to an extended dialogue and exploration, aimed at
nurturing innovation ecosystems that are more inclusive, dynamic, effective, and ultimately,
produce more incredible things for the good of everyone.
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APPENDIX A — SEMI-STRUCTURED QUESTION GUIDE

Section One: General Information

[J Tell me about your role and what you do.
[1  What does a typical day look like for you?
[1  What drove you to want to do this job?

Section Two: Insight Gathering Process

Talk me through your process of coming up with new innovative ideas.
Tell me about your insight-gathering process, how do you go about it?
What is the difference between a good insight, and a not-so-good one?
How do you select the insights you want to use to progress to a project?

I s

Section Three: Projects & Problems

[1  When you begin working on a project, how do you go about selecting the problem that you're
trying to solve?

Tell me about a project that didn’'t go so well;

What was the problem you were trying to solve?

Talk me through an experience where you felt like you didn’t have a clear problem to solve,
but had to press forward anyway

What was the driving force that made you continue?

Tell me about a time when you had a clear problem to solve;

Did it help make it easier to find a solution?

What process did you use to define the problem?

Talk me through some examples of problems you’ve attempted to solve, and how you
identified the key problem

Oo0OOo

o s s s

Section Four: Sharing Learnings

[1 Tell me about the end of a project; what do you do once you’ve completed something?

[l  How do you go about sharing the outcomes with others?

[1  How would you go about looking for learnings from other businesses or projects before you
started yours?

Section Five: Philosophical Approach

Tell me about what innovation methods you use
What drives your desire to innovate

How did you get into this space?

What would be your dream innovation project?
How would you define a successful project?

o e s

Is there anything we haven't discussed that you think would be important for me to know?
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APPENDIX B — PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET

Project Title
Insight discovery and problem identification in Corporate Environments

An Invitation

| would like to invite you to participate in a study being conducted to better understand how innovation
and R&D processes work in corporate entities, specifically, the role of insight discovery and problem
identification, and how learnings at the end of projects are shared, both internally and externally.

My name is James, and as the Primary Researcher on this project, I'll be conducting a series of
interviews with people who work in the R&D space to hear thoughts, experiences, and opinions on
these processes. If you decide to participate, I'll be asking you questions about:

You and your experience

Projects you have worked on, both successful and not-so-successful
How you personally uncover new insights and problems to solve

How you personally go about sharing the learnings from your projects
Your personal philosophy on innovation, and how you approach it

o o

This study is part of my Masters of Creative Technologies work; I'm looking to uncover the role that
insight, learnings, and problem refinement plays in Corporate Environments, and what potential
improvements we could make to positively impact the world of innovation.

What is the purpose of this research?

The study is focused on understanding how members of organisations who are involved in innovation
and R&D projects gather and share insights and learnings, and how the sharing of these is
undertaken pre and post-project.

A small number of practitioners are being invited to participate in a series of interviews designed to
better understand how different people gather insights, share learnings, and general thoughts on the
value of these processes.

The findings of this research may be used for academic publications and presentations.

How was | identified and why am | being invited to participate in this research?

You've been selected for this study based on your role and work experience, particularly in relation to
your experiences utilising problem identification and solutioning methods, as well as insight
identification. The criterion for this study is based on experience within the innovation and R&D space
but is industry neutral, so we will be chatting with people across a broad range of specialties.

You've received this information sheet based on that recommendation.

How do | agree to participate in this research?

If you would like to participate, please let me know by responding to this email and advising me, at
which point we’ll organise a time for your interview. At that time, you'll also need to provide a signed
copy of the consent form, which you'’ll find attached to this email. Make sure you read this document
and the consent form in its entirety, and that you agree to all points therein before signing. You can
either email me a copy of this or bring a physical copy to our interview.

Your participation in this research is voluntary (it is your choice) and whether or not you choose to
participate will neither advantage nor disadvantage you. You are able to withdraw from the study at
any time. If you choose to withdraw from the study, then you will be offered the choice between
having any data that is identifiable as belonging to you removed or allowing it to continue to be used.
However, once the findings have been produced, removal of your data may not be possible.
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What will happen in this research?
Your role in this project is to participate in an informal interview, where we’ll be discussing your
personal experience and reflections in the innovation & R&D space.

This interview will be relaxed, so there’s no need to prepare anything in advance. The location and
time are dependent on your availabilities; we’ll arrange these via email should you indicate that you
wish to participate in the project.

Post your interview, I'll be transcribing and analysing the outputs, to see if when compared to other
interview outputs we can identify themes or concepts which emerge. If you wish, you may review the
interview transcript prior to any analysis taking place to check that it is factually correct and does not
include any information that you do not wish to share.

At the end of the research, you’re welcome to request a summary version of the findings; please
indicate on the consent form if you wish to receive this.

The research will involve:
[J A one to two-hour meeting,
[1 To be conducted at a place of your choosing (cafe, AUT campus, etc), to be decided on
mutually.

What are the benefits?

This research is designed to help better understand how we can deploy insight gathering and problem
identification within corporate environments, ultimately aiming to speculate as to what changes or
modifications could be made to existing processes to produce better outcomes for all innovation or
R&D projects.

Simultaneously, this project will directly assist me in completing my Masters in Creative
Technologies.

How will my privacy be protected?

All identifiable elements of these interviews will be kept confidential, with only thematic outputs being
used to ultimately produce the research outputs. Names of individuals, organisations, and specific
project details will not be disclosed. Should examples arise in our conversations that would add value
to that research, these will be adapted for privacy and confidentiality.

As discussed above, data security and confidentiality of who is participating in these interviews is
taken seriously, and will not be disclosed outside of the core research group. Should you have any
further concerns, please raise these prior to the final publication of the project.

What are the costs of participating in this research?
There is no cost to participate in this research, other than approximately one hour of your time.

What opportunity do | have to consider this invitation?
You have two weeks to consider your participation in this research.

Will | receive feedback on the results of this research?
At the conclusion of the research, you'll receive a one-page outline of the key findings. If the research
is published, you'll also receive a link to the publication for your reference.

What do | do if | have concerns about this research?

Any concerns regarding the nature of this project should be notified in the first instance to the Project
Supervisor. Concerns regarding the conduct of the research should be notified to the Executive
Secretary of AUTEC, [redacted].
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