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Abstract  
 
Background: Increasing stability and improving the quality of services are the main 

challenges facing the financial industry since the 2008 fiscal crisis. In this paper, we 

explored the barriers within large financial services firms that influence the 

effectiveness of disruptive and radical innovation. Providing quality services to 

customers is one of the pillars of financial services companies. It is imperative that 

they continuously innovate their services in order to sustain their revenue streams in 

tough macroeconomic times and amid rapid technological growth. 

Research Purpose: This paper investigated the barriers that impact the inter-

company innovation flow in the financial service sector and corporate 

entrepreneurship. In simple terms, we examined the link between corporate 

entrepreneurship and financial innovation and how barriers to these flows can impact 

inter-company innovation. As part of this study, we examined the factors that predict 

service innovation in the financial services sector such as management support, 

work discretion, rewards and reinforcement, and organisational boundaries. 

Setting: A survey questionnaire was conducted with employees within a Financial 

Services Organisation in South Africa - across various designations. 

Research Method and Approach: In order to gather responses from all levels of 

employees within one of the country's leading banks, a case study approach was 

adopted. To gather quantitative data, an online survey was conducted using scales 

for corporate entrepreneurship and service innovation. The inferential statistics were 

based on multiple linear regressions and factor analysis. 

Main Findings: Several major barriers to innovation and change were identified in the 

emerging findings, including bureaucracy, poor communication, lack of engagement 

by employees, management challenges and risk aversion. Based on the study's 

findings, corporate entrepreneurship predicted certain dimensions of service 

innovation. There was a significant (p 0.05) correlation between rewards and 

recognition, management support, and time availability on the basis of service 

innovation. Service innovation was not significantly influenced by work discretion or 

organisational boundaries. Using employee perceptions of barriers to innovation and 
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change, this study provides managers and practitioners with insight into how to 

improve the organizational conditions to support innovation and change. Based on the 

results of this study, further research can be conducted in this field. 

Value of Research: The insights gained from this study can help companies 

improve commercial services and build competitive advantage through corporate 

entrepreneurship and address inter-company innovation barriers. According to the 

results, the financial services industry is unable to innovate in response to society's 

demand for radical change. Identifying the internal barriers to potential disruptions 

and radical innovations in large financial services firms are the purpose of this study. 

Key words: Corporate entrepreneurship, innovation, corporate venturing, barriers to 

innovation, organisational culture, service innovation,  
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction 
 
1.1. Background 
The financial industry has had to innovate in response to the 2008 financial crisis to 

increase its stability and improve its quality. The digital age, however, presents a 

significant challenge to chief executive officers (CEOs), since it can transform the 

operating environment of businesses dramatically (Grosskopf et al., 2015; Hirt and 

Willmott, 2014). Digital technology, according to Hirt and Willmott (2014), can lower 

entry barriers, thus enabling new competitors to compete with large corporations. 

Furthermore, they indicated that companies would lose their competitive advantage if 

they failed to adopt technologies to enhance their competitive advantage. In order to 

respond to changes in the operating environment, most companies realise that their 

strategies need to be aligned with their cultures and leadership (Hirt and Willmott, 

2014). However, as Kuratko and Morris (2018) state, they also need help to develop 

strategies encouraging employee innovation. 

 

The financial sector faced unique challenges following the 2008 global financial crisis 

(Kuratko, Hornsby and Hayton 2015). A survey conducted by PwC Banking Banana 

Skins 2015 found that political and economic factors inhibit the growth of this 

industry. Consequently, CEOs need to reevaluate their missions and analyse their 

organisation’s operating environments, corporate strategies, and employee skills in 

light of the numerous external factors that threaten the growth and competitiveness 

of financial services companies (Grosskopf et al., 2015). 

 

Kuratko, Hornsby and Covin (2014) and Yunis, Tarhini and Kassar (2018) 

recommend introducing corporate entrepreneurship into their organisations to 

address these challenges. In increasingly competitive and economically constrained 

environments, organisations that are not recognized as entrepreneurial, corporate 

entrepreneurship is becoming increasingly popular, according to Phan et al. (2009). 

There is a growing body of research demonstrating the value of corporate 

entrepreneurship in increasing a company's competitive advantage (Grawe, Chen 

and Daugherty 2009; Hornsby et al. 2009; Kuratko et al. 2015). Bloodgood, 

Schwens, Isidor and Kabst (2015) also examined their organizations' performance in 

this context. 
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The existing literature extensively discusses the barriers and challenges faced by 

established firms when it comes to fostering effective innovation. However, most of 

this research primarily examines obstacles related to product-oriented companies 

and research and development (RandD) teams within manufacturing firms. There is 

a noticeable gap in understanding the specific challenges associated with disruptive 

innovations within large financial services firms. This gap is particularly pertinent 

because these financial institutions constantly grapple with new regulations designed 

to enhance market stability and competitiveness. Additionally, with the aid of 

emerging technologies, new players in the market offer innovative services that were 

traditionally outside the purview of the financial industry. As a result, large financial 

services firms are compelled to incorporate new technologies and provide novel and 

competitive services. In contrast to product and manufacturing firms, established 

financial services firms typically lack a strong tradition of RandD and primarily focus 

on making incremental improvements to their existing offerings. Consequently, these 

firms need to develop "new to the firm" capabilities, establish new structures, and 

integrate processes to facilitate innovation. This transformation necessitates 

significant changes across various aspects of the organization, including IT, HR, 

sales, and marketing systems, and is often accompanied by profound organizational 

disruptions. 

 

1.2 Problem Statement 
The financial services sector is undergoing rapid transformation driven by digital 

technology, changing customer expectations, and evolving regulatory landscapes. 

As Sharikmaslat et al. (2022) states, in this dynamic environment, financial 

organizations face significant challenges related to inter-company innovation flows 

and the adoption of corporate entrepreneurship. Digital technologies are reshaping 

payments, lending, insurance, and wealth management a transformation accelerated 

by the COVID-19 pandemic. While this transformation enhances diversity, 

competitiveness, efficiency, and inclusion of financial services in many economies, it 

may also lead to greater concentration in markets. Across the board, FinTech start-

ups are encroaching upon established markets and leading the charge with 

customer-friendly solutions that are free of legacy constraints. The problem at hand 

is the identification and understanding of the specific barriers and challenges that 
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hinder the seamless flow of innovation among different business units within financial 

service organizations and the successful implementation of corporate 

entrepreneurship initiatives. 

 

Financial organizations recognize the critical importance of innovation to remain 

competitive and resilient in this era of disruption. However, despite this recognition, 

they often encounter obstacles that impede the effective exchange of innovative 

ideas and the adoption of entrepreneurial practices (Kraus et al., 2018). According to 

Das et al. (2018), these barriers not only limit their ability to adapt to changing 

market conditions but also hinder their capacity to deliver improved services and 

products to customers. Such barriers include 

The existing literature extensively discusses the barriers and challenges faced by 

established firms when it comes to fostering effective innovation. However, most of 

this research primarily examines obstacles related to product-oriented companies 

and research and development (RandD) teams within manufacturing firms. There is 

a noticeable gap in understanding the specific challenges associated with disruptive 

innovations within large financial services firms. 

To address these barriers, it is imperative to pinpoint the precise nature of these 

barriers and their impact on inter-company innovation and corporate 

entrepreneurship within financial service organizations. Additionally, understanding 

how these obstacles affect service innovation and the overall competitiveness of 

financial institutions is essential for developing strategies that foster a culture of 

innovation and entrepreneurship. 

 

1.3. Research Purpose  
Given the problem at hand, the purpose of this applied research proposal therefore,  

is to investigate the barriers that impact the inter-company innovation flow in the 

financial service sector as well as corporate entrepreneurship within the financial 

services sector, with a focus on financial organizations in Johannesburg. 

A vital goal of this study was to identify the main types of barriers that strategic 

innovation implementation within financial organizations. This research investigated 

the barriers that impact the inter-company innovation flow in the financial service 

sector and corporate entrepreneurship. Additionally, it examines the connection 
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between corporate entrepreneurship and financial innovation and how barriers to 

these flows can impact inter-company innovation. This study also aimed to identify 

the dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship that predict service innovation in 

financial services organizations, including management support, work discretion, 

rewards and reinforcements, and organizational boundaries. 

By identifying and comprehensively addressing these barriers, we can provide 

actionable recommendations for enhancing innovation and entrepreneurship in 

financial service organizations, ultimately ensuring their sustained growth and 

competitiveness in the ever-evolving financial landscape. 

 

1.4. Research Objectives  
1.4.1. Main Objective 

The main objective of this applied research project was to investigate the barriers 

that impact inter-company innovation flows within a financial services organization in 

Johannesburg, with a focus on corporate entrepreneurship and its relationship with 

service innovation. 

 

1.4.2. Specific Objectives 

1) To determine the impact of management support in inter-company innovation 

within the financial services sector. 

2) To determine the impact of management support in inter-company innovation 

within the financial services sector. 

3) To determine how work discretion affects inter-company innovation within the 

financial services sector. 

4) To determine the impact of management support in inter-company innovation 

within the financial services sector. 

5) To determine the impact of management support in inter-company innovation 

within the financial services sector. 

6) To determine how time availability influence the ability of financial services 

organizations to innovate in their services. 

7) To determine how organizational boundaries influence the ability of financial 

services organizations to innovate in their services. 
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8) To determine how rewards and reinforcements influence the ability of financial 

services organizations to innovate in their services. 

9) To determine recommendations and strategies for enhancing inter-company 

innovation flows within financial services organizations, ultimately promoting 

innovation and competitiveness in the sector. 

 

1.5 Research Questions 
1) To what extent does the type of innovation pursued by financial services 

organizations influence their degree of corporate entrepreneurship? 

2) What are the key factors promoting service innovation within financial services 

organizations, and how do they relate to corporate entrepreneurship? 

3) How does management support affect inter-company innovation flows and 

corporate entrepreneurship in the financial services sector? 

4) How does work discretion affect inter-company innovation flows and corporate 

entrepreneurship in the financial services sector? 

5) How does rewards and reinforcements affect inter-company innovation flows 

and corporate entrepreneurship in the financial services sector? 

6) How does time availability affect inter-company innovation flows and 

corporate entrepreneurship in the financial services sector? 

7) How does organizational boundaries affect inter-company innovation flows 

and corporate entrepreneurship in the financial services sector? 

8) What strategies can be used to enhance inter-company innovation flows 

within financial services organizations? 

 

1.6. Assumptions and Limitations of the Research 
1) The financial services organizations included in the study were representative 

of the broader financial industry. 

2) Participants in the study provided accurate and reliable information. 

3) The variables used in the research were valid and measure what they are 

intended to measure. 

4) The study assumed that regulatory frameworks and compliance standards 

remained relatively stable during the research period. 
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5) The research assumed that the identified barriers were exhaustive and 

representative of all potential obstacles. 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 
This chapter will delve into an extensive exploration of the existing literature 

regarding inter- company innovation flows and corporate entrepreneurship focusing 

on types of innovation, barriers to innovation, service innovation and challenges of 

corporate entrepreneurship. This chapter provides both a theoretical and practical 

foundation for understanding these subjects.  

 

2.1 Inter-Company Innovation Flows 
Inter-company innovation flows refers to the exchange of innovative ideas, practices, 

and technologies between different organizations within the financial services sector. 

These flows can occur through various channels such as partnerships, 

collaborations, acquisitions, or even informal networks (Das et al., 2018). The realm 

of innovation has witnessed a proliferation of concepts and terminologies, making it 

essential to delineate distinct types of innovation.  

 

2.1.1 Types of Innovation 

Scholars such as Christensen et al. (2015) have introduced various classifications of 

innovations in the corporate environment. There are four innovation types: sustaining 

innovation (Christensen et al., 2015), disruptive innovation (Dewar and Dutton, 

1986), and incremental innovation (Christensen et al., 2015).  

2.1.1.1 Sustaining Innovation 

Sustaining innovation primarily revolves around improving established companies' 

products and services to cater to the needs of established customer bases, also 

called incumbents (Mitchell, 1991). As a result of such innovations, incumbents can 

sell more products to their most profitable customers and do not necessarily affect 

existing markets, since they involve releasing new products or improving services 

(Christensen et al., 2015). This innovation does not create new markets, but rather 

develops existing ones with better value. 
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2.1.1.2 Disruptive Innovation 

The disruption innovation model fundamentally modifies the way an industry or 

business operates in order to make a product or service more accessible and/or 

affordable to a larger audience. Christensen and Bower (1995) argue that new 

markets are created by applying various values to users, and that these new markets 

eventually supplant existing ones. That market expansion leads to a transition over 

time where the disruptor comes to either directly challenge the established dominant 

brands, forces them to adapt or renders them obsolete.  

 

2.1.1.3 Incremental Innovation 

Dewar and Dutton (1986) define incremental innovations as improvements in current 

technology or adjustments to current technology that better price/performance, 

products, services, processes, and tools in accordance with ongoing technological 

advances. These minor adjustments aim to enhance the company's productivity and 

performance, as well as the products' and services' user experience (UX) (Gatignon 

et al., 2002). Utilising incremental innovation, businesses can reduce expenses and 

differentiate themselves from rivals. Businesses can use incremental innovation to 

strengthen their market position and attract a larger customer base attracted to their 

newly enhanced product features.  

 

2.1.1.4 Radical Innovation 

Radical innovation is one that incorporates different technology, involves a change in 

a company's trajectory, and provides more benefits to its customers than was 

previously available in the market (Dewar and Dutton, 1986; Gatignon et al., 2002; 

Chandy and Tellis, 1998). The distinction between radical products and radical ideas 

have been advanced by scholars more recently radical service innovations. It is 

possible to design a radical product innovation based on substantially modern 

technology and to target both mainstream and emerging markets in the initial stages 

(Govindarajan et al., 2011).  

 

2.1.2. Barriers to Innovation 

While many studies have emphasized the success factors of innovation processes, 

there has been a growing recognition of the need to comprehend and address the 

barriers that hinder innovation. Barriers to innovation can emanate from various 
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sources, including organizational structures, member dynamics, and external factors. 

It is imperative to explore the inherent nature of these barriers comprehensively.The 

primary exploration of the inherent nature of barriers to innovation offers an 

alternative to examining the success factors.  

 

A number of studies have shown that formalisation and centralisation hinder the 

process of innovation and change in organizations (Damanpour and Aravind, 2012; 

Prajogo and McDermott, 2014; Eva et al., 2017; Gonzalez, 2021; Hameed et al., 

2012; Iranmanesh et al., 2021). Organizations with centralized and formalized 

management do not involve lower-level managers in decision-making, with decision-

making authority being concentrated at the top (Kaufmann, Borry and DeHart-Davis, 

2019). An organization's members may lack access to information owing to a less 

participative approach, thereby restricting their knowledge, learning opportunities 

and potential contributions (Nieves and Segarra-Ciprés, 2015). Collaboration, on the 

other hand, enhances communication channels, facilitates knowledge sharing, and 

increases organizational members' involvement, motivation and opportunities to 

contribute (Damanpour and Schneider, 2006). Despite this, employees are more 

knowledgeable about existing problems and solutions than senior managers in 

regard to changes in the environment, growth prospects and potential deficiencies. 

By involving employees in innovation and change processes, fewer negative 

consequences are likely to result from the wide range of opinions and the variety of 

new initiatives (Nieves and Segarra-Ciprés, 2015). 

 

2.1.2.3 Barriers to Inter-Company Innovation Flows 
 

2.1.2.3.1 Cultural and Organizational Differences 

The organization, its members, and established routines can often serve as 

obstacles to or work against innovative efforts (Chandy, Hopstaken, Narasimhan, 

and Prabhu, 2006; Storey, 2000). Organizational culture refers to the shared values, 

beliefs, and underlying assumptions held by members of an organization. These 

shared values are the foundation of communication and mutual understanding and 

have an impact on employee behavior by fostering internal cohesion and 

coordination. Consequently, as articulated by Naranjo-Valencia et al. (2016), since 
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organizational culture has a direct influence on employees' conduct, it can shape 

their perception of innovation as a core organizational value and enhance their 

sense of involvement in it. For instance, a hierarchical culture tends to stifle 

innovation because it prioritizes values like control, stability, and an inward focus, 

while neglecting key innovation values such as creativity, autonomy, and a 

willingness to take risks. It is not uncommon for middle managers to face challenges 

in this role, considering that they are typically responsible for implementing senior 

management's change initiatives (Huy, 2002; Balogun and Johnson, 2005; Currie 

and Procter, 2005; Giangreco and Peccei, 2005). Managers have historically been 

stereotyped as resisting change while feeling that their privileges and roles are 

jeopardized, instead of acting as agents of change. According to Wooldridge and 

Floyd (1990) and Wooldridge et al. (2008), middle managers are responsible for 

significant contributions to innovation and change. Change initiatives and 

organizational performance are improved by involving middle management in 

strategy development. 

 

2.1.2.3.2 Regulatory and Compliance Constraints 

The financial services sector faces substantial regulatory constraints, and these 

compliance demands can pose substantial impediments to fostering innovation and 

collaboration among companies. The dilemma for financial regulators stems from the 

inherent nature of innovation, which inherently carries risks and the potential for 

errors – aspects that regulators frequently aim to minimize (Chiu, 2017). 

Consequently, regulatory bodies frequently suspend the development of innovative 

financial products and services that do not neatly align with predefined legal 

categories. Moreover, disputes often arise between state, federal, and international 

regulators regarding their respective jurisdictions in overseeing emerging financial 

applications. 

 

2.1.2.3.3 Risk Aversion  

Innovation and change are highly influenced by risk concerns, as innovation is a 

strategic decision that requires an organization to consider whether the risks 

associated with the innovation are reasonable (Hock-Doepgen, Clauss, Kraus and 

Cheng, 2020). Risk-seeking managers prefer innovation over low-risk organizational 

changes, while risk-averse managers prefer no change at all (Nicholson-Crotty et al., 
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2019). Performing below aspirational levels fosters risk-taking, so organizations need 

to improve their performance before they can innovate (Manzaneque et al., 2020). 

The effect of risk aversion is therefore that people are less likely to launch 

innovations (Dias et al., 2021). As senior managers drive change initiatives, this 

study evaluates the challenges to change and innovation in a particular bank. 

2.1.3. Preliminary framework of barriers to innovation 

As a result of their study across different European countries, Hölzl and Janger 

(2011) identify five potential innovation barriers for firms (Table 1): "a restrictive 

mindset," "a lack of discovery competencies," and "an unsupportive organisational 

structure." We included all four internally oriented barriers, since one of them was 

externally oriented: "financial barriers to innovation," "skill barriers to innovation," 

"lack of information on markets," and "lack of information on technologies." 

 

Table 1: Description of Barrier Sources  

No. Description of barrier Source   

1 A restrictive mindset  Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos (2014) 

2 A lack of discovery competences  Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos (2014) 

3 An unsupportive organisational 
structure 

 Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos (2014) 

4 Financial barriers to innovation  Hölzl and Janger (2011)) 

5 Skill barriers to innovation  Hölzl and Janger (2011) 

6 A lack of information on markets  Hölzl and Janger (2011) 

7 A lack of information on 
technologies  

Hölzl and Janger (2011) 

 

 

Disruptive innovation is becoming increasingly important to large financial services 

firms. As a result of internal and external barriers, realizing this poses several 

organisational challenges. The external barriers to the development and launch of 
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innovations are widely addressed, but empirical studies on the internal challenges 

are lacking. In order to generalise the results of this study to other large financial 

services organisations, the study empirically investigates the barriers to innovation 

within the financial services organisation. 

Corporate success will be achieved by rejecting unpromising innovative ideas and 

proposals and limiting unreasonable expenses for innovation (Royer, 2003). 

Innovative ideas are processed, developed, and exploited more effectively through 

such regulations. By overcoming the barrier, the innovator can further increase their 

knowledge and motivation (Collinson and Gregson, 2003). Furthermore, failure will 

also increase motivation - though it will negatively impact motivation when it comes 

to failure. 

 

2.2. Corporate Entrepreneurship  
 

2.2.1 Definition and Evolution of Corporate Entrepreneurship 

Corporate entrepreneurship is an integral aspect of organizational dynamics, 

focusing on the ability of organizations to foster entrepreneurial behaviors and 

innovation. As defined by Miller (1983), corporate entrepreneurship is an 

organization's willingness to allocate resources and endorse entrepreneurial 

behaviors to generate value-creating innovations (Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013, p. 

325). It focuses on elements such as product innovation, proactiveness, and risk-

taking as factors that allow organisations to take advantage of opportunities. 

Corporate entrepreneurship has undergone significant conceptual development over 

time. Several decades of work have established corporate entrepreneurship as a 

well-established field of study (Bierwerth et al., 2015; Kuratko et al., 2015; Kuratko 

and Morris, 2018). (Kuratko and Audretsch, 2013) refer to the 1980s, 1990s, and 

21st century as periods when it was defined and strengthened its theoretical 

foundation. 

According to Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Sharma and Chrisman, 1999, corporate 

entrepreneurship has two distinct yet complementary features: corporate venturing 

and strategic renewal. A popular definition of corporate entrepreneurship is: 
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"... process, whereby an individual or group of individuals in an association with 

existing organisations create a new organisation or instigate renewal or innovation 

that can facilitate innovation within the company. (Sharma and Chrisman 1999:18)” 

There are many ways to define corporate entrepreneurship. Morris and Paul 1987 

identified corporate entrepreneurship as a function of product innovation, 

proactiveness, and risk-taking. The process of creating or stimulating new 

organisations within existing organisations is clearly defined by Sharma and 

Chrisman (1999). 
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Authors  Definition  Dimensions  

Miller (1983); 

Morris and Paul 

(1987)  

Organisational renewal is explained as innovation, 

taking constructive risks, and conceptualizing and 

pursuing new opportunities, a process that often 

extends beyond the efforts of one key manager. 

A proactive approach to 

product development and a 

willingness to take risks. 

Guth and 

Ginsberg 

(1990); Zahra 

(1993)  

This term refers to the creation of new companies 

within existing organisations, called internal 

innovation or venturing, as well as to the renewal of 

the ideas on which organisations are built, known 

as strategic renewal. 

Established corporations 

need to innovate and renew 

their strategies. 

Sharma and 

Chrisman 

(1999)  

Creating a new organisation or instigate renewal or 

innovation within an existing organisation is a 

process that an individual or group of individuals 

performs in conjunction with an existing 

organisation. 

Strategic renewal, 

innovation, and corporate 

venturing are the focus of 

the program. 

Covin and Miles 

(1999)  

In other words, it refers to the ability of the 

organisation to introduce new products or enter new 

markets on a regular basis, the organisation as a 

whole, its strategy for navigating its current 

environment, and the organisation's ability to create 

and exploit new product-market segments. 

A sustained regeneration 

approach, an organisational 

renewal, a strategic renewal 

approach, and a redefinition 

of a domain will be tagged 

as these forms. 

Lumpkin and 

Dess (1996)  

Firms with entrepreneurial orientation enter new 

markets (with new or existing products) by entering 

into new markets (in new or existing markets with 

new or existing products). 

It is important for the 

organisation to be 

autonomous, innovative, 

risk-taking, proactive, and 

aggressive with regards to 

competition. 
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Hornsby, Kuratko, and Montagno (1999) explored organisational factors and 

elements that can be used to measure corporate entrepreneurship. A number of 

dimensions were identified, including management support, discretion and rewards, 

time availability and organisational boundaries. As a result, corporate 

entrepreneurship assessment instruments (CEAIs) have been developed based on 

these dimensions (Hornsby et al., 1999; Kuratko et al., 2014; Steyn, 2017) for 

measuring corporate entrepreneurship. 

A brief summary of corporate entrepreneurship definitions and dimensions is shown 

in Table 2. 

Table 2: Definitions and Dimensions of Corporate Entrepreneurship. 

 

2.2.2 The Link Between Corporate Entrepreneurship and Innovation 

Research on innovation in organisations has shown that corporate entrepreneurship 

can facilitate the development of both products and services (Calisto and Sarkar, 

2017; Goodale et al., 2011). Corporate governance, however, has yet to be 

addressed in studies in the information and communication technology field, 

including finance, and the increasing technological innovation's impact on 

organisational performance is a function of entrepreneurship (Yunis et al., 2018, p. 

334). 

Hornsby et al. 

(1999, 2002); 

Kuratko et al. 

(2014); Kuratko, 

Montagno and 

Hornsby (1990)  

Developing and implementing innovative ideas in 

the organisation is broadly defined as part of it 

(Hornsby et al., 2002). 

Organisational structure and 

boundaries, reward and 

resource availability, time 

availability, and 

management support for 

corporate entrepreneurship. 

Kuratko and 

Audretsch 

(2013); Kuratko 

et al. (2011)  

According to this process, managers' 

entrepreneurial behaviours are crucial regardless of 

whether the underlying reason for entrepreneurship 

corporate ventures or strategic entrepreneurship 

The role of corporate 

venturing and strategic 

entrepreneurship 
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The main objective of corporate entrepreneurship is to create and pursue new 

venture opportunities as well as to renew the organisation's strategic direction (Dess 

and Lumpkin, 2005, p 147). Value chain activities can be viewed as sources of 

competitive advantage if they are viewed as sources of wealth creation. 

Entrepreneurial DNA is a term Burns (2004, p 53) uses to describe the 

characteristics of entrepreneurs and the implications of these characteristics for 

corporations. The focus has recently shifted to internal and external corporate 

entrepreneurship as well as managerial involvement in corporate entrepreneurship 

(Hornsby et al., 2009; Hornsby, Kuratko and Shaker, 2002; Kuratko and Audretsch, 

2013). Kuratko, Morris and Covin (2011) add strategic entrepreneurship, which 

emphasises innovation that enhances a company's competitive advantage. It was 

observed by Covin and Miles (1999) that all forms of corporate entrepreneurship are 

characterised by innovation. 

 

2.3 Service Innovation in Finance Sector 
Innovation extends beyond products and processes to encompass services in order 

to compete effectively on global markets in the 21st century. According to Kuratko et 

al. (2014), services are not considered tangible products, it can be quite difficult to 

measure and define them. Service innovation, as described by Morrar (2014) is 

characterized by heterogeneity (non-uniformity in the end result), inseparability 

(consumers cannot be separated from service experiences), and perishability 

(services cannot be stored or exchanged, so are transitory). The four dimensions of 

service innovation are related to service concepts, client interfaces, service delivery 

systems, and technology, according to Katzan (2015). The goal is to create a 

seamless and engaging customer experience. Creating new services is part of 

service innovation, according to Barcet and Grant (1991). 

 

One prominent example of service innovation in finance is the rise of digital banking 

and fintech services. This includes the development of mobile banking apps, digital 

wallets, peer-to-peer payment platforms, and robo-advisors. These services leverage 

technology to make financial transactions and services more accessible, convenient, 

and efficient for customers. The finance sector has also seen service innovation in 

the form of blockchain technology and cryptocurrencies. This innovation involves 



 

Page | 16  

creating secure and transparent systems for transactions, reducing fraud, and 

exploring new forms of digital assets and decentralized finance (DeFi) services. 

Service innovation includes the development of regulatory technology (regtech) 

solutions. These technologies help financial institutions automate compliance 

processes, monitor transactions for suspicious activity, and reduce the costs and 

risks associated with regulatory compliance. 

 

2.3.1 Corporate Entrepreneurship and Service Innovation 

Corporate entrepreneurship's impact on organizational performance extends to 

service innovation, as suggested by studies linking corporate entrepreneurship to 

financial and non-financial performance (Bierwerth et al., 2015). Financial indicators 

and corporate entrepreneurship have been found to be positively correlated in 

several studies. Some of the financial indicators include return on sales and growth 

in sales (Zahra, 1993); return on assets and return on sales (Zahra and Covin, 

1995); market share, profitability, and growth in sales (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) and 

market performance (Jancenelle, Storrud-Barnes and Javalgi 2017). (Yunis et al., 

2018) have found a positive correlation between corporate entrepreneurship and 

non-financial measures such as competitive performance and product innovation. 

The effects of corporate entrepreneurship on organisational performance have also 

been hypothesized to extend beyond financial measures.  

 

2.3.2 Factors Impacting Service Innovation in Corporate Entrepreneurship in 

Finance Sector 
2.3.2.1 Management Support  

Management support is a pivotal factor in fostering corporate entrepreneurship 

(Seshadri and Tripathy, 2006). Hornsby et al. (2009) describe management support 

as managers' willingness to facilitate entrepreneurial activities. It involves top-level 

management creating an environment that encourages entrepreneurial activities and 

innovation (Bloodgood et al., 2015; Hornsby et al., 2009; Lekmat and Chelliah, 

2014). Senior management sets strategic imperatives, while middle-level managers 

play a crucial role in positioning and nurturing entrepreneurial initiatives (Hornsby et 

al., 2002). Middle managers serve as shepherds, championing and guiding these 

efforts, according to Kuratko and Audretsch (2013). Effective management support 
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values employees, nurturing their talents and efforts, leading to a more engaged 

workforce. If the needs of staff are accommodated, they will use their full potential 

and competencies, such as imagination and goodwill, towards uplifting the company. 

With proper management support, employees will be interested in the company's 

goals when they feel cared if Managers must maintain an optimistic attitude toward 

entrepreneurial initiatives. An optimistic attitude towards entrepreneurial initiatives is 

crucial across all management levels to prevent initiative stagnation. 

 

2.3.2.2. Work Discretion  

Work discretion promotes innovation and corporate entrepreneurship by allowing 

employees to make decisions freely and responsibly, organisations adopt a culture 

that permits them to accept failure as stated by Kuratko et al. (2014) and allow them 

to make decisions with freedom and responsibility.  

Discretionary cultures are excellent for organisations seeking new ventures and 

promote innovation (Manroop, 2015). For corporate entrepreneurship to succeed, 

employees and managers need to trust each other, according to Registering and 

Weitzel (2013). The ability to exercise discretion must be present in the day-to-day 

activities of the employees (Bessant and Tidd, 2008: 66). It is recommended that 

corporate entrepreneurial projects have a two-year timeline, according to Fattal 

(2003). Moreover, according to Kuratko, Ireland, Covin and Hornsby (2005: 703), 

managers should evaluate workloads to ensure that individuals and groups have 

time to pursue innovations as well as that their jobs are structured so that short- and 

long-term organisational goals can be achieved. 

 

2.3.2.3. Rewards and Reinforcement 

A culture of corporate entrepreneurship and innovation is positively influenced by 

human resource managers who practice human-resource practices such as rewards 

and reinforcement as Giannikis and Nikandrou (2013) explained. The 

implementation of human resource practices that include rewards and compensation 

give an organisation a competitive edge over its competitors by encouraging 

creativity and innovation (Giannikis and Nikandrou, 2013). A reward system also 

encourages workers to take risks and be entrepreneurial, as Kuratko et al. (2014) 

argue. As an employee will naturally be motivated to participate in an enterprise 

through incentives, rewarding and recognising them is also important (Lekmat and 
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Chelliah, 2014). As a result, entrepreneurial behaviour will be enabled to self-create 

within an organisation, serving as a source of new opportunities (Sørensen and 

Fassiotto, 2011).  

 

2.3.2.4. Time Availability  

Employees should perceive there are resources available for entrepreneurship, 

according to Hornsby et al. (1999). A resource that employees must allocate to 

entrepreneurial activities in their work schedules is time (Kuratko et al., 2014). In 

their study, Bloodgood et al. (2015) introduced a system dynamics approach to 

corporate entrepreneurship, in which the opportunity is the focal point. As part of the 

system dynamics model, opportunities are recognized, assessed, legitimized and, if 

successful, implemented. Innovations arise from opportunities in a stage-gate 

process. 

 

2.3.2.5. Organisational Boundaries  

An organisation's internal and external boundaries are determined by how much 

information flows between them (Kuratko et al., 2014). Moreover, Kuratko et al. 

(2014) focus on building a culture of entrepreneurship by increasing information flow 

within organisations.The definition of entrepreneurial culture is summarized by 

Nayager and Van Vuuren (2005) is one that promotes creativity and innovation, 

experiments with new products, suggestions for improvements, risks, acceptance of 

responsibility and ownership of their creations. Such a climate encourages 

individuals to pursue attractive opportunities and fosters a culture of creativity and 

innovation (Ramachandran et al., 2006, p. 90). Encouraging information flow within 

the organization facilitates the creation of knowledge and innovation. Formal and 

informal initiatives are involved in generating new knowledge and translating existing 

knowledge into practice. Zahra (2015) describes how knowledge is generated within 

an organisation through entrepreneurial hubs. Innovation is promoted by flexible 

boundaries that facilitate information flow, as noted by Miller et al. (2007). 
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2.4: Research Hypotheses 
From the literature review, hypothesis were generated. In each dimension, the null 

hypothesis was represented by HXN , while the alternate hypothesis was 

represented by HXA where X represents the dimension or hypothesis number.  

Hypothesis 1: Management Support and Service Innovation 
H1N: No correlation exists between employee support and service innovation  

H1A: A lack of management support significantly hinders service innovation. 

Hypothesis 2: Work Discretion and Service Innovation 
H2N: Service innovation is not significantly influenced by employees' work discretion. 

H2A: Employees' limited work discretion significantly hinders service innovation. 
Hypothesis 3: Rewards and Reinforcement, and Service Innovation 
H3 N: Service innovation is not significantly influenced by reward and reinforcement 

cultures. 

H3 A: The absence of a reward and reinforcement culture significantly hinders 

service innovation. 

Hypothesis 4: Time Availability and Service Innovation 
H4 N: Service innovation is not significantly influenced by employees' time 

availability. 

H4A: Limited time availability for employees is a barrier of service innovation. 

Hypothesis 5: Organisational Boundaries and Service Innovation 
H5N: The flexible organisational boundaries do not have significant impact on 

innovation in services. 

H5A: Flexible organizational boundaries significantly hinder innovation in services. 
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Figure 1: Summary of hypotheses formulation 

               

Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology 
 
3.1. Study Setting 
The study was conducted within the Financial Services sector in South Africa, with a 

specific focus on First National Bank (FNB), one of the leading banks in the region. 

FNB's headquarters and several branches across South Africa served as the primary 

settings for data collection. 

 

3.2. Research Design 
The research design chosen for this study was a mixed-methods approach, which 

combined both quantitative and qualitative research methods. A structured online 

survey was used as the primary data collection method for both the quantitative and 

qualitative data collection process. The mixed methods allowed for a comprehensive 

exploration of the research problem and provided a richer understanding of the 

barriers and challenges faced by FNB in terms of Inter-Company Innovation flows 

and Corporate Entrepreneurship. 

 

3.3 Research Population and Sample 
3.3.1 Study Population 

The study population consisted of employees at various levels within FNB, including 

top-level executives, middle managers, and front-line employees directly involved in 

innovation and entrepreneurship activities. 
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3.3.3 Sampling Method 

The sampling process for the quantitative phase of the research involved cluster 

random sampling. Financial services companies, primarily diversified banks, were 

selected as clusters. Companies with a wide range of business services that aligned 

with the study's objectives were considered suitable candidates and FNB was 

selected due to due to its willingness to participate. Within FNB, employees from 

various roles were targeted, including sales consultants, team leaders, managers, 

and executive members. A distribution list of email addresses was used to select 

respondents for the survey. 

For the qualitative phase of the research, purposive sampling was used to select key 

stakeholders within the chosen financial services organization (FNB). Participants 

were selected based on their roles and expertise in the areas of innovation, 

entrepreneurship, and organizational dynamics. This approach will ensure that the 

provide relevant and valuable insights. 

 

3.3.4 Sample Size 

The online survey generated a total of 152 responses. The sample size was 

determined based on practical considerations, resource constraints, and the desire 

to obtain a representative sample of FNB employees. 

 

The survey was distributed to employees of FNB, primarily through email. A 

distribution list of email addresses was obtained with the cooperation of FNB's 

human resources department. The email contained a brief introduction to the 

research, a link to the online survey, and a request for voluntary participation. 

Respondents were assured of the confidentiality of their responses. 

 
 
3.4 Data Collection 
3.4.1 Qualitative Data 

Qualitative research was employed to gather in-depth insights into the specific 

challenges and barriers faced by financial services organizations. Respondents’ 

answers to section 1 of the questionnaire (relating to barriers to innovation) were 

categorised, then explored for emergent themes by employing a comparative 

technique to uncover variations and similarities with the existing literature, thus 
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seeking to develop and refine emergent themes and patterns (Gioia, Corley and 

Hamilton, 2013). Categories relating to key barriers to innovation and change were 

classified and grouped to identify respondents’ top barriers to innovation: these 

included hierarchical organisational structure (high bureaucracy), managerial and 

operational challenges (poor communication among hierarchical staff), lack of 

employee involvement, middle manager resistance (insufficient technical expertise or 

training of employees), and risk aversion. The questions were designed to delve 

deeper into their experiences and perspectives regarding inter-company innovation 

and corporate entrepreneurship, participants were given an option to expand on their 

thoughts and view on each question. This section provided rich qualitative data that 

complemented the quantitative findings. 
 

3.4.2 Quantitative Data 

A structured online survey was used as the primary data collection method for the 

quantitative phase of the research. The online survey instrument had two distinct 

sets of questions derived from the CEAI model and from innovation assessment in 

order to comprehensively assess both corporate entrepreneurship and innovation 

within the organization. The Corporate Entrepreneurship and Innovation Assessment 

(CEAI), adapted from Kuratko et al. (2014), aimed to gauge respondents' 

perceptions of corporate entrepreneurship within the organization. This set of Likert-

scale questions covered dimensions such as management support, work discretion, 

rewards and reinforcements, time availability, and organizational boundaries. The 

responses ranged from Very Low, Low, Neutral, High, and Very High. The innovation 

assessment section, adapted from Grawe, Chen, and Daugherty (2009), focused on 

innovation-related aspects. Respondents were asked to rate their perceptions of 

innovation within the organization using a Likert scale. 

 

3.5 Data Analysis Techniques 
 

3.5.1 Qualitative Data Analysis 

Qualitative data from the questionnaire was analyzed using thematic analysis. The 

data was grouped to identify recurring themes, patterns, and categories related to 
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inter-company innovation flows, corporate entrepreneurship, and barriers. This 

thematic analysis provided a deeper understanding of the qualitative findings. 
 

3.5.2 Quantitative Data Analysis 

Quantitative data collected through the online survey was analyzed using SPSS 

version 4 statistical software. Descriptive statistics, such as means, standard 

deviations, and frequencies, were used to summarize the survey responses. 

Inferential statistical tests, such as correlation analysis and regression analysis, were 

employed to examine the relationships between variables and test hypotheses. 

 

3.6 Data Reliability and Validity 
To assess the validity and reliability of the questionnaire, a factor analysis was 

performed iteratively to eliminate weak variables or items. Additionally, Cronbach's 

alpha coefficient was computed to ascertain the internal consistency of the 

dimensions within the scales. 

 

Subsequently, factor scores were computed to enable a more in-depth analysis of 

the relationship between corporate entrepreneurship and service innovation. The 

final stage involved employing a multiple regression model, incorporating corporate 

entrepreneurship as the independent variable and service innovation as the 

dependent variable. 

 

 

3.7 Ethical Considerations 
1) Ethical approval for the research was sought from the WBS ethics committee, 

ensuring that the study complied with ethical standards.  

2) A formal written request was submitted to FNB (FNB HR Centre of Expertise) 

to request their employees' participation in the study and survey. 

3) Participants were provided with clear and comprehensive information about 

the study's purpose, procedures, and potential risks and benefits. They were 

asked to provide informed consent before participating. 
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4) All data collected, both quantitative and qualitative, was kept confidential and 

anonymized to protect the participants' privacy. Data was only be accessible 

to the research team. 

5) Participation in the study was entirely voluntary, and participants could 

withdraw at any time without facing any consequences. 

6) Measures were taken to ensure the security of data, including encryption of 

online survey responses and secure storage of interview transcripts with 

passwords. 

7) The research was conducted with honesty, integrity, and transparency, and 

any conflicts of interest were disclosed.  

8) Participants were given the option to consent to the recording of interviews (if 

necessary) and to withhold the disclosure of their personal information, 

including their names, to maintain confidentiality. 

 

3.8 Limitations of the Research 
1) The sample size, while representative, may not capture the entire diversity of 

the financial services sector. 

2) Findings from this study may not be entirely generalizable to other financial 

institutions or regions, as they are specific to FNB and South Africa. 

3) Respondents may have provided responses that align with societal norms or 

what they perceive as desirable, potentially leading to bias in self-reported 

data. 

4) The research was conducted within a specific timeframe, limiting the depth 

and breadth of data collection and analysis. 

5) Changes in the external environment, such as regulatory shifts or market 

dynamics, may have influenced the research findings. 

6) The study may not have captured the full complexity of cultural and 

organizational differences. 
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3.9 Risk Mitigation and Addressing Conflict of Interest 
There were several risks in the research study but all of them were mitigated to 

reduce their influence on the research findings. 

• There was a risk of breaching the privacy and confidentiality of participants if 

their personal or sensitive information was mishandled but the research team 

ensured that all data collected, both quantitative and qualitative, was 

anonymized and stored securely. Personal identifiers were removed from 

transcripts, and access to data was restricted to authorized team members 

only. 

• Respondents may have provided biased or incomplete responses, impacting 

the accuracy of survey results. To reduce the response bias, the research 

team emphasized the importance of honest and accurate responses in all 

communications with participants. Additionally, a diverse sample of 

employees from various departments and roles within FNB was selected to 

minimize bias. 

• There was a risk of a low response rate in the survey, which could affect the 

representativeness of the data but the research team designed a user-friendly 

online survey that was easy to access and complete to mitigate this. 

Communication about the research was clear and engaging, and reminders 

were sent to encourage participation. A distribution list of email addresses 

provided by FNB's human resources department ensured that the survey 

reached a broad audience. 

• There was a risk of sampling bias if certain groups of employees or 

stakeholders were overrepresented or underrepresented in the study. To 

mitigate sampling bias, the research team used both random and purposive 

sampling techniques. Random sampling was employed for the survey to 

ensure a diverse set of responses. Purposive sampling was used for 

interviews to capture insights from key stakeholders representing different 

roles and levels within FNB. 

• The researcher, Buyisile P Maseko, being employed at FNB, could potentially 

introduce bias into the data collection and analysis process. To mitigate this 

risk, the conflict of interest was disclosed in the Conflict of Interest Disclosure 

Statement to ensure transparency. 
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Chapter 4: Results Analysis 
 
4.1 Descriptive statistics 
There were 152 responses gathered from the online surveys conducted to gather 

quantitative data.  

Table 3: Designations:  

 

Answer Choice  Response % Role/Title  

Channel Head 1% 2 

Exco Member 5% 7 

Growth Head 5% 7 

Growth/Sales/Service Manager 23% 35 

Regional Manager 8% 12 
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Sales/Service Consultant 20% 31 

Specialist 34% 52 

Team Lead 4% 6 

Grand Total 100% 152 

 
 

Figure 2: Roles/Titles  

 
 

Table 4:Categories of work experience – time with the organisation  

 

Answer Choice  Response % Number of years employed with the 

Organisation 

0 - 3 Years 15% 23 

10 - 15 Years 23% 35 

3 - 5 Years 22% 34 

5 - 10 Years 20% 31 

0 15 30 45 60

Team Lead
Specialist

Sales/Service Consultant
Regional Manager

Growth/Sales/Service Manager
Growth Head
Exco Member
Channel Head

Role/Title 



 

Page | 28  

More than 15 Years 19% 29 

Grand Total 100% 152 

 
 
Figure 3: Number of Years Employed with Organisation  

 

 

4.2.1 Part A: Barriers to Inter-Company Innovation flows  
The research focused on the barriers with general consensus among the different 

respondents as shown by the table below (Table 5). 

Table 5: Barriers to Inter-Company Innovation flows 

Barriers to Inter-Company 
Innovation flows 

Top barrier according to 
respondents  

% 
Response  

What do you think is the top 
barrier to Innovation in Banking? 

Hierarchical organisational structure 33.50% 

Indicate the biggest barriers to 
the application of financial 
innovations in your company: 

Complex construction of financial 

innovations 

28.20% 

0

9

18

27

36

45

0 - 3 Years 10 - 15 Years 3 - 5 Years 5 - 10 Years More than 15
Years

Number of years employed with the Organisation
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Barriers to innovation - 
Managerial and operational 
challenges 

High complexity of managing open 

innovation, difficulty in balancing 

innovation with daily tasks 

35% 

Barrier to Innovation - Procedural 
and regulatory challenges 

Low control of external resources 

compared to internal ones 

25% 

Barrier to Innovation – Human 
Resources 

Insufficient technical expertise or 

training of employees 

51% 

Barrier to Innovation – Cultural 
Challenges 

Employees lack interest to 

innovation and change 

54% 

Barrier to innovation – Business 
environment challenges 

 Insufficient expertise of partners 

and unavailability of competent 

external partners to provide the 

necessary knowledge and 

technologies 

52.14% 

At a staff and middle manager 
level what do you think may be 
potential barriers to innovation 

A restrictive mindset by senior 

management 

19.29% 

  Skill barriers to innovation 19.29% 

 

 

4.2.1.1 Hierarchical Organisational Structure 

A significant 33.50% of respondents identified the hierarchical organizational 

structure as the top barrier to innovation in banking. This indicates that rigid 

hierarchies may hinder the flow of innovative ideas and initiatives within FNB. 

4.2.1.2 Complex Construction of Financial Innovations 

About 28.20% of respondents identified the complex construction of financial 

innovations as a significant barrier to their application within the company. This 

suggests that the intricacies of financial innovations pose challenges in their 

implementation. 
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4.2.1.3 Managerial and Operational Challenges 

Approximately 35% of respondents highlighted high complexity in managing open 

innovation and difficulty in balancing innovation with daily tasks as barriers to 

innovation. This indicates that management-related challenges play a role in 

hindering innovation. 

4.2.1.4 Procedural and Regulatory Challenges 

25% of respondents identified low control of external resources compared to internal 

ones as a barrier to innovation. Regulatory hurdles may be limiting the company's 

ability to leverage external resources effectively. 

4.2.1.5 Human Resources 

An overwhelming 51% of respondents pointed out insufficient technical expertise or 

training of employees as a significant barrier to innovation. This highlights the 

importance of skill development within the workforce. 

4.2.1.6 Cultural Challenges 

A substantial 54% of respondents indicated that employees' lack of interest in 

innovation and change poses a significant barrier. This suggests that fostering a 

culture of innovation may be a critical challenge. 

4.2.1.7 Business Environment Challenges 

Approximately 52.14% of respondents cited insufficient expertise of partners and 

unavailability of competent external partners as barriers. Collaborative challenges 

may hinder the acquisition of necessary knowledge and technologies. 

4.2.1.8 Restrictive Mindset by Senior Management and Skill Barriers 

19.24 % of staff and middle managers identified a restrictive mindset by senior 

management as potential obstacles to innovation. 

 

Additional insights and comments provided by survey participants: 

• “I feel like FNB is rather innovative. But innovation isn't something you can 

just churn out at will even if the conditions are perfect. If the optimal way of 

doing something has already been found, then there is no room for 

innovation. And if there is a better way of doing something the solution may 

be difficult to discover if it is very different from how people typically approach 

the problem. There is nothing in the universe that can force a human to have 

a unique and useful idea. You just have to provide the environment that 

doesn't restrict them, and hope it happens.” 
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• “Culture. Recently joined, but the culture in the organisation is stifling.” 

• “For an innovation to exist you need buy in and if you're not in the right circles 

or not part of the P and L teams doesn't matter how good your innovation can 

be it won't see the light of day.” 

• “Limited capacity to execute new innovations resulting in backlog of 

implementation” 

• “Low/ or no Priority on personal KPI + capacity issues” 

• “A barrier that has not been noted here is the lack of recognition or 'stealing of 

ideas' ideas are put forward by staff........then shut down for whatever reason 

and then 3 years later boom innovation is winning awards. The trust has now 

been broken, word spread and there is no longer interest. Especially if 

innovation sits outside your BU, you are sure to 'lose' out to the team in that 

area - in a nutshell better control over submitted innovations.” 

• “Technology (Capacity) to develop on the back of innovations” 

 

4.3 Part B: Inter-Company Innovation Flows and Corporate Entrepreneurship  
 

4.3.1 Reliability and Validity Analysis 

Determining Construct Validity of data collection instrument. 

First, the researchers decided to run an exploratory factor analysis to determine the 

latent variables to be used within our study as well as to determine if construct 

validity is present. This was done with a fixed value of 6 factors as determined in the 

Literature Review. The result from the analysis was as follows: 

 

Table 6: KMO and Bartlett's Test results 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .788 

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 292.544 

df 21 

Sig. <.001 
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The KMO and Bartlett’s test is used to determine whether the data is appropriate to 

be used in a factor analysis. For this requirement to be satisfied, we would require a 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy test statistic of at least .60 and 

has to be statistically significant (p <.05). Our data is indeed adequate to be used 

within our exploratory factor analysis (KMO (21) = .788, p < .05). 
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7 .30

6 

4.371 100.

000 

      

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

Table 7:Total Variance Explained 

Table 7 above shows the variances explained from each of the six factors that was 

obtained. However, since there were a selected fixed number of factors, the 

researcher decided to interpret and make use of all of the factors. This could also 

represent a limitation in the event they decide to use any of these factors for further 

data analysis. As seen in Table 7 above, the first factor was able to explain 46.31% 

of the variance in the overall factors. 

 

Table 8:Rotated Component Matrix 

 Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

In your opinion what 

is the level of 

knowledge and 

involvement by staff 

in innovations within 

your organisation 

.890      

In your opinion what 

is the level of interest 

in innovations by 

staff within your 

organisation 

.794 .406     
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In your opinion how 

much support does 

the leadership and 

management of your 

organisation provide 

employees to drive 

innovation 

     .931 

In your opinion what 

is the level of access 

to projects that drive 

innovation does staff 

have in your 

organisation 

    .943  

In your opinion how 

effective is 

collaboration interns 

of innovative 

projects/initiatives 

across Business Units 

and Product Houses 

   .939   

In your opinion do 

you think your 

organisation does 

enough to reward 

and reinforce 

innovation within 

your organisation 

  .927    
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My organisation 

allocates enough 

time for me to work 

on innovation 

 .895     

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 

a. Rotation converged in six iterations. 

 

 

The Rotated component matrix shows the questions that was used in the survey and 

how they have loaded together within each factor. Questions 1 and 2 loaded 

together and was named this factor Service Innovation. Moreover, all of the 

questions loaded individually under each factor. Due to this constraint in terms of 

data, reliability analysis cannot be performed but an assumption that construct 

validity was present was made. The factors and the variable names have been 

provided in the Annexures. However, the researcher did run a Cronbach’s alpha on 

the Service Innovation factor (Factor 1) to evaluate for inter-rater reliability.  

 

Table 9:Reliability Statistics 

Scale Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

Perceived Service Innovation .765 2 

 

 

Table 6 shows the reliability statistics for the Service Innovation construct derived 

from the factor analysis measured within the study survey.  

Cronbach’s Alpha was usedto measure for inter-rater reliability. The results show 

that Service Innovation scale was dependable as it had a value that is greater than 

70. The researcher then computed a Service Innovation variable by averaging the 

two responses that was part of the construct. 
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4.4. Qualitative Data 
A total of 15 interviews were conducted. The interview transcripts were transcribed 
and a thematic analysis conducted to determine common themes. 

 

4.4.1. Hypothesis Analysis 

A multiple linear regression was used to determine the relationship between 

independent variables (Management Support, Employee Discretion and Employee 

Time Availability) and the dependent variable (Service Innovation).  

H0A: Service Innovation is not impacted by any of our independent variables 

H1A: A strong correlation exists between employee support and service innovation. 

H2A: Innovation in service is significantly influenced by employees' work discretion. 

H3 A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by reward and reinforcement 

cultures. 

H4A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by employees' time availability. 

H5A: The flexible organisational boundaries have a significant impact on innovation 

in services. 

Table 10: Results of hypotheses testing. 

Hypotheses Results  

H0A: Service Innovation is not impacted by any of our 

independent variables 

Control  

H1A: A strong correlation exists between employee 

support and service innovation. 

Support, sig p = .015 

H2A: Innovation in service is significantly influenced 

by employees' work discretion. 

Support, sig p<.01 

H3 A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by 

reward and reinforcement cultures. 
Not Supported, sig p = .097 
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H4A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by 

employees' time availability. 
Support, sig p = .015 

H5A: The flexible organisational boundaries have a 

significant impact on innovation in services. 
Statistically insignificant 

 

4.4.2. Descriptive Statistics – Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 

 

Table 11:Descriptive Statistics - Determinants of Service Innovation 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Service Innovation 3.35 0.920 140 

Management Support* 3.46 1.214 140 

Employee Discretion* 3.33 1.141 140 

Time Availability* 3.63 1.219 140 

Organisational 

Flexibility* 

1.63 0.485 140 

 
 

The descriptive statistics in Table 11 shows that Time Availability had the highest 

mean (M = 3.63, SD = 1.219) as well as the highest standard deviation. [This just 

shows that on average most of the people gave higher ratings towards Time 

Availability but also had the most inconsistent responses as seen by the high 

standard deviation]. 
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4.4.3 Statistical Hypothesis Testing – Multiple Linear Regression with Service 

Innovation as the Dependent variable 

The researchers ran a multiple regression analysis to determine whether the impact 

of independent variables (Management Support, Employee Discretion and Employee 

Time Availability) on the dependent variable (Service Innovation). The results were 

as follows: 

Table 12: Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of 
the Estimate 

Durbin-
Watson 

1 .567a .321 .302 .90927 2.084 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Organisational Flexibility, Time Availability, Employee 

Discretion, Management Support 

b. Dependent Variable: Service Innovation 

 
Table 8 above shows that the predictors (independent variables) are able to explain 

30.2% of the variance in the dependent variable which indicates a significant amount 

of explanatory power. Furthermore, the model was not suspect to autocorrelation as 

Durbin-Watson statistic lies within the range of 1.5 and 2.5. However, this is not of 

significant importance as the data was cross-sectional. 

Table 13: ANOVA Table 

Model Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 57.437 4 14.359 17.368 <.001b 

Residual 121.535 147 .827   

Total 178.972 151    

a. Dependent Variable: Service Innovation 
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b. Predictors: (Constant), Organisational Flexibility, Time Availability, Employee 

Discretion, Management Support 

 

The ANOVA shows that the model compliesd with the assumption concerning 

linearity. Furthermore, the model is a good fit (F (4,147) = 17.368, p<.01).  

Table 14:Coefficients Table for independent variables 

 

Model Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardiz
ed 
Coefficient
s 

t Sig. Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta Tol

era

nc

e 

VIF 

1 (Constant) 1.072 .264  4.056 <.0

01 

  

Managem

ent 

Support 

.157 .064 .193 2.455 .01

5 

.74

5 

1.342 

Employee 

Discretion 

.167 .068 .194 2.472 .01

5 

.75

2 

1.330 

Time 

Availability 

.206 .061 .258 3.361 <.0

01 

.78

1 

1.280 

Organisati

onal 

Flexibility 

.123 .073 .129 1.673 .09

7 

.77

7 

1.288 

a. Dependent Variable: Service Innovation 
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Table 13 shows the individual impacts the predictors have on Service Innovation. 

Time Availability had the biggest impact concerning Service Innovation (β = .206, t = 

3.361, p<.01) and was the most significant result. Management Support (β = .157, t 

= 2.455, p = 015) and Employee Discretion (β = .167, t = 2.472, p = .015) also 

proved to be statistically significant. Moreover, the study found that Organisational 

Flexibility proved to be statistically insignificant at the 95% confidence level. 

Based on the results above, the null hypothesis was rejected in favour for hypothesis 

H1a, H2a and H4a. regarding Hypothesis H3a, the study faiedl to reject the null 

hypothesis. This means that while Management Support, Employee Discretion and 

Time Availability have a potential impact on Service Innovation, Organisational 

Flexibility did not as it was statistically insignificant. 

H0A: Service Innovation is not impacted by any of our independent variables 

H1A: A strong correlation exists between employee support and service innovation. 

H2A: Innovation in service is significantly influenced by employees' work discretion. 

H3 A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by reward and reinforcement 

cultures. 

H4A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by employees' time availability. 

H5A: The flexible organisational boundaries have a significant impact on innovation 

in services. 

 

4.5. Analysis of Potential Relationship between Perceptions Regarding 

Rewards and Reinforcement Cultures and Service Innovation 

A Pearson’s Correlation Analysis was ran to determine if there was a relationship 

between perceptions around rewards and reinforcement cultures as well as service 

innovation. The hypothesis for this test was determined as follows: 

H3 N: Service innovation is not significantly influenced by reward and reinforcement 

cultures. 

H3 A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by reward and reinforcement 

cultures. 
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Table 15: Descriptive Statistics - Pearson’s Correlation Analysis Rewards and 

Reinforcement Perception and Service Innovation 

 

 Mean Std. Deviation N 

Rewards and 
Reinforcement 
Perception 

3.04 1.376 152 

Service Innovation 3.17 1.089 152 

 
 

The descriptive statistics in Table 10 above shows that Service Innovation (M = 3.17, 

SD = 1.089) had the highest mean while Rewards and Reinforcement Perception 

had the highest variance (M = 3.04, SD = 1.376). 

4.5.1. Statistical Hypothesis Testing – Pearson’s Correlation Analysis 

Table 16: Model Summary 

 Rewards and 
Reinforcement 
Perception 

Service 
Innovation 

Rewards and 
Reinforcement 
Perception 

Pearson Correlation 1 .316** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  <.001 

N 152 152 

Service Innovation Pearson Correlation .316** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) <.001  

N 152 152 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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As seen in Table 11 above, Rewards and Reinforcement Perception displayed and 

Service Innovation were found to have a positive significant relationship (r (152) = 

.316, p <.01). The null hypothesis (H0) was rejected and conclusion that there is a 

positive relationship between Rewards and Reinforcement Perception displayed and 

Service Innovation was made. 

4.6. Summary of the Process and Findings 

A factor analysis to determine the construct validity of the variables that are to be 

computed was first conducted. It was found that only service innovation conformed 

to construct validity as all other factors only contained a single factor. Because of 

this, the study could only a reliability analysis on the service innovation variable. 

Construct validity was assumed for the other variables, and this presented a 

limitation concerning a data. In terms of inter-rater reliability, service innovation did 

prove to be statistically dependable. We then ran a multiple linear regression to 

determine whether management support, employee discretion, organisational 

flexibility as well as time availability had an impact on service innovation. It was 

found that all variables except for organisational flexibility did have an impact on 

service innovation. Moreover, it was found that time availability was the most 

significant factor. The study then evaluated to see if there was a meaningful 

relationship between service innovation and reward and reinforcement cultures, it 

was found that there is a moderate meaningful relationship between the variables 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations 
 
5.1: Discussion 
 

Based on the research findings, part A of survey in this paper was used to identify and 

prioritise the main types of barriers to inter-company innovation flows and corporate 

entrepreneurship at a financial services organisation in Johannesburg. By examining 

the literature in detail and conducting empirical research to answer the first part of the 

research objective. The highest significance was assigned to the following barriers: 

(1) hierarchical organisational structure (high bureaucracy); (2) managerial and 

operational challenges (poor communication among hierarchical staff); (3) lack of 

employee involvement (High complexity of managing open innovation, difficulty in 
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balancing innovation with daily tasks); (4) middle manager resistance (insufficient 

technical expertise or training of employees); and (5) risk aversion. 

 

The findings suggest that highly formalized systems can become excessively 

bureaucratic, necessitating parallel flexibility to foster additional innovations and 

changes. Banks must encourage employees to generate additional innovative ideas 

and initiatives, which must then be carefully managed if banks are to thrive. Risk 

aversion has been identified as one of the barriers to innovation and change in the 

banking sector. 

In order to implement organizational change initiatives, staff were also found to be 

critical. Consequently, middle managers' resistance to innovations should be 

addressed when proposing these. Staff should be offered greater incentives, remain 

involved, be motivated to contribute to a change from the outset and serve as change 

leaders for employees. 

 

In Part B of the survey intended to examine how barriers to corporate 

entrepreneurship impact service innovation within a financial services organisation 

and additionally determine whether innovation barriers improve where management 

support, work discretion, rewards and reinforcements, time availability, and 

organisational boundaries are present. We found that rewards and recognition, 

management support, and time availability are some of the dimensions of corporate 

entrepreneurship that predict service innovation. 

5.1.1. Relation to Hypothesis 
 

H1A: A strong correlation exists between employee support and service 
innovation. 

This study found evidence that management support in an entrepreneurial context 

impacts service innovation. In accordance with this notion, managers have specific 

functions from the top to the lowest levels, which facilitate the implementation of 

entrepreneurial behaviour and increase the organisation's competitiveness 

(Bloodgood et al. 2015; Seshadri and Tripathy 2006). Managing creates an 

environment that encourages employees to adopt a mindset and conduct that 
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encourages entrepreneurship (Hornsby et al. 2009; Hornsby, Kuratko and Shaker 

2002). Managing and displaying entrepreneurial behaviour allows the organisation to 

sustain its entrepreneurial orientation in two ways. Researchers describe this 

approach as both top-down and bottom-up (Demirci 2013). 

H2A: Innovation in service is significantly influenced by employees' work 
discretion. 

The t-value was 2.472 at p =.015 showing that H2a is supported. This indicates that 

work discretion and innovativeness have a meaningful relationship. A standardized 

beta value of 0.194, which measures the strength of the relationship, indicates that 

work discretion is a critical predictor of inventiveness. The higher the work discretion, 

the better the innovative behaviour among employees. 

Work discretion and entrepreneurial orientation dimensions investigated in the study 

were found to have significant positive relationships, supporting Hypotheses 2a 

empirically. In conclusion, employees with greater work discretion are likely to 

engage in innovative actions in their organisations. A discretionary work environment 

also encourages employees to try risky tasks. Furthermore, employees with a 

sufficient level of work discretion tend to behave more proactively within the 

organisation. Schüler and Baum (2016) reported a similar finding that entrepreneurial 

orientation is associated with work discretion. According to Rutherford and Holt 

(2007) and Kuratko and Hodgetts (2007), employees are more likely to be engaged 

in entrepreneurial activities if there is freedom and latitude to make decisions. It 

creates a sense of ownership, which in turn encourages employees to invest their 

interest in generating innovative ideas (De Jong and Wennekers, 2008). 

H4A: Service innovation is significantly influenced by employees' time 
availability. 

Time availability was found to be positively correlated with service innovation 

(Bloodgood et al. 2015; Kuratko et al. 2014). Employees at the FNB enjoyed an 

entrepreneurial culture, which promoted innovation and entrepreneurship 

(Bloodgood et al. 2015; Kuratko et al. 2014). 

A core requirement of intrinsic motivation is autonomy, according to self-

determination theory, which indicates that autonomy contributes to job motivation 

and job satisfaction by being able to cope effectively with challenging situations (e.g., 
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high workloads and long hours) (Deci and Ryan, 2008). Considering that work time 

control is a form of work autonomy, it can improve work motivation, increase job 

satisfaction, improve employee retention, improve work efficiency, and encourage 

innovation (Hoskins, 2014; Madrid and Patterson, 2020). Tucker et al., 2015 and 

Virtanen et al., 2021 demonstrated that a higher level of work time control improves 

sleep quality, reduces depression symptoms, reduces diseases, and improves 

employees' tiredness. By controlling work hours, employees have a better chance of 

achieving job satisfaction, balancing work and life and thereby getting more time and 

will to be creative and innovative in an organization (Virtanen et al., 2014). 

H5A: The flexible organisational boundaries have a significant impact on 
innovation in services. 

In this hypothesis, employees were evaluated for their freedom and autonomy, the 

opportunity to utilize their own abilities, the freedom to work in a non-conventional 

manner, their independence in making judgments and decisions, and their freedom 

from being punished for making mistakes. 

Flexible organisational boundaries were not associated with service innovation in the 

study. This finding contradicts Kuratko et al. (2014) who argue that flexible 

organisational boundaries are important for the sharing of information and 

innovation. There may be a reason for this due to the notion that banks have 

standardised procedures, written rules, and procedures for completing tasks. There 

could be a problem with flexible boundaries in some of the participant's roles since 

some of them worked in specialist roles. The correlation between service innovation 

and a negative correlation cannot be answered, however. Within the boundaries of 

regulated rules and procedures, service innovation is also possible. Furthermore, it is 

possible that employees would become uncertain about what is expected of them if 

boundaries were loosened too much (Yavas et al. 2003) as they would not have 

sufficient information for their jobs. Investing in future research can help explain this 

finding. 
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5.2 Recommendations  
 

In order for the organisation to succeed in the future, it must continuously innovate 

its services, products, and business model. Technological innovations and firm 

renewal are often driven by entrepreneurship and corporate entrepreneurship 

(Menzel, Aaltio and Ulijn, 2007: 733). The ability of an organisation to identify and 

exploit opportunities deteriorates when it moves from an entrepreneurial phase to a 

growth phase. It is, however, essential to maintain this ability in the highly 

competitive and dynamic environment most organisations are operating in today 

(Ramachandran, Devarajan, and Ray, 2006: 85). 

 

The findings of this study can therefore be applied to management in several ways. In 

the emerging findings, it was clear that a lack of communication and continuing 

engagement between employees and managers is a significant barrier to change. It is 

considered vital for gaining employee commitment to organizational change and 

innovation that communication should be an integral component. The results also 

indicated that senior managers should prioritize the development of avenues for free 

and open communication. This is significant because it contributes to greater 

employee involvement in change initiatives, which reduces employee resistance. 

 

Under the weight of size, bureaucracy, complex processes, and hierarchy, these 

organisations often long for some of the spark, innovation, speed, and risk-taking 

they once possessed. The concept of corporate entrepreneurship refers to activities, 

attitudes, and actions that can help large organisations regain some of their lost 

magic (Thornberry, 2001: 526). 

 

According to the literature review, top management's support and commitment is 

vital for creating and fostering an entrepreneurial atmosphere in any organisation. It 

is only by demonstrating the benefits of corporate entrepreneurship that top 

management will achieve commitment. 
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5.2.1 Management support 
It is important for management to play a more people-oriented or intangible role, 

according to Kuratko and Hodgetts (2004: 65). The organisation must value people, 

nurture talents, and acknowledge efforts made when appropriate. The ability to meet 

the needs of employees increases their likelihood of using their full potential and 

competencies for the benefit of the company, such as imagination and goodwill. A 

company's goals can only be accomplished if employees feel cared for, and this can 

only happen with proper management support (Powell, 2004: 8). 

 

5.2.2 Sponsors/champions for projects 
The importance of a support structure is especially important when corporate 

entrepreneurship is not the primary focus. Support for entrepreneurs is essential if 

they are to succeed. Corporate entrepreneurs could benefit from a mentorship 

program. We recommend identifying and assigning influential mentors and coaches 

to help them thrive. As a result, barriers linked to employee interest in innovation and 

change, insufficient technical expertise, or employee training will be addressed. 

According to Burgelman (1983: 1353), middle-level manager champions are as 

important to the implementation of current ideas as operational-level product 

champions. The sponsor shares the corporate entrepreneur's vision and provides 

resources and information. Corporate entrepreneurs should have high-level 

sponsors. 

5.2.3 Resource availability and accessibility (Expertise) 
The ultimate aim of corporate entrepreneurship is to raise operational efficiency, but 

specialists' time will be occupied by corporate entrepreneurial activities in the short 

run, increasing short-term manpower utilisation. Furthermore, other resources will be 

used to deviate from their strictly operational focus to work on innovative but 

uncertain projects. Consequently, additional resources and manpower must be 

provided. 

5.2.4 People development 
By understanding their roles and responsibilities, employees can be committed to the 

organisation. To achieve this, their performance contracts must incorporate the 

correct measures aligned with FNB's overall vision. It is imperative for managers to 

recognize that they achieve through their employees in order to treat them 
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appropriately and reward them appropriately. Insufficient credibility is one of the main 

factors that contribute to low morale. A social network should be created to facilitate 

timely communication within the organisation. 

5.3 Conclusion  
This case study of a South African financial institution finds that service innovation 

predicts several dimensions of corporate entrepreneurship. The results showed that 

entrepreneurship dimensions such as rewards and reinforcements, management 

support, and time availability were positively correlated with service innovation. 

Service innovation is strongly influenced by management support. To transform 

organisations and promote corporate entrepreneurship, management must realize 

that leadership is necessary. Employees who demonstrate an entrepreneurial 

culture, for instance, should be supported by managers without waiting for upper 

management to provide the necessary support. 
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Appendix 1- Research Questionnaire   

Select 1 options of the below questions 

1. What do you think is the important contributor to innovation within the 

Financial Services Sector/Banking?  

• Capabilities – The abilities and resources an organisation has for 

creating and managing innovation, such as skills, knowledge, and 

financial capital. 

•  Structures- The organisational structure and processes that enable 

the effective use of capabilities. 

• Strategy – The plan an organisation has for achieving long-term 

success. 

• Culture – How things are done in an organisation, organisational 

values, ways of working, etc 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 

 
 

2. Why do you think innovation matter within the Financial Services 

Sector/Banking  

• Provides competitive advantage and market relevance  

• Increases sales and revenue  

• Supports Economic Growth  

• Supports Environmental and Social Sustainability  

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 
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3. How do we measure successful innovations in the market?  

• Increased sales, profitability, and market share (ROI) 

• Market acceptance and customer feedback  

• Brand awareness and popularity  

• Employee feedback and advocacy (support and promotion of 

products/services among family and friends) 

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 

 

 
 

4. How would you rate the effects of the application of financial innovations in 

your company (past experience)? 

• Negative 

• Rather negative 

• Difficult to assess 

• Rather positive 

• Positive 

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 

 

 
 

5. What do you think is the top barrier to Innovation in Banking? 

• Hierarchical organisational structure 

• Lack of innovative culture within the organisation 

• Lack of talent and skills 

• Technology 

• Regulations 

• Competition 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 
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6. Indicate the biggest barriers to the application of financial innovations in your 

company: 

• unclear tax law and accounting regulations related to financial 

innovations 

• complex construction of financial innovations 

• high transaction costs and fees related to the application of financial 

innovations 

• difficulties in assessing the efficiency of application of financial 

innovations 

• limited understanding of financial innovation 

• high costs of implementation of financial innovation 

• inadequate knowledge of current market offers of financial innovation 

• lack of trust in financial innovations 

For the purpose of this survey the challenges and barriers to the application of 

financial innovations are divided into managerial and operational, human 
recourses, processual and legal, cultural, business environment and 
financial – indicate the biggest barrier to Innovation under each category. 

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 
 

 
 

7. Barriers to innovation - Managerial and operational challenges 

• High complexity of managing open innovation, difficulty in balancing 

innovation with daily tasks  

• Managers do not promote an open organisational mind set and 

applied group ware that supports increased openness 

• Structural change may be required  

• Traditional Project Management are insufficient for Innovation  

• Limited capability in Research and Development planning and 

management  

• Collaboration objectives may not be met due to poor quality of 

partners or poor management of partnerships  
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Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 

 

 

 

 

8. Barrier to Innovation - Procedural and regulatory challenges  

• Fear of disclosing own IP to external partners  

• Technology leakage to rivals  

• Knowledge spill over and non-existence of formal contracts  

• Volatile and ambiguous industry regulations 

• Low control of external resources compared to internal ones  

• Ethical challenges due to leaking critical internal resources and 

disclosure of core competencies   

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 

 

 
 

9. Barrier to Innovation – Human Resources 

• Insufficient technical expertise or training of employees  

• Frequent turnover human resources  

• Difficulty to find suitable HR in the market  

• Employees resistance to innovation and changes   

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 
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10. Barrier to Innovation – Cultural Challenges  

• Limited innovative culture within the organisation 

• Employees lack interest to innovation and change  

• Limited support of top management for innovation  

• Limited innovative culture internally within the organisation  

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 

 

 
 

11. Barrier to innovation – Business environment challenges  

• Conflicting interests of partners, developing dependencies  

• Insufficient expertise of partners and unavailability of competent 

external partners to provide the necessary knowledge and 

technologies 

• Lack of trust and communication among partners, collaboration 

suddenly dissolved due to partner leaving   

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 
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12. At a staff and middle manager level what do you think may be potential 

barriers to innovation 

• A restrictive mindset by senior management 

• A lack of discovery competences  

• An unsupportive organisational structure  

• Financial barriers to innovation  

• Skill barriers to innovation  

• A lack of information on markets  

• A lack of information on technologies 

 

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 

 

 
 

13. How has your organisations digital experience initiatives changed in the last 

2 years  

• Progress/interest have accelerating  

• Progress/interest have slowing  

• Progress/interest have stopped 

• Progress/interest = same as before  

Please use this box to share additional thought/comments: 
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Part B  -  

Questions Very 
Low 

Low  Moderate  High Very 
High 

In your opinion what is the 

level of knowledge and 

involvement by staff in 

innovations within your 

organisation  

     

In your opinion what is the 

level of interest in 

innovations by staff within 

your organisation 

     

In your opinion how much 

support does the leadership 

and management of your 

organisation provide 

employees to drive 

innovation  

     

In your opinion what is the 

level of access to projects 

that drive innovation does 

staff have in your 

organisation  

     

In your opinion how effective 

is collaboration interns of 

innovative projects/initiatives 

across Business Units and 

Product Houses  
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In your opinion do you think 

your organisation does 

enough to reward and 

reinforce innovation within 

your organisation 

     

Does your organisation 

allocate enough time for you 

to work on innovation  

     

      
 

 

Appendix 2 - Questionnaire/Survey and Interview consent form 
 

Questionnaire/Survey and Interview consent form Consent Form 

#:___________  

Date and Time of Interview: ______________________ 

 Dear ____________________________,  

RE: INFORMED CONSENT TO CONDUCT INTERVIEW AND PARTICIPATE IN 
SURVEY, INCLUDING THE USE INFORMATION OBATINED THROUGH 
INTERVIEW PROCESS  

My name is Buyisile Maseko, and I am a final year MBA student at the Wits Business 

School. As part of the requirement for the completion of my studies, I am required to 

conduct applied research on an academic subject. First National Bank (FNB) has 

been kind enough to permit me to conduct a case study on FNB. My research will be 

focusing on the impact of barriers to Inter-Company Innovation flow at a 
Financial Services Organisation in Johannesburg. 

The study will examine the impact of barriers on Inter-Company innovation flows to 

understand various product centric innovation approaches in context of emerging 

markets and to provide a consolidated framework of these overlapping innovation 

approaches. 
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The interview and survey are expected to last between one and two hours and will 

help us ascertain the key driver of innovation flows within FNB. 

Your participation is voluntary, and you can withdraw at any time without penalty. Of 

course, all data will be kept confidential.  

Please tick the boxes below if you agree to the following aspect of the interview and 

the use of the information:  

 I agree to conduct the interview with Buyisile Maseko on the research topic 

as described above  

 I agree that the interview may be tape recorded, a copy of which will be 

electronically stored by myself in compliance with university requirements   

 I agree that my name may be used in the case study (no agreement means 

that names will be omitted from the research outcome).  

 

If you have any concerns, please contact either myself or my supervisor.  

Our details are provided:  

Buyisile Maseko (Researcher) 

E: 1891265@students.witsac.za  

C: 073 574 3618  

Dr Manamela Matshabaphala (Supervisor) 

E: Manamela.matshabaphala@wits.ac.za 

T: +27 11 717 3668 

Signature of participant: _________________________  

Date: _________________  

Signature of researcher: _________________________  

Date: _________________ 

 

 

mailto:1891265@students.witsac.za
mailto:Manamela.matshabaphala@wits.ac.za
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Appendix 3 - Consistency Matrix  
 

Research 
Hypotheses  

Literature Review  Data 
Collection 
Tool 

Analysis  

Barriers to 

Innovation  

(Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos, 2014) (Hölzl 

and Janger, 2011) 

Part A   

Hypothesis 1: 

Management 

support and 

service 

innovation 

(Kuratko et al., 2014) ;(Seshadri and 

Tripathy,2006) ;(Bloodgood et al., 2015).  

(Lekmat and Chelliah, 2014) 

(Katzan, 2014) ;(Morrar, 2014) ;(Legrand 

andLjoiem, 2013) ;(D’Emidio, Dorton and 

Duncan,2014) ;(Fischer,2011) ;(Jeknaker, 

Tellefsen 

Part B  Factor 

Analysis  

Linear 

Regression  

Hypothesis 2: 

Work 

discretion and 

service 

innovation 

Fukuda and Nishimura,2015) ;(Hertog, van der 

Aa and de Jong,2010) (Grawe, Churn and 

Daugherty, 2009) (Kuratko et al., 2014) 

;(Rigtering and Weitzel,2013) ;(Manroop, 

2015)  

Part B  Factor 

Analysis  

Linear 

Regression 

Hypothesis 3: 

Rewards and 

reinforcement, 

and service 

innovation 

(Katzan, 2014) ;(Morrar, 2014) ;(Legrand 

andLjoiem, 2013) ;(D’Emidio, Dorton and 

Duncan,2014) ;(Fischer,2011) ;(Jeknaker, 

Tellefsen andLuders,2014)) ;(Kentaro et al., 

2015) ;(Watanabe, Fukuda and 

Nishimura,2015) ;(Hertog, van der Aa and de 

Jong,2010) (Grawe, Churn and Daugherty, 

2009) 

Part B  Factor 

Analysis  

Linear 

Regression 
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Hypothesis 4: 

Time 

availability and 

service 

innovation 

Kuratko et al., 2014) (Bloodgood et al., 2015) 

(Katzan, 2014) ;(Morrar, 2014) ;(Legrand 

andLjoiem,2013) ;(D’Emidio, Dorton and 

Duncan,2014) ;(Fischer, 2011) ;(Jeknaker, 

Tellefsen andLuders, 2014) ;(Kentaro et al., 

2015) ;(Watanabe, Fukuda and Nishimura, 

2015);(Hertog, van der Aa and de Jong,2010) 

(Grawe, Churn and Daugherty, 2009) 

Part B  Factor 

Analysis  

Linear 

Regression 

Hypothesis 5: 

Organisational 

boundaries 

and service 

innovation 

Kuratko et al., 2014); (Zahra, 2015) (Katzan, 

2014) ;(Morrar, 2014) ;(Legrand and Ljoiem, 

2013) ;(D’Emidio, Dorton and Duncan, 2014) 

;(Fischer, 2011) ;(Jeknaker, Tellefsen and 

Luders, 2014) ;(Kentaro et al., 2015). 

(Watanabe, Fukuda and Nishimura, 

2015);(Hertog, van der Aa and de Jong,2010) 

(Grawe, Churn and Daugherty, 2009) 

Part B  Factor 

Analysis  

Linear 

Regression 
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Appendix 4 - Ethics Clearance Certificate  
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