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Abstract 

This paper has explored the evolutionary relationship between Management Control Systems and 

innovation to understand how MCSs can motivate, rather than stifle, organizational creativity. 

For an extended period, management control systems represented an obstacle to innovation 

because these systems focused exclusively on stability, efficiency, and control activities. However, 

recent scholarship shows that, by managing related tensions between power and creativity, MCS 

can support innovations that enable organizations to pursue both effective short-term outcomes 

and longer-term strategic ends. This paper traces the evolution of MCS research from traditional 

perceptions of control as a barrier to innovation to more modern approaches, which view MCS 

as an enabler of creative processes. The paper discusses the complexity of integrating innovation 

into MCS frameworks and stresses the role of qualitative research in capturing the dynamic, 

evolving interactions between these systems and innovation. The following paper reviews recent 

theoretical and empirical findings and develops a framework that highlights the importance of 

flexible, complex control mechanisms for innovation. This study encourages further qualitative 

exploration into how MCS can balance control with creativity to enhance organizational success 

and long-term growth. 

Keywords: Control Mechanisms, Innovation, Management Control Systems, Organizational 

Development, Qualitative Research. 

1. Introduction  
Innovation is not a sequence of haphazard events at particular 

historical junctures, but a manageable organizational process. 

This viewpoint emphasizes the application of intentional 

strategies to position innovation as a key source of 

competitive advantage and value creation, as claimed by 

Distanont and Khongmalai (2020). Accordingly, managers 

must seek solutions or instruments, such as Management 

Control Systems, to trigger and manage innovative activities. 

This recognition gives full weight to MCS's role in enabling 

organizational innovation. 

Historically, MCS and accounting systems were often 

perceived as inhibitors to innovation. This traditional view 

suggested that mechanisms of control restrain freedom, 

creativity, experimentation, and flexibility necessary for 

innovation. Control was perceived as encouraging employee 

conformity and complacency, which is counterproductive in 

dynamic, risk-taking environments that call for innovation 

(Kuecher, 2013). Furthermore, the traditional MCS design is 

risky and has a high failure rate (Barros & Ferreira, 2019). 

Such systems were regarded as hindrances to organizations' 

efficient exploration and exploitation of new opportunities 

and were considered incompatible with the innovation 

involved (Jarrar & Smith, 2014). 

Over the past decade, however, this view has been challenged 

by a growing body of studies. Recent studies have identified 

MCS as a facilitator of innovation rather than an obstacle. 

Systems can support decision-making throughout the 

innovation process, inspire creativity, and manage information 

flow at every hierarchical level within a corporation (Kong 

Ang-yu & Xiang-yang, 2007). Such a setting also leads 

managers to search for opportunities but maintain sight of 

organization-wide objectives (Azad et al., 2024). The 

evolving perspective on the relationship between MCS and 

innovation has fueled growing scholarly research. 

However, the intersection of MCS and innovation is complex 

and manifold. Innovation processes are inherently complex, 
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with many controls, synergies, and tensions. This complexity 

justifies a qualitative research approach to capture subtle 

interactions between MCS and innovation. Such methods can 

be used to investigate how MCS may facilitate innovation in 

managing the related tensions and dynamics that arise in 

controlling creativity. 

By examining the typologies and tactics companies have used 

to shift from traditional to modern viewpoints, this study 

seeks to trace the evolution of MCS research and the changing 

opinions on its role in fostering innovation. The idea that 

comprehending MCS's role in promoting innovation 

necessitates contextualizing these systems in their historical 

and environmental settings is at the heart of this investigation. 

In light of recent advances in the literature, this paper argues 

that qualitative methods are the next natural step for the 

subject of study. 

Building on earlier reviews, this study makes three critical 

contributions. First, it distinguishes between two distinct 

phases in the research on MCS and innovation. The initial 

phase reflects traditional views of MCS as inhibitors of 

innovation, whereas the second phase highlights a more 

contemporary perspective that positions MCS as an enabler of 

innovation. This difference reflects the development of the 

discipline's philosophy and views regarding control systems 

over time.  

The paper also summarizes recent theoretical and empirical 

research findings that have shed light on the complex 

interrelationship between MCS and creativity in contemporary 

organizational settings. It emphasizes the importance of 

qualitative approaches to capture the evolving dynamics of 

innovation, particularly as they relate to the use of multiple 

controls, the synergies and tensions that arise, and the 

behavioral aspects of control mechanisms. 

The study contributes to the methodological discourse by 

calling for qualitative research into the intersection of MCS 

and innovation. Qualitative approaches enable the capture of 

holistic, dynamic features of such interactions, given the 

continuous evolution of innovation processes, and offer rich, 

detailed insights that might be lost with quantitative methods. 

Using foundational works in management accounting and 

control, this study examines the development and 

characteristics of MCS in fostering innovation. It draws upon 

both management and accounting literature, especially those 

studies that have analyzed formal control mechanisms. The 

study also covers related concepts, such as creativity, to 

provide deeper insight into the role of MCS in innovation. 

In this regard, the research methodology followed a 

snowballing approach whereby works highlighting essential 

aspects of MCS and innovation were further considered and 

added to the reference list. Other sources were identified 

through regular screening of leading accounting journals to 

ensure broad coverage of the literature on the subject. The 

search process was completed by the end of 2024, marking a 

comprehensive effort to synthesize existing knowledge and 

identify avenues for future research in this evolving field. 

2. Conceptual Framework 
2.1. Management Control Systems 

It is challenging to define MCS since there are numerous 

perspectives and no consensus in the literature. For this study, 

an inclusive definition has been adopted to capture the whole 

essence and scope of MCS. MCS can be defined as 

formalized routines and procedures that managers use to 

influence, maintain, or alter organizational behavior to 

accomplish strategic goals. This definition highlights the close 

linkage between MCS and organizational strategy for the 

successful implementation and achievement of strategic 

objectives.   

This understanding positions MCS as a dynamic, multifaceted 

process that centers on the use of information. These systems 

can vary widely in complexity, from simple mechanisms to 

elaborate frameworks, depending on the organizational 

context and the level of control required. The versatility of 

MCSs is evident in their ability to incorporate diverse 

elements, such as performance measurement systems, 

budgeting tools, and overarching control frameworks, all of 

which contribute to operationalizing strategic goals (Bedford, 

2015).   

The fact that MCSs can integrate multiple control mechanisms 

into coherent systems testifies to their adaptability in rapidly 

changing organizational environments and demands. Such a 

perspective permits a detailed inquiry into the development of 

MCSs and their increasingly crucial role as drivers of 

innovation within organizations. In this regard, MCSs have 

become an essential tool, enabling stability and adaptability to 

help organizations thrive in dynamic, competitive 

environments by bridging traditional control functions with 

innovation-oriented approaches.   

With this comprehensive framework, the study seeks to 

investigate the historical evolution of MCS and its modern 

applications in fostering innovation. By linking these systems 

to strategic objectives, the research offers valuable insights 

into how MCS balances control and creativity, enabling 

organizations to achieve sustainable growth and development.   

2.2 Innovation  

Innovation is a multifaceted concept with varying definitions 

across authors and research traditions, making it difficult to 

define succinctly. Studies have shown that economic 

development is driven by innovation, which can take several 

forms, such as a new product, a new method of production, a 

new organizational structure, a new source of supply, or the 

exploration of new markets (Verspagen et al., 2010; 

Raghupathi & Raghupathi, 2017; Daraojimba et al., 2023).  

Several authors have interpreted innovation as a process 

through which new ideas are implemented (Dogan, 2017; 

Vettik-Leemet & Mets, 2024). This perspective underscores 

the relevance of MCS, viewing innovation not as a random 

event but as the outcome of organizational processes that can 

be managed (Bisbe & Otley, 2004; Chenhall & Moers, 2015). 

Akroyd et al. (2016) further suggest that as new product 

development became more central to company strategies, so 
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did the role of MCS in coordinating and controlling these 

processes. Kalogiannidis et al. (2022) also proposed that MCS 

can be flexible enough to accommodate the unpredictability of 

innovation while remaining stable enough to provide 

structure, reinforcing the notion that innovation is an 

organizational process that can be managed. The study further 

argued that organizational processes related to innovation, at 

both the strategic and managerial levels, include the internal 

capabilities necessary to identify, nurture, and transform the 

seed of an idea into value.   

This view differentiates innovation from creativity, although 

the two are closely connected. Anderson et al. (2014) define 

creativity as generating novel ideas, which they view as the 

initial step in the innovation process. Somech & Drach-

Zahavy (2011) also explore creativity, describing it as the 

production of new ideas. However, from the perspective of 

Miller et al. (2020), innovation is the creation and successful 

implementation of ideas, leading to new processes, products, 

or services that ultimately improve organizational outcomes. 

3. Early Theories of MCS and 

Innovation 
The connection between MCS and innovation has evolved 

considerably, influenced by economic theories and shifts in 

business practice. In the early stages of MCS development, 

the focus was primarily on organizational stability, control, 

and efficiency. While recognized in economic theory, 

innovation was not a central element in MCS frameworks. 

Over time, however, the understanding of how MCS could 

influence or be influenced by innovation emerged, mainly 

through Schumpeter's theory of innovation and its role in 

economic development. 

3.1 Schumpeter’s Theory on Innovation and 

Economic Development 

Joseph Schumpeter, a pivotal figure in economic thought, 

significantly contributed to our understanding of the role of 

innovation in economic progress. Schumpeter viewed 

innovation as a tool for business growth and a fundamental 

driver of economic transformation. Central to his theory is 

creative destruction, a process whereby innovations replace 

outdated business practices, technologies, and industries. 

Schumpeter argued that this ongoing process of disruption 

was essential for the continuous evolution of economies. In 

his view, innovation—through new products, processes, 

markets, or organizational structures—reshaped industries and 

economies, driving growth and economic development 

(Śledzik, 2013). 

Schumpeter identified five distinct types of innovation: the 

introduction of new products, new methods of production, 

new markets, new sources of supply, and new organizational 

structures (Serrat, 2017). These were radical innovations, not 

incremental ones; they challenged the existing industries and 

opened up new possibilities. In Schumpeter's vision, the 

entrepreneur was the key player in that change, emphasizing 

risk-taking and challenging the status quo. His theories 

underlined that innovation is a source of economic dynamism 

and long-term growth, framing innovation as a process of 

creative destruction- a continuous process of destruction and 

renewal. 

Schumpeter's ideas had profound implications for the 

development of Management Control Systems. If innovation 

was seen as a central economic driver, it followed that MCS 

frameworks needed to evolve beyond merely ensuring 

operational efficiency and stability. Introducing innovation 

into business operations requires new ways to control and 

manage this dynamic process. The traditional focus of MCS 

changed as firms realized that innovation was essential to 

their survival in competitive situations. Control systems are 

also needed to promote innovation and allow for flexibility. 

3.2 Early Concepts of MCS 

In the early to mid-20th century, the demands of 

industrialization greatly influenced the evolution of MCS. 

During this era, MCS was primarily concerned with ensuring 

that organizations were effective, stable, and predictable. 

MCS was implemented to monitor and administer business 

activities, ensuring smooth, efficient operations. Cost control, 

performance monitoring, budgeting, and planning were key 

aspects of these early MCSs. The objectives were to 

standardize procedures, reduce risks, and ensure resources 

were used efficiently to meet organizational goals. 

The emphasis on stability reflected the corporate environment 

of the time, which was defined by economies of scale and 

mass production as essential success criteria. In such an 

environment, innovation was often viewed as a disruptive 

force that could introduce uncertainty into well-established 

processes (Schot & Steinmueller, 2018). MCS was primarily 

concerned with managing routine operations, with little 

attention paid to how innovation could be integrated into 

control systems (Barros & Ferreira, 2023). If considered at all, 

innovation was often confined to specific departments, such 

as research and development (R&D), rather than being seen as 

a core component of the broader organizational strategy. 

However, as industries evolved and competitive pressures 

increased, it became clear that organizations needed to be 

more adaptable and responsive to market changes. The role of 

innovation in MCS was reexamined in light of this change in 

emphasis. Organizations have to innovate to stay ahead of the 

competition since they can no longer afford to rely just on 

stability and efficiency. As a result, MCS frameworks began 

to evolve to support innovation, with an increasing 

recognition that traditional controls were insufficient to 

address the challenges posed by dynamic, rapidly changing 

markets. 

3.3 Limited Focus on Innovation in Early MCS 

Frameworks 

Initially, the role of innovation in MCS frameworks was 

limited, as early MCS theories largely ignored fostering 

creativity and innovation, focusing instead on monitoring and 

controlling established processes (Haustein et al., 2014). 

Innovation was typically seen as a task for specialized R&D 

departments, isolated from the broader control systems that 

governed day-to-day operations. The prevailing view was that 

innovation, while important, should be managed separately 
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from the operational controls that maintained stability and 

efficiency within the organization. 

The early MCS frameworks' lack of focus on innovation 

partially reflects the larger economic environment. In the 

industrial economy, businesses focused on minimizing risk 

and maintaining smooth operations (Manzini, 2012). 

Efficiency was important, and clearly, innovation introduced 

uncertainty. Therefore, a control system was necessary to 

minimize business variability and ensure predictability and 

stability in the industry's activities. This narrow view of MCS 

corresponded with the dominant business ideology of the 

time, focused on control at the expense of innovation. 

The limitation of such an approach began to surface with 

time. Fierce competition and rapid technological advances 

compelled firms to abandon this notion to survive. When 

firms realized that innovation could not be treated as a 

peripheral organizational management issue, modifications 

began to be introduced in the design and implementation of 

MCS. Control systems could no longer focus on ensuring 

stability; they had to be adapted to support and encourage 

innovation. 

3.4 Integration of Innovation into MCS Frameworks 

MCS frameworks began to adapt to these new realities as 

businesses entered the information economy and 

technological developments transformed industries. 

Innovation became increasingly recognized as a key 

component of organizational success, and MCS evolved to 

support this new strategic priority. Modern MCS frameworks 

began incorporating mechanisms for encouraging creativity 

and risk-taking while maintaining control over operations. 

Performance measurement systems, for example, expanded 

beyond traditional efficiency metrics to include innovation 

metrics, such as the number of new products developed or the 

success of new market entries. 

Additionally, integrating strategic management controls 

allowed organizations to align innovation efforts with long-

term strategic goals (Daraojimba et al., 2023). In contrast to 

their predecessors, modern MCS frameworks incorporate 

procedures for tracking and maintaining innovation processes 

and for ensuring that innovative endeavors are aligned with 

strategic goals. This is a significant change from some early 

MCS theories, which held that companies' control systems 

needed flexibility to foster innovation. On the other hand, 

most of the organizations remained stable. 

The introduction of frameworks, including the Balanced 

Scorecard, illustrated the progression by integrating learning 

and growth as key performance dimensions, recognizing that 

innovation and knowledge development would be crucial for 

long-term success (Yawson & Paros, 2023). This approach 

acknowledged that organizations needed to balance control 

and innovation, thereby creating an environment where both 

could coexist and thrive. 

Efficiency, control, and stability were the main focuses of the 

early MCS theories, but innovation received relatively little 

consideration. The progressive inclusion of innovation into 

MCS frameworks began with Schumpeter's theory of 

innovation, which holds that entrepreneurs play a key role in 

driving economic progress through creative destruction. As 

businesses realized that innovation was necessary to sustain 

competitive advantage, MCS frameworks evolved to support 

creativity, flexibility, and risk management. Today, effective 

MCS focuses on maintaining stability and efficiency, and on 

creating an environment where innovation can occur and add 

value to organizations' short-term success and long-term 

growth. 

4. Role of MCS in Innovation 
In the current research landscape, the role of MCS in fostering 

innovation has been repositioned. Increasingly, scholars have 

conceptualized MCS as tools that balance control and 

flexibility, enabling organizations to support innovative 

activities. The study highlights the need for research on how 

MCS frameworks support innovation by encouraging strategic 

alignment, creative problem-solving, and methodical 

approaches to uncertainty. 

4.1 Applications of Multiple Controls in Driving 

Innovation 

Recent studies highlight that the evolution of management 

accounting practices has been driven by the adoption of more 

complex forms of control. These systems help managers 

foster innovation. Chenhall and Moers (2015) argue that 

calculative practices catalyze innovation development while 

providing insights into their impact.  

Further studies suggest that contemporary control systems 

integrate traditional and emerging practices, placing greater 

emphasis on behavioral and organizational concerns. The 

research highlights the importance of using several control 

systems in concert. Bedford (2015) points out that a 

comprehensive strategy is necessary given the complexity of 

innovation, and that no single control style can simultaneously 

improve coordination and cooperation.  

A more comprehensive viewpoint is offered by frameworks 

such as Simons' Levers of Control (LOC), which 

acknowledges the application of various control styles to 

investigate strategic uncertainty. By directing exploratory 

activities, validating initiatives, and encouraging creativity, 

interactive controls support innovation, according to studies 

employing LOC. In contrast, diagnostic controls yield mixed 

results: some studies highlight constraints on innovation, 

while others show a positive impact on organizational 

capabilities. While belief and boundary systems have been 

less studied, they remain essential. Value systems, which 

include belief and boundary systems, provide an infrastructure 

that supports innovation. Roberts et al. (2021) show how 

strategic narratives and belief systems align creative efforts 

with organizational goals. Furthermore, the control framework 

provides an alternative perspective on the relationship 

between innovation and controls. 

According to some research, the risk aversion of highly 

innovative businesses makes outcome and action controls less 

appropriate for them. Cultural controls, on the other hand, 
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encourage cooperation and tolerance for differing viewpoints. 

Furthermore, distinctions between input, behavioral, and 

output controls indicate that different forms of control are 

more effective depending on the type of innovation. 

Behavioral and input controls are preferred for radical 

innovations, while input and output controls align better with 

incremental innovations. In this context, MCSs are 

instrumental in reducing uncertainty and ensuring alignment 

with organizational goals. 

4.2 Differentiated Use of Management Control 

Systems in Innovation 

The use of MCS varies depending on the type, scale, and 

stage of innovation. Bisbe & Otley (2004) explored how 

different modes of innovation influence the use of MCS, 

finding that interactive controls enhance performance in 

exploratory innovation. At the same time, diagnostic and 

boundary systems are more helpful in refining existing 

capabilities. This aligns with the work of Chenhall et al. 

(2011), who showed that high-tech and low-tech sectors 

require different control systems, highlighting the contextual 

nature of controls. 

Incremental and radical innovations also demand distinct 

management approaches. Rios (2015) argued that control 

systems should be adapted according to the type of 

innovation. Organic control systems support incremental and 

radical innovations, indirectly enhancing performance in 

radical innovation projects, whereas mechanistic controls 

show no such impact. 

Moreover, the role of MCS evolves through the different 

stages of innovation. Bisbe and Otley (2004) observed that 

interactive and boundary controls with high uncertainty are 

more suitable during the early phases. In contrast, diagnostic 

controls are more relevant in later stages, where 

implementation is more structured. The dynamic nature of 

control systems across innovation phases is further supported 

by Ribeiro et al. (2022), who analyzed the development of 

Telepass, an innovative product in Italy. 

Studies also show that companies with diverse innovation 

portfolios often favor frameworks like the Balanced Scorecard 

(BSC) for interactive controls, particularly during the 

creativity and idea-filtering stages (Dudic et al., 2020). 

Conversely, conservative companies emphasize value systems 

during the filtering phase. 

4.3 Synergies, Dichotomies, and Tensions in the Use 

of MCS 

The role of MCS in innovation has shifted from a perceived 

constraint to a recognized facilitator, depending on how these 

controls are applied. Biswas and Akroyd (2022) summarize 

this duality, observing that MCS enables and constrains 

creativity. This dichotomy reflects the tensions inherent in 

managing innovation through MCS. 

According to Acar et al. (2019), controls can influence, 

enable, and drive creativity and innovation. On the other hand, 

a firm may need formal structures but may simultaneously 

strangle creativity, creating a dilemma for an organization that 

values creativity (Baucus et al., 2007). In this regard, Mitchell 

et al. (2023) suggest striking a balance between creative 

thinking and administrative controls. MCS promotes 

accountability and transparency by legitimizing the 

procedures of external stakeholders. 

The Levers of Control (LOC) framework illustrates this 

balance between enabling and constraining forces. The 

framework shows that integrating multiple controls, rather 

than relying on a single approach, helps address the 

competing demands within organizations. Dichotomies such 

as diagnostic versus interactive controls, mechanistic versus 

organic controls, and tight versus loose controls underscore 

the complexity of MCS in fostering innovation. 

These tensions have a significant impact on innovation 

outcomes. Chen et al. (2019) describe how tensions between 

different calculations can shape innovation, linking it to 

broader organizational objectives such as growth or 

profitability. Other studies highlight that combining 

interactive and diagnostic controls can create dynamic 

tension, fostering innovation even in uncertain environments. 

The use of multiple controls can also generate synergies. 

Bruton and O'Dwyer (2018) concluded that different 

combinations of controls can create both synergies and 

tensions. In this context, a nuanced understanding of these 

dynamics is crucial for effectively leveraging MCS in 

innovation. In short, MCS causes organizational conflicts by 

enabling and constraining activities. These tensions affect 

innovation outcomes and sometimes lead to conflictual or 

synergistic relations. Understanding these dynamic forces is 

imperative for effectively managing innovation processes 

through the MCS. Table 1 presents the breakdown of 

synergies, dichotomies, and tensions in the use of MCS, 

based on the studies selected for this paper. 

Table 1: Synergies, Dichotomies, and Tensions in the Use of 

MCS for Innovation 

Category Key Points 

Synergies i. MCS promotes accountability and 

transparency by legitimizing procedures 

for external stakeholders (Mitchell et 

al., 2023). 

ii. Integrating multiple controls fosters 

synergies that balance competing 

demands within organizations (Bruton 

& O'Dwyer, 2018). 

iii. Combining interactive and diagnostic 

controls can create dynamic tension, 

fostering innovation even in uncertain 

environments (Chen et al., 2019). 

Dichotomies i. MCS enables and constrains creativity, 

reflecting a dual role in managing 

innovation (Biswas & Akroyd, 2022). 

ii. Tensions exist between diagnostic 

versus interactive controls, mechanistic 

versus organic controls, and tight versus 
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loose controls, showcasing the 

complexity of fostering innovation 

through MCS (Levers of Control (LOC) 

framework). 

Tensions i. Controls can both enable and stifle 

creativity and innovation, creating 

dilemmas for organizations that value 

innovation (Baucus et al., 2007; Acar et 

al., 2019). 

ii. Balancing creative thinking and 

administrative controls is essential to 

managing the inherent tensions in 

innovation (Mitchell et al., 2023). 

iii. Tensions between enabling and 

constraining forces impact innovation 

outcomes and broader organizational 

objectives such as growth and 

profitability (Chen et al., 2019). 

iv. The dynamic between enabling and 

constraining activities in MCS may lead 

to either conflictual or synergistic 

relations, significantly affecting 

innovation outcomes (Bruton & 

O’Dwyer, 2018) 

5. Qualitative Approaches and Potential 

Research Directions 
The previous section, therefore, highlights key arguments 

supporting our recommendations for future research. This 

section is still at an embryonic stage of research. Several 

scholars have called for further exploration of how control 

practices contribute to and interact with innovation; this study, 

therefore, calls for more such studies, supported by insights 

from the reviewed literature. A body of knowledge is 

emerging, but a deeper analysis is still warranted. This brings 

us to a second point: the analysis thus far shows that control 

and innovation are complex, multi-dimensional realities that 

are not easily studied. Many factors could determine this 

relationship, with similarly varied impacts. 

By nature, innovation is complex and uncertain, unfolding 

unpredictably (Pellissier, 2025). Innovation is not a single 

concept but involves processes requiring different controls 

(Dogan, 2017). Also, as noted by the management control 

literature, MCSs do not operate in isolation but are 

intertwined (Malmi & Brown, 2008; Jansen, 2021; Deun & 

Corbey, 2023). This literature opined that examining isolated 

forms of control has little practical relevance. Thus, studying 

the effect of any control practice requires an understanding of 

how it interacts with other practices. 

These points strengthen our argument for adopting more 

qualitative approaches to examine the role of MCS in 

innovation. Qualitative research offers a nuanced perspective 

on the complexity and intersection of control and innovation. 

Mwita (2022) observes that qualitative methods represent the 

only way to comprehend the complex nature of accounting 

practices. Quantitative empirical research often offers a 

narrow view, treating organizations as cohesive units and 

people as rational actors (Khan et al., 2023). It does not 

consider the dynamic aspects that qualitative research may 

reveal. As Tenny et al. (2022) opined, qualitative research 

opens the possibility of asking questions no one has 

previously bothered to ask, of interrogating them to 

understand better, and of reconstituting what we thought we 

already knew. 

It would be valuable to expand case-based research, drawing 

on rich empirical data collected from diverse sources within 

the contexts studied. As Fosso Wamba et al. (2019) suggest, 

case studies offer detailed insights into human actions and 

interactions regarding the use of accounting information. 

Multiple case studies could be conducted in innovative and 

non-innovative environments (Käss et al., 2024). Qualitative 

research, especially longitudinal field studies, would provide 

deeper, contextually embedded insights into the perceptions, 

realities, and behaviors of those involved (Tenny et al., 2022; 

Oranga & Matere, 2023). 

While qualitative research in this area is beginning to emerge, 

a wealth of unexplored topics remains. This provides ample 

opportunity for future research in this field. Based on this 

methodological approach and the foundational points 

discussed earlier, we suggest several promising research 

directions that could inspire further inquiry. 

6. Examining Management Control and 

Innovation through Multiple Controls 
As mentioned above, several control mechanisms would 

likely be adopted. Still, the extent and how they would be 

applied would differ among firms and projects based on the 

nature of innovation sought. Moreover, that would be based 

on the design and usage of the MCS. Although this has been 

discussed in some management control literature, these issues 

remain substantially underexplored by scholars. 

Case studies could offer detailed insights into the diverse 

range of controls companies implement and their effects. 

Since the use and consequences of multiple controls are 

challenging to ascertain, case studies could also help explore 

how control "packages" or systems are applied in innovation 

contexts (Otley, 1999; Guo et al., 2018). Moreover, control 

mechanisms often function as complements or substitutes, and 

neglect of their interdependencies might lead to inadequate 

insight into effective innovation management. These features 

call for an in-depth presentation backed by accurate data to 

provide practical insights and help reduce current gaps. As 

Omar (2023) points out, the literature in this area is limited, 

and our understanding of how accounting practices can be 

effectively applied to innovation remains underdeveloped. 

This also holds for MCS, where the simultaneous use of 

different techniques for various purposes is not yet fully 

understood. 

The evolving nature of controls across project phases, as 

highlighted by Rauter et al. (2023), should also be examined 
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to understand how this evolution influences innovation. 

Extending this to the organizational level, we might also 

expect the evolution of controls to help guide companies 

toward more innovative behaviors, which could be further 

explored. Relevant questions include: How do MCS evolve in 

environments that require creativity and innovation? What are 

the links between controls over time and their impacts on 

innovation? 

In addition to the diverse uses of controls, the LOC (Levers of 

Control) framework offers additional avenues for exploration. 

The roles of belief and boundary systems in fostering, as 

suggested by Widener (2005) and Tekavčič et al. (2011), 

underscore their importance. Chen et al.'s (2019) findings 

suggest that innovation should be aligned with a strategic 

narrative to leverage the motivational framework it offers. 

Thus, a more comprehensive analysis of how belief and 

boundary systems impact innovation could be explored. Key 

questions include: How do belief systems specifically 

influence behavior and the development of new products? 

How can boundaries be set without stifling creativity and 

hindering the experimentation required for innovation? How 

do belief and boundary systems interact with and impact the 

use of other types of controls? 

Finally, the role of diagnostic control systems (or traditional 

control mechanisms) in new product development is an area 

of interest. Beyond the debate of whether they constrain or 

enable innovation, there are times when diagnostic systems 

may be necessary or beneficial. Frezatti et al. (2017) 

concluded that diagnostic controls are more frequently used 

during the commercial or final stages of radical innovation 

projects. Future research could investigate how and when 

MCS is used diagnostically and with other control systems. 

Synergies and Tensions in MCS: Exploring Management 

and Innovation 

Using multiple control systems (MCS) and how managers 

apply them often give rise to both synergies and tensions. 

While some insights into this dynamic have been established, 

many aspects remain unexplored. By examining MCS as a 

cohesive system, researchers can delve deeper into emerging 

tensions.  

Frameworks for analyzing the uses of MCS, such as Simons' 

LOC framework, address these dynamics to some extent. A 

notable research focus within this framework has been on the 

mutually reinforcing relationship among the four levers of 

control (Martyn et al., 2016; Curtis et al., 2017). This 

framework emphasizes that the complementarity and dynamic 

tensions arising from the simultaneous use of all four levers 

are essential to manage innovation and efficiency effectively. 

As Pelser and Gaffley (2020) highlight, balancing these 

systems is critical for successful organizational outcomes. 

However, existing literature primarily concentrates on the 

tension between diagnostic and interactive systems. Thus, 

further research is necessary to better understand how the 

dynamic interplay among all four of Simons' control levers 

can be managed and harmonized to foster innovation. 

Beyond Simons’ framework, other types of tensions merit 

investigation. Haghseta and Choucri (2007) explored the 

tension arising from the coexistence of two forms of 

innovation within an organization rather than focusing solely 

on the interplay between different control levers. Similarly, 

Helfrich et al. (2007) identified a unique tension stemming 

from project managers simultaneously being under control 

and in control of their projects.  

The LOC framework offers a valuable perspective on how 

organizations internally manage tensions arising from 

innovation-related activities. This presents a compelling 

avenue for future research, where case studies could provide 

nuanced insights into the practical applications of these 

dynamics. By investigating the role of MCS in mitigating or 

leveraging tensions, scholars can uncover actionable strategies 

for balancing innovation and efficiency within organizations. 

The Behavioral Aspects of Innovation Management Control 

Examining the distinct behavioral facets of managerial control 

and creativity is another intriguing line of inquiry. Bollinger 

(2019) asserts that knowledge, originality, and drive are 

essential to creativity. Other research could examine how 

MCS influences these behavioral elements, even if previous 

studies have only partially shed light on how power influences 

innovation. While it is postulated that the components of MCS 

may facilitate or hinder the employees' attitudes to innovation, 

an unexplored link exists between Simons' framework of LOC 

and a person's motivation to be creative (Haustein et al., 

2014). Therefore, interviews and case-based studies could 

provide exploratory analyses to explain these relationships.   

The dynamic interplay between MCS and innovation over 

time also deserves attention. For example, how does MCS 

reshape organizational perspectives on innovation, or how do 

new product developments drive changes in MCS? Future 

studies could investigate how variations in MCS influence 

internal innovation processes, or how control practices 

specific to new developments align with—or diverge from—

an organization's overall control framework.   

Another underexplored area concerns the role of MCS in 

shaping sense-making and decision-making processes related 

to innovation. The utilization of organizational behavior 

theories could deepen such analyses. Faßauer (2018) used 

Merton's anomie theory to investigate the influence of control 

frameworks on innovative behavior. Another helpful approach 

is institutional theory, which focuses on actors' roles within 

institutional dynamics.   

Further exploration of the relations of power and 

responsibility within organizations is also needed. Key 

questions include: How do existing power structures impact 

innovation? How does MCS distribute and manage 

responsibility? Gomez-Conde et al. (2021) highlight that 

material forces may guide the development of MCS. A deeper 

understanding of how businesses manage innovation 

processes may be achieved by examining how financial 

opportunities, legal frameworks, and environmental demands 

for innovation affect MCS and control methods. 
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7. Conclusion 
From the traditional view of control mechanisms as a 

hindrance to innovation and flexibility, the recognition of 

their role in facilitating innovation within companies has led 

to a shift in how management control systems are perceived in 

the context of innovation. MCS was once seen as an 

instrument that sustained efficiency and stability, but its core 

focus on control and risk aversion often hindered innovation. 

However, this perception has been met with a paradigm shift 

in the modern era of competitive pressures and dynamic 

business operations. As organizations increasingly rely on 

innovation to sustain competitive advantage, MCS 

frameworks have evolved to support creativity, risk-taking, 

and the strategic alignment of innovation with organizational 

goals. 

Integrating innovation into MCS frameworks reflects a 

growing awareness that the control mechanisms should 

balance stability with flexibility to enable the operations 

milieu and exploration toward creativity. Indeed, through 

recent MCS frameworks such as the Balanced Scorecard, 

organizations have incorporated performance measures 

reflecting innovation and efficiency, enabling innovation to 

move from an add-on, peripheral activity to an integral part of 

organizational success. 

The complexity of managing innovation within control 

systems is reflected in the variety of mechanisms that 

organizations deploy to support creative processes while 

retaining necessary control. This evolving relationship 

between MCS and innovation calls for more comprehensive 

research, mainly through qualitative approaches, to capture 

nuances in how these systems function in practice. While 

recent studies have focused on multiple controls and their 

synergies or tensions, more is needed, particularly on how 

organizations may employ various control systems to enable 

innovation in different stages and contexts. 

Schumpeter's theory of innovation, which emphasizes 

creativity and destructive power, underscores the need for 

MCS that adapt and align with the economic and 

technological environments in which businesses operate. 

Because innovation has become a crucial determinant of 

growth in many industries, MCS will also be an ongoing 

enabler of this process, ensuring that control systems are 

perceived not as a barrier but as an enabler of creative and 

entrepreneurial activities. It underscores that to develop our 

current view of how MCS can support innovation, future 

empirical-qualitative studies must focus on multiple control 

mechanisms, integrating insights from modern complex 

businesses. Above all, the building up of the managerial 

control system into an enabler of innovation would amount to 

the essential evolution in organizational management itself, 

pointing towards controls in practice that have a degree of 

flexibility and are sufficiently robust so that creativity can 

happen; one will also run risks and develop long-term results. 

References 
1. Acar, O. A., Tarakci, M., & Knippenberg, D. van. 

(2019). Creativity and Innovation Under 

Constraints: A Cross-Disciplinary Integrative 

Review. Journal of Management, 45(1), 96–121. 

Sagepub. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318805832  

2. Akroyd, C., Biswas, S. S. N., & Chuang, S. (2016). 

How Management Control Practices Enable 

Strategic Alignment during the Product 

Development Process. Advances in Management 

Accounting, 99–138. https://doi.org/10.1108/s1474-

787120150000026004  

3. Anderson, N., Potočnik, K., & Zhou, J. (2014). 

Innovation and Creativity in Organizations. Journal 

of Management, 40(5), 1297–1333. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527128  

4. Azad, A., Khodaei, F., Gazori, R., & Ardestani, H. 

(2024, July 31). Innovation in Complex Systems: 

Identifying Opportunities with Systems Thinking 

and Powering Change through Design Thinking. 

Www.intechopen.com; IntechOpen. 

https://www.intechopen.com/chapters/89596  

5. Barros, R. S., & Ferreira, A. M. D. S. da C. (2019). 

Bridging management control systems and 

innovation. Qualitative Research in Accounting & 

Management, 16(3), 342–372. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/qram-05-2017-0043  

6. Barros, R. S., & Ferreira, A. M. D. S. da C. (2023). 

Management control systems and innovation: a case 

study grounded in institutional theory. Journal of 

Management Control. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-023-00351-4  

7. Baucus, M. S., Norton, W. I., Baucus, D. A., & 

Human, S. E. (2007). Fostering Creativity and 

Innovation without Encouraging Unethical 

Behavior. Journal of Business Ethics, 81(1), 97–

115. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9483-4  

8. Bedford, D. S. (2015). Management control systems 

across different modes of innovation: Implications 

for firm performance. Management Accounting 

Research, 28, 12–30. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2015.04.003  

9. Bisbe, J., & Otley, D. (2004). The effects of the 

interactive use of management control systems on 

product innovation. Accounting, Organizations and 

Society, 29(8), 709–737. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2003.10.010  

10. Biswas, S. S. N., & Akroyd, C. (2022). 

Management control systems and the strategic 

management of innovation. Qualitative Research in 

Accounting & Management, 19(5). 

https://doi.org/10.1108/qram-04-2021-0083  

11. Bollinger, S. R. (2019). Creativity and forms of 

managerial control in innovation processes: tools, 

viewpoints, and practices. European Journal of 

Innovation Management, 23(2), 214–229. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ejim-07-2018-0153  

12. Bruton, M., & O’Dwyer, N. (2018). Synergies in 

coordination: a comprehensive overview of neural, 

computational, and behavioral approaches. Journal 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318805832
https://doi.org/10.1108/s1474-787120150000026004
https://doi.org/10.1108/s1474-787120150000026004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527128
https://www.intechopen.com/chapters/89596
https://doi.org/10.1108/qram-05-2017-0043
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-023-00351-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9483-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2015.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2003.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1108/qram-04-2021-0083
https://doi.org/10.1108/ejim-07-2018-0153


Global Scientific and Academic Research Journal of Economics, Business and Management ISSN: 2583-5645 (Online) 

*Corresponding Author: Folusho Olayemi Ilori.                                                                   © Copyright 2026 GSAR Publishers All Rights Reserved 

                  This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.  Page 57 

of Neurophysiology, 120(6), 2761–2774. 

https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00052.2018  

13. Chen, J., Viardot, E., & Brem, A. (2019). 

Innovation and Innovation Management. The 

Routledge Companion to Innovation 

Management, 1(1), 3–16. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315276670-1  

14. Chenhall, R. H., Kallunki, J.-P., & Silvola, H. 

(2011). Exploring the Relationships between 

Strategy, Innovation, and Management Control 

Systems: The Roles of Social Networking, Organic 

Innovative Culture, and Formal Controls. Journal of 

Management Accounting Research, 23(1), 99–128. 

https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-10069  

15. Chenhall, R. H., & Moers, F. (2015). The role of 

innovation in the evolution of management 

accounting and its integration into management 

control. Accounting, Organizations and 

Society, 47(1), 1–13. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2015.10.002  

16. Curtis, E., Lillis, A. M., & Sweeney, B. (2017). 

Simons’ Levers of Control Framework: 

Commensuration within and of the 

Framework. Advances in Management Accounting, 

87–121. https://doi.org/10.1108/s1474-

787120170000028004  

17. Daraojimba, C., Abioye, K. M., Bakare, A. D., 

Mhlongo, N. Z., Onunka, O., & Daraojimba, D. O. 

(2023). TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION TO 

GROWTH OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND 

FINANCIAL BOOST: A DECADE IN REVIEW 

(2013-2023). International Journal of Management 

& Entrepreneurship Research, 5(10), 769–792. 

https://doi.org/10.51594/ijmer.v5i10.593  

18. Deun, M. van, & Corbey, M. (2023). Organizational 

life cycles and management control systems 

design. Maandblad Voor Accountancy En 

Bedrijfseconomie, 97(1/2), 29–37. 

https://doi.org/10.5117/mab.97.97221  

19. Distanont, A. & Khongmalai, O. (2020). The role of 

innovation in creating a competitive 

advantage. Kasetsart Journal of Social 

Sciences, 41(1), 15–21. 

20. Dogan, E. (2017). A strategic approach to 

innovation. Pressacademia, 4(3), 290–300. 

https://doi.org/10.17261/pressacademia.2017.491  

21. Dudic, Z., Dudic, B., Gregus, M., Novackova, D., & 

Djakovic, I. (2020). The Innovativeness and Usage 

of the Balanced Scorecard Model in 

SMEs. Sustainability, 12(8), 3221. MDPI. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083221  

22. Faßauer, G. (2018). Linking deviation with 

innovation: behavioral effects of management 

control through the lens of a theory of 

deviance. Journal of Management Control, 29(3-4), 

275–293. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-018-

00271-8  

23. Fosso Wamba, S., Akter, S., Edwards, A., Chopin, 

G., & Gnanzou, D. (2019). How ―big data‖ can 

make big impact: Findings from a systematic review 

and a longitudinal case study. International Journal 

of Production Economics, 165(165), 234–246. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.12.031  

24. Frezatti, F., Bido, D. de S., Cruz, A. P. C. da, & 

Machado, M. J. C. (2017). Impacts of Interactive 

and Diagnostic Control System Use on the 

Innovation Process. BAR - Brazilian Administration 

Review, 14(3). https://doi.org/10.1590/1807-

7692bar2017160087  

25. Gomez-Conde, J., Lopez-Valeiras, E., Malagueño, 

R., & Gonzalez-Castro, R. (2021). Management 

control systems and innovation strategies in 

business-incubated start-ups. Accounting and 

Business Research, 1–27. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2021.1986365  

26. Guo, B., Paraskevopoulou, E., & Santamaría 

Sánchez, L. (2018). Disentangling the Role of 

Management Control Systems for Product and 

Process Innovation in Different Contexts. European 

Accounting Review, 28(4), 681–712. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2018.1528168  

27. Haghseta, F., & Choucri, N. (2007). Organizational 

Innovation. Alliance for Global Sustainability 

Bookseries, 85–99. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-

4020-6071-7_5  

28. Haustein, E., Luther, R., & Schuster, P. (2014). 

Management control systems in innovation 

companies: a literature-based framework. Journal of 

Management Control, 24(4), 343–382. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-014-0187-5  

29. Helfrich, C. D., Weiner, B. J., McKinney, M. M., & 

Minasian, L. (2007). Determinants of 

Implementation Effectiveness. Medical Care 

Research and Review, 64(3), 279–303. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1077558707299887  

30. Jansen, G. (2021). Virtual reality as a tax 

educational tool in developing countries. Up.ac.za. 

https://doi.org/A2022  

31. Jarrar, N. S., & Smith, M. (2014). Innovation in 

entrepreneurial organisations: A platform for 

contemporary management change and a value 

creator. The British Accounting Review, 46(1), 60–

76. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.07.001  

32. Kalogiannidis, S., Chatzitheodoridis, F., 

Giannarakis, G., & Mavrommati, A. (2022). 

Business organizations’ flexibility as an innovation 

tool: Factors affecting flexibility in 

organizations. Journal of Logistics, Informatics and 

Service Science, 9(4), 259–312. 

https://doi.org/10.33168/LISS.2022.0417  

33. Käss, S., Brosig, C., Westner, M., & Strahringer, S. 

(2024). Short and sweet: multiple mini case studies 

as a form of rigorous case study 

research. Information Systems and E-Business 

https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00052.2018
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315276670-1
https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-10069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2015.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/s1474-787120170000028004
https://doi.org/10.1108/s1474-787120170000028004
https://doi.org/10.51594/ijmer.v5i10.593
https://doi.org/10.5117/mab.97.97221
https://doi.org/10.17261/pressacademia.2017.491
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12083221
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-018-00271-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-018-00271-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.12.031
https://doi.org/10.1590/1807-7692bar2017160087
https://doi.org/10.1590/1807-7692bar2017160087
https://doi.org/10.1080/00014788.2021.1986365
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180.2018.1528168
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-6071-7_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-6071-7_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00187-014-0187-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077558707299887
https://doi.org/A2022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2013.07.001
https://doi.org/10.33168/LISS.2022.0417


Global Scientific and Academic Research Journal of Economics, Business and Management ISSN: 2583-5645 (Online) 

*Corresponding Author: Folusho Olayemi Ilori.                                                                   © Copyright 2026 GSAR Publishers All Rights Reserved 

                  This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.  Page 58 

Management. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10257-024-

00674-2  

34. Khan, J. A., Raman, A. M., Sambamoorthy, N., & 

Prashanth, K. C. (2023). Research Methodology 

(Methods, Approaches, and Techniques). SAN 

International Scientific Publications. 

https://doi.org/10.59646/rmmethods/040  

35. Kong ang-yu, A., & Xiang-yang, L. (2007). A 

Systems Thinking Model for Innovation 

Management: The Knowledge Management 

Perspective. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/icmse.2007.4422055  

36. Kuecher, A. (2013). Management Accounting and 

Control in Innovative Settings: A Help or 

Handicap? International Journal of Business 

Research, 13(3), 101–114. 

https://doi.org/10.18374/ijbr-13-3.6 

37. Malmi, T., & Brown, D. A. (2008). Management 

control systems as a package—Opportunities, 

challenges and research directions. Management 

Accounting Research, 19(4), 287–300. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2008.09.003  

38. Manzini, S. T. (2012). The national system of 

innovation concept: an ontological review and 

critique. South African Journal of Science, 108(9-

10), 1–7. 

https://www.scielo.org.za/scielo.php?script=sci_artt

ext&pid=S0038-23532012000500013  

39. Martyn, P., Sweeney, B., & Curtis, E. (2016). 

Strategy and control: 25 years of empirical use of 

Simons’ Levers of Control framework. Journal of 

Accounting & Organizational Change, 12(3), 281–

324. https://doi.org/10.1108/jaoc-03-2015-0027  

40. Miller, C., Thomas, B. C., & Roeller, M. (2020). 

Innovation management processes and sustainable 

iterative circles: an applied integrative 

approach. Journal of Work-Applied 

Management, 12(1), 69–90. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/jwam-11-2019-0037  

41. Mitchell, P., Reinap, M., Moat, K., & 

Kuchenmüller, T. (2023). An ethical analysis of 

policy dialogues. Health Research Policy and 

Systems, 21(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-023-

00962-2  

42. Mwita, K. (2022). Strengths and Weaknesses of 

Qualitative Research in Social Science 

Studies. International Journal of Research in 

Business and Social Science (2147- 4478), 11(6), 

618–625. Researchgate. 

https://doi.org/10.20525/ijrbs.v11i6.1920  

43. Omar, N. A. (2023). Effect of Technological 

Innovations on the Accounting Practices Efficiency 

in Kenya. African Journal of Commercial 

Studies, 3(2), 118–126. 

https://doi.org/10.59413/ajocs/v3.i2.5  

44. Oranga, J., & Matere, A. (2023). Qualitative 

Research: Essence, Types, and Advantages. Open 

Access Library Journal, 10(12), 1–9. 

https://doi.org/10.4236/oalib.1111001  

45. Otley, D. (1999). Performance management: a 

framework for management control systems 

research. Management Accounting Research, 10(4), 

363–382. https://doi.org/10.1006/mare.1999.0115  

46. Pellissier, R. (2025). Innovation in a complex 

environment. South African Journal of Information 

Management, 14(1), 14. 

https://sajim.co.za/index.php/sajim/article/view/499/

594  

47. Pelser, T. G., & Gaffley, G. (2020). Implications of 

Digital Transformation on the Strategy 

Development Process for Business 

Leaders. Promoting Inclusive Growth in the Fourth 

Industrial Revolution, 1–43. 

https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-4882-0.ch001  

48. Raghupathi, V., & Raghupathi, W. (2017). 

Innovation at country-level: association between 

economic development and patents. Journal of 

Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 6(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-017-0065-0  

49. Rauter, R., Dietfried Globocnik, & Baumgartner, R. 

J. (2023). The role of organizational controls to 

advance sustainability innovation 

performance. Technovation, 128, 102855–102855. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2023.102855  

50. Ribeiro, J. L., Junior, J. A. V. A., Silva, D. O. da, 

Silva, W. D. da, & Sellitto, M. A. (2022). Driving 

Innovation Initiatives in a Multinational Company 

Subsidiary: A Case Study and Conceptual 

Framework for Further Application. Journal of 

Open Innovation: Technology, Market, and 

Complexity, 8(4), 187. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8040187  

51. Rios, C. M. (2015). Innovation in organisational 

control systems: toward greater 

accountability. International Journal of Business 

Performance Management, 16(4), 373. 

https://doi.org/10.1504/ijbpm.2015.072235  

52. Roberts, R., Flin, R., Millar, D., & Corradi, L. 

(2021). Psychological factors influencing 

technology adoption: A case study from the oil and 

gas industry. Technovation, 102(1), 102219. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102219  

53. Schot, J., & Steinmueller, W. E. (2018). Three 

frames for innovation policy: R&D, systems of 

innovation, and transformative change. Research 

Policy, 47(9), 1554–1567. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.08.011  

54. Serrat, O. (2017). Business Model 

Innovation. Knowledge Solutions, 499–507. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0983-9_56  

55. Śledzik, K. (2013). Schumpeter’s View on 

Innovation and Entrepreneurship. SSRN Electronic 

Journal, 89–95. Researchgate. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2257783  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10257-024-00674-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10257-024-00674-2
https://doi.org/10.59646/rmmethods/040
https://doi.org/10.1109/icmse.2007.4422055
https://doi.org/10.18374/ijbr-13-3.6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2008.09.003
https://www.scielo.org.za/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0038-23532012000500013
https://www.scielo.org.za/scielo.php?script=sci_arttext&pid=S0038-23532012000500013
https://doi.org/10.1108/jaoc-03-2015-0027
https://doi.org/10.1108/jwam-11-2019-0037
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-023-00962-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12961-023-00962-2
https://doi.org/10.20525/ijrbs.v11i6.1920
https://doi.org/10.59413/ajocs/v3.i2.5
https://doi.org/10.4236/oalib.1111001
https://doi.org/10.1006/mare.1999.0115
https://sajim.co.za/index.php/sajim/article/view/499/594
https://sajim.co.za/index.php/sajim/article/view/499/594
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-4882-0.ch001
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13731-017-0065-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2023.102855
https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc8040187
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijbpm.2015.072235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2020.102219
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0983-9_56
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2257783


Global Scientific and Academic Research Journal of Economics, Business and Management ISSN: 2583-5645 (Online) 

*Corresponding Author: Folusho Olayemi Ilori.                                                                   © Copyright 2026 GSAR Publishers All Rights Reserved 

                  This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.  Page 59 

56. Somech, A., & Drach-Zahavy, A. (2011). 

Translating Team Creativity to Innovation 

Implementation. Journal of Management, 39(3), 

684–708. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187  

57. Tekavčič, M., Peljhan, D., & Šević, Z. (2011). 

Levers Of Control: Analysis Of Management 

Control Systems In A Slovenian Company. Journal 

of Applied Business Research (JABR), 24(4). 

https://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v24i4.1333  

58. Tenny, S., Brannan, J., & Brannan, G. 

(2022). Qualitative Study. National Library of 

Medicine; StatPearls Publishing. 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK470395/  

59. Verspagen, B., Fagerberg, J., & Srholec, M. (2010). 

The Role of Innovation in Development. Review of 

Economics and Institutions, 1(2). 

https://doi.org/10.5202/rei.v1i2.15  

60. Vettik-Leemet, P., & Mets, T. (2024). 

Entrepreneurship and Innovation—Process Overlap 

or the Same? Systematic Overview and Converging 

Process-Dynamic Model. Administrative 

Sciences, 14(2), 38–38. Mdpi. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci14020038 

61. Widener, S. K. (2005). An Empirical Analysis of 

the Levers of Control Framework. SSRN Electronic 

Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.771994  

62. Yawson, R. M., & Paros, A. (2023). Systems 

Perspective of the Use of the Balanced Scorecard 

for Organization Development and Change. SAGE 

Open, 13(4), 1–15. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231218064 

 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394187
https://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v24i4.1333
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK470395/
https://doi.org/10.5202/rei.v1i2.15
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci14020038
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.771994
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231218064

