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Abstract: Innovation outcomes—success, failure, and transformation—play a cri tical role in shaping firm performance. This study
presents a comprehensive meta - analysis of the role of innovation framing in mediating these outcomes and its subsequent impact on
organizational performance. Drawing from an extensive review of interdisciplinary literature, the paper identifies framing processes,
frame types, and frame characteristics as pivotal mechanisms influencing innovation success. The analysis develops a unified framework
linking innovation framing to firm - level performance metrics, providing both theoretical advancements and actionable insights for
aligning framing strategies with organizational goals. This study contributes to innovation management literature by offering a structured
approach to understanding the nuanced effects of framing on innovation outcomes and firm performance.

Keywords: Innovation Framing, Firm Performance, Meta - Analysis, Success, Failure, Transformation, Strategic Communication,
Sensemaking, Frame Types, Frame Characteristics, Organizational Performance, Upper Echelons Theory, Managerial Discretion, Financial
Performance, Innovation Success, Transformation Outcomes, Contextual Factors, Environmental Dynamism, Competitive Advantage,

Organizational Innovation
1. Introduction

Innovation is widely recognized as a critical driver of firm
performance and competitive advantage, yet the relationship
between innovation activities and organizational outcomes
remains complex and often unpredictable [1], [2]. A growing
body of literature suggests that the way organizations frame
their innovation efforts plays a crucial role in determining
whether these initiatives result in success, failure, or
transformation [3]. While extensive research has examined
various aspects of innovation management, there remains a
significant gap in the understanding of how innovation
framing mechanisms systematically influence firm
performance outcomes.

Innovation framing, defined as the process of ascribing
meaning to objects and experiences through communication
[4], [5], shapes how organizational stakeholders interpret and
respond to innovation initiatives. The importance of framing
in innovation contexts has been demonstrated across various
domains, from technological advancement to strategic
renewal [6], [7]. However, the current literature presents
fragmented and sometimes contradictory findings regarding
the relationship between framing approaches and firm
performance outcomes.

This meta - analysis addresses three critical research

questions:

1) How do different types of innovation framing
mechanisms influence firm performance outcomes?

2) What are the key moderating factors that affect the
relationship between innovation framing and firm
performance?

3) How do temporal and contextual factors influence the
effectiveness of different framing approaches across the
innovation lifecycle?

The study builds upon upper echelons theory [8] and the
managerial discretion perspective [9] to develop a

comprehensive framework linking innovation framing to firm
performance. The analysis extends previous research by
synthesizing findings from diverse theoretical perspectives
and empirical studies to provide a more nuanced
understanding of how framing shapes innovation outcomes.
The relevance of this investigation is underscored by the
increasing recognition that innovation success depends not
only on technical capabilities but also on how innovations are
perceived and interpreted by various stakeholders [10].
Recent studies have highlighted that framing plays a crucial
role in determining whether innovations are accepted and
successfully implemented within organizations [11], [12].

This meta - analysis makes several important contributions to
the innovation management literature. First, it provides a
systematic synthesis of the relationship between innovation
framing and firm performance, addressing the current
fragmentation in the literature. Second, the research identifies
key moderating variables that influence this relationship,
offering a more nuanced understanding of when and how
different framing approaches are most effective. Third, the
study develops a theoretical framework that integrates various
perspectives on innovation framing, providing a foundation
for future research in this area.

The research also has significant practical implications for
managers and organizations. By identifying the most effective
framing strategies across different innovation contexts and
stages, the analysis provides actionable insights for
practitioners seeking to optimize their innovation outcomes.
Additionally, the findings help organizations better
understand how to align their framing approaches with their
strategic objectives and organizational capabilities.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents a
theoretical background that synthesizes existing literature on
innovation framing and firm performance. Section 3 presents
the methodology, including the systematic approach to
literature selection and analysis. Section 4 presents the results
of the meta - analysis. The paper concludes with a discussion
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of theoretical and practical implications, as well as directions
for future research.

By examining the complex relationship between innovation
framing and firm performance through a meta - analytic lens,
this study provides a more comprehensive understanding of
how organizations can better manage their innovation efforts.
The findings suggest that successful innovation outcomes are
not merely a function of technical expertise or resource
allocation but are significantly influenced by how these
initiatives are framed and communicated within and outside
the organization [11], [6].

2. Theoretical Background

2.1 Innovation Framing and Firm Performance: A
Conceptual Foundation

The relationship between innovation framing and firm
performance is grounded in several theoretical perspectives
that help explain how organizations interpret, communicate,
and implement innovative initiatives. Drawing from upper
echelons theory [8] and the managerial discretion perspective
[9], the analysis develops a comprehensive framework that
links innovation framing mechanisms to organizational
outcomes.

Innovation, as a complex and multifaceted phenomenon,
requires careful consideration of how it is presented and
understood within organizational contexts. The success,
failure, or transformation of innovation initiatives often
depends less on the technical merits of the innovation itself
and more on how it is framed and interpreted by various
stakeholders [6], [7].

2.1.1 Innovation Framing Constructs

Innovation framing encompasses three key construct
categories that work together to shape organizational
outcomes. First, framing processes involve the strategic
communication and sensemaking activities through which
organizations introduce and shape the meaning of
innovations. These processes can be either frame - to - frame
(relating to existing dominant frames) or frame - to -
innovation (highlighting specific aspects of the innovation) in
nature [3].

Second, frame types operate at different organizational levels
- micro (individual), meso (group), and macro (institutional).
At the micro level, cognitive frames shape how individuals
interpret and respond to innovations. Meso - level frames
influence group dynamics and collective understanding,
while macro - level frames affect broader institutional
acceptance and legitimacy [13].

Third, frame characteristics describe specific attributes that
distinguish how innovations are perceived and interpreted.
These characteristics can include elements such as
opportunity orientation, immediacy, and transformational
value, each playing a distinct role in shaping stakeholder
responses to innovation initiatives [11].

2.1.2 The Role of Top Management Teams

Top management teams (TMTs) serve as primary architects of
innovation framing within organizations. Research has
demonstrated that various TMT attributes significantly
influence framing effectiveness. TMT diversity contributes to
broader perspective - taking and more comprehensive
framing approaches [12]. Team size affects the range of
expertise and viewpoints available for framing innovations,
while leadership style - particularly transformational
leadership - shapes how effectively innovations are
communicated and implemented throughout the organization
[14].

The entrepreneurial orientation of TMTs also plays a crucial
role in framing innovation initiatives. Teams with strong
entrepreneurial human capital are better equipped to identify
opportunities and frame innovations in ways that resonate
with various stakeholders [15]. This capability becomes
particularly important when organizations need to navigate
complex or disruptive innovation contexts.

2.1.3 Organizational Context and Managerial Discretion
The effectiveness of innovation framing is significantly
influenced by both organizational context and the degree of
managerial discretion available to decision - makers. At the
national level, institutional factors such as cultural values,
regulatory frameworks, and economic systems can either
constrain or enable the impact of framing efforts on firm
performance [10].

Organization - level factors also play a crucial moderating
role. Firm size, structure, and culture create contexts that
affect how framing approaches translate into innovation
outcomes. Smaller firms might benefit from more direct and
personal framing approaches, while larger organizations often
require more sophisticated and multilayered framing
strategies [16]. The degree of organizational inertia present in
established firms can particularly influence the effectiveness
of different framing approaches.

2.1.4 Innovation Stages and Temporal Considerations
The relationship between innovation framing and firm
performance exhibits distinct patterns across different stages
of the innovation process. During the creation and definition
stage, framing efforts primarily focus on establishing initial
understanding and generating buy - in from key stakeholders.
This early - stage framing often emphasizes opportunity
recognition and potential value creation [3].

In the adoption and implementation stage, framing becomes
critical for overcoming resistance and facilitating
organizational change. Here, the focus shifts to addressing
practical concerns and aligning various stakeholder interests.
The development and management stage requires framing
approaches that help sustain momentum and institutionalize
innovative practices, often emphasizing long - term value and
strategic alignment [11].

2.1.5 Performance Outcomes

Innovation framing influences firm performance through
three primary outcome categories. Success outcomes
manifest as improved financial performance, enhanced
competitive position, and increased innovation capacity.
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These positive outcomes often result from effective alignment
between framing approaches and organizational context [6].
Failure outcomes include unsuccessful innovation attempts,
resource waste, and decreased organizational morale. These
negative results frequently stem from misalignment between
framing approaches and stakeholder expectations or
organizational capabilities [2].

Transformation outcomes represent fundamental changes in
organizational capabilities, business models, or market
positioning. These outcomes often emerge when framing
approaches successfully catalyze significant organizational
change and adaptation [11].

2.2 Theoretical Model Development

Based on these theoretical foundations, the analysis proposes
an integrated model linking innovation framing to firm
performance. This model incorporates four key elements that
interact to determine organizational outcomes:

First, the direct effects of framing mechanisms on
performance outcomes form the core of the model. These
effects operate through three primary mechanisms identified
in the literature: sensemaking, interpretive flexibility, and
consensus building [3].

Second, moderating effects of organizational and
environmental factors shape how framing approaches
translate into performance outcomes. These moderators
include both internal organizational characteristics and
external environmental conditions [10].

Third, mediating roles of key organizational processes help
explain how framing influences performance. These
processes include knowledge transfer, resource allocation,
and stakeholder engagement [15].

Fourth, temporal dynamics across innovation stages affect
how different framing approaches contribute to
organizational outcomes. These dynamics reflect the evolving
nature of innovation processes and the need for adaptive
framing strategies [14].

2.3 Hypotheses Development

Drawing from this theoretical framework, the following
testable hypotheses are developed regarding the relationship
between innovation framing and firm performance:

H1: The effectiveness of innovation framing in driving firm
performance is positively related to the degree of alignment
between framing mechanisms and organizational context.

H2: The impact of innovation framing on firm performance is
moderated by the level of managerial discretion available to
decision - makers.

H3: The relationship between innovation framing and firm
performance varies significantly across different stages of the
innovation process.

These hypotheses provide a structured approach for
investigating the complex relationships between innovation
framing and organizational outcomes through the meta -
analytic methodology.

3. Methodology

3.1 Meta - Analytic Approach and Research Design

This study employs a comprehensive meta - analytic
methodology to synthesize existing research on the
relationship between innovation framing and firm
performance. Following the systematic approach [17],
designed the methodology to capture both direct relationships
and moderating effects while addressing potential sources of
bias and heterogeneity in the literature. The meta - analytic
approach was selected specifically for its ability to integrate
findings across multiple studies and contexts, providing a
more complete understanding of how innovation framing
influences organizational outcomes.

The choice of meta - analysis is particularly appropriate for
several reasons. First, it enables to quantitatively synthesize
findings from diverse studies, providing more precise
estimates of effect sizes than individual studies can offer.
Second, it allows to examine moderating variables that might
explain inconsistencies in previous findings. Third, it helps
identify potential gaps in the literature and areas requiring
further investigation. This comprehensive approach allows to
address the complexity inherent in studying innovation
framing and its impact on firm performance.

3.2 Literature Search and Selection Process

3.2.1 Search Strategy Development

The search strategy was developed through an iterative
process that began with a systematic review of key terms and
concepts in the innovation framing literature. The search
period covered January 1990 through December 2021,
encompassing the major developments in innovation framing
research. Multiple academic databases were utilized
including ABI/INFORM Global, EBSCO Business Source
Complete, Web of Science Core Collection, Science Direct,
PsycINFO, Emerald Management, and JSTOR Business
Collection.

Table 1: Overview of Studies Included in Meta - Analysis

Category Number | Percentage
Total studies analyzed 95 100%
Published in top - tier journals 47 49.5%
Cross - sectional studies 68 71.6%
Longitudinal studies 27 28.4%
Manufacturing industries 42 44.2%
Service industries 38 40.0%
Mixed industries 15 15.8%
Sample period: 1990 - 2000 12 12.6%
Sample period: 2001 - 2010 31 32.6%
Sample period: 2011 - 2021 52 54.7%

The search string was constructed around two primary
concepts: innovation framing and firm performance. These
were supplemented with related terms such as corporate
entrepreneurship, organizational transformation, and strategic
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sensemaking. The search string was refined through multiple
pilot searches to ensure it captured relevant literature while
maintaining manageable specificity.

3.2.2 Selection Process

The selection of studies followed a rigorous three - stage
process designed to ensure comprehensive yet focused
coverage of relevant research. The initial database searches
yielded 1, 847 potentially relevant articles. Each article was
evaluated against predetermined inclusion criteria. Studies
were required to examine empirical relationships between
innovation framing constructs and firm performance
outcomes, contain quantitative data with reportable effect
sizes, and focus on firm - level analysis.

Table 2: Meta - Analytic Results of Innovation Framing -
Performance Relationships

Relationship k N r |[95%CI Q r
Overall framing -| )7 154 680( 0.31| 1020 | 427.56| 76.3%
performance 0.36]
Financial 561 15 342] 34| 192 | 312.45] 72.8%
performance 0.39]
Innovation 98 | 8,924 | 0.29 (024, 1 545 671 69 4%
success 0.34]
Transformation 33| 3,414 | 027 [0.21, 89.34 | 65.2%
outcomes 0.33]

Note: k = number of effect sizes; N = total sample size; r =
corrected correlation coefficient; CI = confidence interval; Q
= heterogeneity statistic; 1 = percentage of variance due to
heterogeneity

Table 3: Moderator Analysis Results

Moderator Subgroup k r Y4 p
Firm Size Large 124 10.36 [4.82 | <0.001
Small 98 [0.27 |3.94 | <0.001
Industry Knowledge = 115610 39 | 5,16 | <0.001
Type intensive
P Traditional | 131 | 0.25 |3.45 | <0.001
Environmental High 143 10.38 [4.93 | <0.001
Dynamism Low 144 [0.24 |3.28 [ <0.001
Creation/Definition | 95 [0.32 [4.12 | <0.001
Innovation Adoption/ 108 |0.37 |4.86 | <0.001
Implementation
Stage Development/
p 84 {0.28 [3.75 |<0.001
Management

Two independent researchers conducted detailed full - text
reviews of the remaining 601 articles. This process eliminated
studies that did not meet the stringent methodological
requirements. Through this process, an additional 412 articles
were eliminated from the sample.

The final methodological assessment of the remaining 189
articles led to the exclusion of 94 additional articles, resulting
in a final sample of 95 studies reporting 287 effect sizes,
representing data from approximately 24, 680 firms across
multiple industries and countries.

3.3 Coding Procedures and Variable Classification

The coding framework was developed through a systematic
process that balanced theoretical considerations with practical
measurement issues. For innovation framing variables, three
distinct categories were coded based on the framework

developed in [3]: framing processes, frame types, and frame
characteristics. Framing processes encompassed both frame -
to - frame interactions and frame - to - innovation dynamics,
capturing how organizations communicate and implement
their innovation initiatives.

Performance outcomes were coded according to three
primary categories: financial performance metrics, innovation
success indicators, and transformation measures. Financial
performance included traditional measures such as return on
assets (ROA), return on equity (ROE), and market value.
Innovation success was captured through metrics including
new product introduction rates, patent counts, and R&D
efficiency. Transformation measures focused on fundamental
organizational changes, including business model innovations
and capability development.

3.4 Reliability Assurance and Quality Control

To ensure coding reliability, a comprehensive quality control
system was implemented. Two experienced coders, blind to
the study's hypotheses, independently coded all articles. Prior
to beginning the main coding process, both coders underwent
extensive training that included practice coding sessions
using a sample of articles not included in the final dataset. The
training process continued until the coders achieved
consistent agreement levels exceeding 90%.

3.5 Effect Size Computation and Statistical Analysis

The computation of effect sizes followed established meta -
analytic ~ procedures  while  incorporating  recent
methodological advances. Pearson's correlation coefficient (r)
was selected as the primary effect size metric, following
standard practices in management research [11]. In cases
where studies reported alternative statistics, necessary
conversions were performed using formulas provided by [17].
To account for differences in sample sizes across studies,
effect sizes were weighted by their sample size, ensuring that
larger studies carried appropriate weight in the analyses.

The statistical analysis incorporated several levels of
correction to address potential sources of bias. First, corrected
for measurement error using reliability coefficients reported
in the primary studies. When reliability information was not
available, used the mean reliability value from other studies
in the sample. Second, applied Fisher's z - transformation to
the correlations before conducting the analyses, later back -
transforming the results for reporting purposes. This
transformation helps address the non - normal distribution of
correlation coefficients, particularly when their values are
large.

3.6 Meta - Analytic Procedures and Moderator Analyses

A random - effects model was employed for the primary
analyses, recognizing that effect sizes likely vary across
different contexts and study conditions. This approach, as
recommended by [10], allows for the incorporation of both
within - study and between - study variance in the effect size
estimates. The random - effects model provides more
conservative estimates than fixed - effects approaches and

Volume 11 Issue 5, May 2022

WWW.ijsr.net
Licensed Under Creative Commons Attribution CC BY

Paper |D: SR22057200051

DOI: https://dx.doi.org/10.21275/SR22057200051

2141


www.ijsr.net
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

International Journal of Science and Research (1JSR)
ISSN: 2319-7064
SJIF (2021): 7.86

better reflects the heterogeneous nature of innovation -
framing research.

For moderator analyses, utilized meta - regression techniques
that allowed to examine how various contextual factors
influence the relationship between innovation framing and
firm performance. The moderator analyses focused on
organizational characteristics (such as firm size and industry),
environmental factors (including market dynamism and
technological turbulence), and temporal considerations
(including innovation stage and implementation timeline).
These analyses helped identify conditions under which
innovation framing is most effective in driving firm
performance.

3.7 Publication Bias Assessment and Robustness Checks

To address potential publication bias, conducted a
comprehensive set of analyses. began with visual inspection
of funnel plots to identify potential asymmetry in the
distribution of effect sizes. This was followed by more formal
statistical tests, including Egger's regression test and the trim
- and - fill method. also calculated fail - safe N values to
determine the number of null findings that would be needed
to reduce the observed effects to non - significance.

The robustness checks included sensitivity analyses that
examined the stability of the findings under different
analytical assumptions. conducted analyses excluding
potential outliers, used alternative effect size metrics, and
explored temporal trends in effect sizes. Additionally,
performed geographic analyses to assess whether the findings
were consistent across different regional contexts.

3.8 Meta - Analytic Structural Equation Modeling

As a final analytical step, employed meta - analytic structural
equation modeling (MASEM) to test the theoretical
framework more comprehensively. This approach [11],
allowed to examine complex relationships between variables
while accounting for measurement error and sampling
variance. Through MASEM, were able to test both direct and
indirect effects, as well as evaluate the overall fit of the
theoretical model to the meta - analytic correlation matrix.

4. Results
4.1 Overall Meta - Analytic Findings

The meta - analysis reveals significant relationships between
innovation framing and firm performance across multiple
dimensions. The overall weighted mean correlation between
innovation framing effectiveness and firm performance was r
=0.31 (p<0.001, 95% CI[0.26, 0.36]), indicating a moderate
positive relationship. This finding supports the theoretical
framework suggesting that effective innovation framing
contributes meaningfully to organizational outcomes.

When examining specific performance dimensions, varying
strengths of relationship emerged. Financial performance
showed the strongest correlation with innovation framing (r =
0.34, p <0.001), followed by innovation success metrics (r =
0.29, p < 0.001), and transformation outcomes (r = 0.27, p <
0.001). The heterogeneity statistics (Q =427.56, p <0.001; I?

= 76.3%) suggest significant variability in effect sizes across
studies, supporting the decision to examine potential
moderating factors.

4.2 Framing Mechanisms and Performance Outcomes

Analysis of specific framing mechanisms revealed distinct
patterns in their relationship with firm performance. Frame -
to - frame processes showed a stronger correlation with
performance (r = 0.33, p < 0.001) compared to frame - to -
innovation processes (r = 0.28, p < 0.001). This difference
suggests that the ability to connect new innovations with
existing organizational frameworks may be particularly
important for successful implementation.

Among frame types, the analysis revealed that meso - level
frames demonstrated the strongest relationship with firm
performance (r = 0.35, p < 0.001), followed by macro - level
frames (r=0.30, p <0.001) and micro - level frames (r =0.26,
p <0.001). This hierarchy suggests that group - level framing
processes may be particularly crucial for translating
innovation initiatives into organizational outcomes.

4.3 Moderating Effects

4.3.1 Organizational Context

The analysis of organizational moderators revealed
significant effects of firm size and industry context. The
relationship between innovation framing and performance
was stronger in larger organizations (r = 0.36, p < 0.001)
compared to smaller ones (r = 0.27, p < 0.001). This
difference was particularly pronounced in knowledge -
intensive industries (r = 0.39, p < 0.001) compared to
traditional manufacturing sectors (r = 0.25, p < 0.001).

4.3.2 Environmental Factors

Environmental dynamism emerged as a significant moderator
of the framing - performance relationship. In highly dynamic
environments, the correlation between framing effectiveness
and performance was substantially stronger (r = 0.38, p <
0.001) than in stable environments (r = 0.24, p < 0.001). This
finding supports the hypothesis regarding the context -
dependent nature of framing effects.

4.3.3 Innovation Stages

The effectiveness of innovation framing varied significantly
across different stages of the innovation process. The
relationship was strongest during the adoption and
implementation stage (r = 0.37, p < 0.001), followed by the
creation and definition stage (r = 0.32, p < 0.001), and the
development and management stage (r = 0.28, p < 0.001).
This pattern suggests that framing may be particularly crucial
during the critical phase of innovation adoption.

4.4 Meta - Analytic Structural Equation Modeling Results

This MASEM analysis provided strong support for this
theoretical model. The final model demonstrated good fit with
the data (CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.056, SRMR = 0.038). The
analysis revealed significant direct paths from innovation
framing to all three performance outcomes, with standardized
coefficients ranging from 0.24 to 0.41 (all p <0.001).
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4.5 Publication Bias Assessment

The funnel plot analysis and Egger's test (z = 1.84, p = 0.065)
suggested minimal publication bias in this sample. The fail -
safe N calculation indicated that 4, 731 null studies would be
needed to reduce the overall effect to non - significance,
suggesting robust findings. The trim - and - fill analysis
suggested only minor adjustments to effect size estimates,
further supporting the stability of this results.

5. Discussion

The meta - analysis provides significant insights into the
relationship between innovation framing and firm
performance, offering both theoretical contributions and
practical implications. The findings reveal nuanced patterns
in how different framing mechanisms influence
organizational outcomes, while also highlighting the crucial
role of contextual factors in shaping these relationships.

5.1 Theoretical Implications

The strong positive relationship between innovation framing
and firm performance (r = 0.31) advances theoretical
understanding in several important ways. First, it provides
empirical validation of upper echelons theory's proposition
that strategic communication and framing significantly
influence organizational outcomes. This finding extends
beyond simple correlation, as the structural equation
modeling demonstrates clear causal pathways through which
framing affects various performance dimensions.

The results regarding frame types offer particularly novel
insights. The finding that meso - level frames show the
strongest relationship with performance (r = 0.35) suggests
that group - level interpretive processes play a more crucial
role than previously recognized. This challenges the
traditional emphasis on either individual cognitive frames or
institutional - level frameworks, pointing to the importance of
intermediate - level social processes in innovation
implementation. As noted in [11], these meso - level processes
may serve as crucial bridges between individual
understanding and broader organizational change.

The varying effectiveness of framing across innovation stages
provides important theoretical refinements to this
understanding of innovation processes. The stronger
relationship during the adoption and implementation stage (r
= 0.37) suggests that framing may be particularly crucial
during periods of organizational transition.

5.2 Practical Implications

These findings offer several actionable insights for
practitioners. The strong moderating effect of environmental
dynamism suggests that organizations operating in turbulent
environments should invest particularly heavily in developing
their framing capabilities. Leaders in such contexts might
benefit from focusing on flexible framing approaches that can
adapt to rapidly changing circumstances.

The differential effectiveness of frame types also has practical
implications for innovation management. The superior

performance of meso - level frames suggests that
organizations should pay particular attention to group - level
communication and sensemaking processes. This might
involve developing specific protocols for team - level
innovation discussions or creating structured processes for
translating individual insights into group - level
understanding.

5.3 Limitations and Future Research Directions

While this meta - analysis provides robust evidence for the
importance of innovation framing, several limitations suggest
directions for future research. First, the significant
heterogeneity in effect sizes indicates that there may be
additional moderating factors not captured in this analysis.
Future studies might explore other contextual variables, such
as organizational culture or leadership styles, that could
influence framing effectiveness.

The stronger relationship between framing and financial
performance compared to transformation outcomes suggests
a need for more research into how framing influences
different types of organizational change. Longitudinal studies
might be particularly valuable in understanding how framing
processes evolve over time and how they contribute to
sustained organizational transformation.

The findings offer several actionable insights for
practitioners. The strong moderating effect of environmental
dynamism suggests that organizations operating in turbulent
environments should invest particularly heavily in developing
their framing capabilities. Leaders in such contexts might
benefit from focusing on flexible framing approaches that can
adapt to rapidly changing circumstances.

5.4 Integration with Existing Literature

The findings both support and extend previous research on
innovation framing. The significant moderating effect of
organizational size aligns with Crossland and Hambrick's [9]
work on managerial discretion, while the findings regarding
environmental dynamism complement Chen et al. 's [14]
research on contextual influences on innovation
implementation.

6. Conclusion

The findings make several important contributions to both
theory and practice in innovation management. First, they
establish that the effectiveness of innovation framing is not
uniform but rather depends heavily on organizational context
and environmental conditions. This insight helps resolve
previous contradictions in the literature regarding the value of
different framing approaches. Second, the results highlight
the particular importance of meso - level framing processes,
suggesting that group - level interpretive mechanisms serve
as crucial bridges between individual understanding and
organizational implementation.

Of particular significance is this finding that the relationship
between framing and performance is strongest during the
adoption and implementation stage of innovation initiatives.
This temporal pattern suggests that organizations might
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benefit most from concentrating their framing efforts during
critical transition periods. Furthermore, the stronger effects
observed in dynamic environments indicate that framing
capabilities become increasingly valuable as market
uncertainty increases.

As organizations continue to navigate increasingly complex
innovation landscapes, the ability to effectively frame and
communicate innovation initiatives becomes ever more
critical. this findings provide a foundation for understanding
how different framing approaches contribute to
organizational success, while also identifying important
boundary conditions and contingencies that shape these
relationships. Future research can build on these insights to
further explore the dynamic interplay between framing
mechanisms and organizational outcomes in various contexts.
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