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Facilitators and Barriers to Innovation Adoption:
An Investigation
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Abstract: Innovation is at the heart of competitive advantage of

organizations. Firms, irrespective of their sizes, need to engage
in continuous innovations to survive and succeed in the market
place. This research measured the impact of pre- innovation
adoption variables on the innovation adoption of the firms. The
study was conducted at the knitwear manufacturing cluster of
Tirupur district that operate in a highly competitive hosiery
market. The final results indicated that the facilitators have
positive influence on innovation adoption, while barriers
negatively influence innovation adoption. The research
establishes the need for a strong innovation climate within
organizations, facilitated by leadership, which will drive
innovations significantly.
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l. INTRODUCTION

The buzzword in 1990s used to be “globalization”tHa

second decade of 2Xkentury,
sudden prominence, and with reason is ‘innovatidiie

President of India has declared the decade 201Q-20Be
the “Decade of Innovation” (Dutta, 2011). Organiaaal

innovation is a vast multi-disciplinary area ofeasch and is
relatively a new area of inquiry. While most resbars
agree upon the definition of innovation, the reskais

fragmented from different perspectives with effobsing

made towards a cumulative body of research andnhargke
theory (Read, 2000). The growing interest in inimraand

its relationship to economic growth has resulted body of
specialised literature on various facets of thecess of
innovation starting with simple linear “technologysh”

and “need pull” models in 1960s and 1970s, throtlgh
“coupling models” of late 1970s to early 1980s twet
integrated model of Rothwell (Alwis,
Geminden, 2004).

Joseph Schumpeter is often thought to be th&t fi types of organizational

economist to draw attention to the importance abiration
(Rogers, 1998). According to Rogers (2003), inniovats
“an idea, practice, or object that is perceivechaw by an
individual or other unit of adoption”. Cooper (199ates
that a firm’s propensity to adopt innovation isliginced by
several characteristics and that
perspective is simply too narrow to capture thelm al
Innovations occur as a consequence of trigig@ppening
in the external environment surrounding an orgdituna
Innovation is said to be initiated by a need fejt the
organization that it can do much more than whatsit
actually doing at present. This need may be feltthuy

Hartmann, &

Accordingly, the facilitators or drivers of innoi@t can be
broadly grouped into internal and external faditita. These
may be related to environment, organizational caifiab,
organizational structures and demographics (Rysked0).
In the external environment, competition is regdrds an
important incentive to promote innovation and thgrérm
performance. Turbulence also creates uncertaintythen
environment leading the firms to involve in inndeat in
order to guard against uncertainly prevailing. An
organization’s innovation capability is significgnt
increased by its intra-organizational network thetvides
opportunities for knowledge transfers and informati
exchange.

Internally, a firm’s organizational structurencanfluence
its innovation activities. It has been empiricgtisoved that
flexible and adaptive structures outperform thédrignes in
terms of success rates (Panne, Beers, & Kleinkn20i3).
Organizations that are more oriented towards custsrare

the word that has acquiredy,,re jikely to receive ideas and information froime t

customers that can stimulate innovations. The dgthe®
organizations can also impact innovation. Past arebe
shows that older organizations are very rigid ast lopen
to change when compared to the relatively youngeso
However, some other researchers have proved thatr ol
organizations have a well defined resource base and
potential for survival that allows them to pursnadvations.
Innovation and leadership are closely related. kEestdp
always has focus on bringing about betterment ia
organization (Gumusluoglu & llsev, 2009). The matien
to innovate is the augmentation in profit that anfican
make if it invests in Research and Developmentbstl &
Weinschel, 2005). Climate for innovation is the agmt
manifestation of a pro-innovation culture that bagositive
impact on innovation (Nybakk, Crespell, & Hansed]2).
OSLO manual identifies and differentiates betmdour
innovations. These are pcbd
innovation, process innovation, marketing innovatiand
organizational innovation (OECD, 2005). Technotadi
innovations (product & process innovations) involve
adoption of a new idea pertaining to a new produorct
service, or the introduction of new elements in an

th

the ur"'d'mem;'onarganization’s production process or service opemat

Administrative innovations are intended to increfisa’s
efficiency in performance by reducing administrativ
expenses, improving workers’ satisfaction and dspieg
access to knowledge. Marketing innovation refers to
introduction of new marketing methods involving
significant changes in product designs, packaging,

members in the internal environment or by the CiE’a‘ngbromotion, pricing and the like. The objective ds letter

agents in the external scenario (Rogers, 1971).
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Though it has been proven by experience andugfr

customer needs and thereby inmgrdivin’'s

Published By:
Blue Eyes Intelligence Engineering
& Sciences Publication Pvt. Ltd.



Facilitators and Barriers to Innovation Adoption: An Investigation

lead to better firm performance and competitiveaadage,
not all firms undertake innovation. A number of dias
show that firm differences in barriers to innovatiwere
related to cost, institutional constraints, undatiga market
imperfections, availability of human
organizational culture, flow of information and Goament
policy (Baldwin & Lin, 2002). In most of the studie
relating to barriers of innovation, cost involveddhbeen
identified as the major barrier.

In India, statistics reveal the increasing digance of
innovation among the firms today. India is emerging
global hub for innovation-low cost as well as higalue
products and services. Tirupur, the foremost gatroleister
in India, accounts for 80% of knitwear exports frahe
country (Sachitanand, 2007). The phenomenal groati
of the knitwear industry in Tirupur can be attribditto the
region’s unique export culture, easy availability m@w
materials, and labour as well as flexible attitudé
entrepreneurs in meeting the demands of the buyetgur
cluster has demonstrated the ability to go up #iaeschain,
however in a limited manner. (Nelliyat, 2007). TB&E
cluster of Tirupur district is a matured industcélister. But
being a naturally developed cluster, it suffersnfrahe
shortcomings in professionalism. The pace of intiona
adoption and diffusion by the cluster members erdfore
not up to the level of sustainability. This studythe first of
its kind in the knitwear cluster of Tirupur. In thght of the
development of future research, this research iiiesthe
factors relevant for the innovativeness of SMEscivhinay
provide them with advantages in facing

between the style of leadership labelled as ‘tamsational
leadership’ and organizational innovation. Damampand
Gopalakrishnan (2001) examined the dynamics

governed the adoption of product and process irtrenaat

that

resourcesthe firm level over time on a sample of 101 comrarc

banks in the United States. The study revealedpitzaluct
innovations were adopted at a greater rate anddsiies
process innovations and that a product-proces®rpatif
adoption was more likely than a process-produdepat

Galia et al (2012) compared the perception of abssa
faced by French and Italian firms and analyzed that
perception varied across countries. For Frenchsfirthe
most frequent obstacle to innovation was the lddkternal
financial resources while Italian firms were mowmartpered
by external financial resources and the perceptibhigh
innovation costs. Tiwari and Buse (2007) conducted
survey at Metropolitan region of Hamburger in Gengnéo
identify the barriers to innovation among SMEs and
observed the prominent barriers to be financingigss
problems in finding suitable and qualified persdnne
bureaucratic hurdles and difficulties in findingoperation
partners from outside. The most prominent intebaatiers
were found to be, amongst others, in the areasaoketing,
conceptualization of innovative products and
internationalization. The challenges for internatib
innovations were a general concentration on homekets
lack of resources and know-how and fear relating to
uncertainties in the target markets. Studies retleat the
rate of adoption of innovation by a firm is sigodntly

internationanfluenced by the interplay between the facilitataand

competition. The awareness and sensitization ofethebarriers. The internal facilitator constructs idéedl after

factors is the only way by which both firms and ippl
makers take them into serious consideration andanpte
them in the future.

Il. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

An extensive review of literature revealed thatosty

. . . te
presence of facilitators can promote mnovatlon%J

(Hadjimanolis, 2000). Studies have also found sicpmt
negative influence of barriers on innovation admpti

the review of literature are leadership, innovat@imate,
market orientation, organizational structure amatus on R
& D. The external facilitator constructs identifiedre
competition and turbulence and collaboration.
constructs of barriers are associated with costk laf
qualified and skilled personnel, lack of informatimn
chnology and market, lack of -collaboration with
niversities and research institutions, lack of dadh and
lack of incentives. Hence the following hypothedes/e
been generated:

The

Yahya et al (2011) studied process innovations @gman
sample of 54 manufacturing SMEs operating in Makys
and found that leadership and culture were prontinen
among the drivers for innovation. The major bagi¢o
innovation were lack of knowledge and skills, netking
and training due to perhaps lack of adequate fiahnc
resources. Lynch (2007) found that employers withrem
external focus and broader networks were moreriedlito
invest in organizational innovations. Investmenthimman
capital, information technology, R & D and physicabital
were complementary with investments in organizaion
innovations. Liu (2005) developed and tested an
organizational innovation (OI) model in the higlche
industries of Taiwan and identified product innéeat

H1,: Internal facilitators of innovation will have a
positive impact on firms’ propensity to adopt
innovations

H2,. External facilitators of innovation will have a
positive impact on firms’ propensity to adopt
innovations

H3,: Barriers to innovation will have a negative
impact on firms’ propensity to adopt innovations
H4, Facilitators and barriers to innovation
adoption together can predict a firm’s innovation
adoption significantly

[l OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

process innovation, organizational structure amtate for The primary objective of this research is to comealty
innovation as major d|m_en3|ons of_the model. develop and empirically test a hypothesized modhelt t
Jung et al (2004) investigated the influence offtemager's  depicts the impact of facilitators and barriersimmovation
leadership style on firm’'s innovation in 32 Taiwaae adoption with respect to the SMEs operating inkihiéwear

companies in the electronics and telecommunicatiaflyster of Tirupur district. The secondary objeetivof the
industry and established a direct and positive ag®& stydy are
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« To understand the significant facilitatorsadopted stratified random sampling method for sielgc
and barriers of innovation adoption amongsample from the major strata of the population. Tdtal

the SMEs

« To study the impact of facilitators andentrepreneurs in the cluster.

valid sample comprised of 384 respondents, who are
Data were collecisidg a

barriers on the firms’ propensity to adoptvalidated questionnaire. Reliability of the constsuwas

innovations

V. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research adopts positivism as the primary relea
approach as the study relies on well establishedribs and

research related to innovation and develops a q@inak

model with a set of hypotheses that links the wemio

construct in the model in a logical fashion. Thedelohas

assessed and data were purified to improve reatabil
Confirmative factor analysis helped to determines th
discriminant and convergent validity of the constsuin the
hypothesized model. Regression analyses were ctatiuc
and the structural model was analysed using maltipl
regression analysis.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

been assessed using quantitative data and stitistithe impact of independent variables on the dependen

applications. The research design adopted is qhiseri

variable conceptualized in the model was testecgusi

The population for the present study is 6250 SME®Ultiple regression analysis.

operating in the Tirupur knitwear cluster.

Resbharc

Table 1: Regression Analysis

Entire sample Mean of Standard t-statistics
Causal Path estimate subsamples error

External facilitators -> 0.12 0.15 0.063 2.9058
Innovation adoption

Internal facilitators -> 0.519 0.5121 0.0568 9.1309
Innovation adoption

Barriers -> Innovation -0.161 -0.1037 0.0717 -2.2451

adoption

Source: primary data
From the results,
relationships among the latent constructs are fagmit for
all the paths. The regression coefficients fortlal causal
paths, except that for the causal path betweemidsar and
‘innovation adoption’, are positive and substantiviche
regression coefficients reveal that the relatiomdbetween
‘internal facilitators’ and ‘innovation adoptions ithe most
robust (B=0.519). In case of the path between tber'rand
‘innovation adoption’, the relationship is negatiand
substantive (B= -0.161). The t-statistics of caupaths

it can be observed that the taudsetween all the constructs are above the thredhult of

1.96. The t-values of the paths between ‘external
facilitators’ and ‘innovation adoption’ (t=2.9058and
between ‘internal facilitators’ and ‘innovation aalimn’
(t=9.1309) are statistically significant. The ttistics of the
path between ‘barriers to innovation adoption’ and
‘innovation adoption’ is negative and significatt-@.245),
showing that there is a significant inverse relatiup
between the two constructs.

Facilitators of mnovation
adoption
Internal faalitators

Extemal facilitators

0319

I
Innovationadoption ™
0.120

Barriers to innovation adoption

2 #00)

Figure 1: Path Significance and Regression Coeffignts

The validity of the hypothesized model is verified the
basis of R-Sq values of the individual paths. Tdwlitators
and barriers together can predict ‘innovation adwoptto

the extent of 35 %. Hence the model has a practadak as

27

the independent constructs can predict the depénden
construct significantly. Hence the hypothesized ehoid
statistically significant, proven empirically.

Published By:
Blue Eyes Intelligence Engineering
& Sciences Publication Pvt. Ltd.



Facilitators and Barriers to Innovation Adoption: An Investigation

Table 2: Regression Results of Causal Paths betwe#mternal Facilitators’ and ‘Innovation Adoption’

Relationship among constructs B t Remarks
Leadership» Innovation adoption 0.523 22.576 ignicant
Innovation climate® Innovation adoption  0.718 | 39.344 significant
Market orientation® Innovation adoptiorn 0.658 | 29.113 significant
Organizational structur® Innovation 0.667 27.307 significant
adoption

Focus on R & BD¥ Innovation adoption 0.385 18.11 significant
Internal facilitators»  Innovation 0.746 49.348 significant
adoption

Internal facilitators®  Technological 0.689 35.230 significant
innovation adoption

Internal facilitatorsp. ~ Administrative 0.736 46.549 significant
innovation adoption

Internal facilitators —»  Marketing 0.690 38.150 significant
innovation adoption

Source: primary data

The results reveal that ‘internal facilitators’ leapositive paths are all statistically significant (t>1.96helregression
and substantive influence on the adoption of intioma results reveal that stronger the presence ‘internal
(B=0.746). Among the ‘internal facilitators’, ‘inmation facilitators’, higher will be the rate of ‘innovati adoption’.
climate’ seems to have more influence on ‘innovatioThe ‘external facilitators’ that are considered hivit the
adoption’ (B=0.718) followed by ‘organizational wtture’ scope of this research are ‘competition and turmdg
(B=0.667) and ‘market orientation’ (B=0.658). Tlwetérnal ‘collaboration with other cluster members’ and fiscon
facilitators’ seem to have more influence on themin of external R & D’. The causal relationships betweanheof
‘administrative  innovations’ (B=0.736) followed by these facilitators and ‘innovation adoption’ ardcotated
adoption of ‘marketing innovations’ (B=0.690). Thausal for the purpose of testing hypotheses set for tilnys

Table 3: Regression Results of Causal Paths betwe&xternal Facilitators’ and ‘Innovation Adoption’

Relationship among constructs B t Remarks
Competition and turbulenc® Innovation adoptip0.185 | 4.633 significant
Collaboration® Innovation adoption 0.259 7.099| significant
External facilitators# Innovation adoption | 0.260 10.019 significant
External facilitatorsp Technological innowati | 0.262 8.459 significant
adoption

External facilitatorsyp Administrative innovati | 0.187 4.298 significant
adoption

External facilitatorsp  Marketing innovatio | 0.290 7.052 significant
adoption

Source: primary data

The regression results shown above reveal thaereat (B=0.290) followed by the adoption of ‘technolodica
facilitators’ have a significant (t=10.019) and jpies innovations’ (B=0.262). Among the ‘external fatlors’,
impact on the adoption of innovations (B=0.260)wedwer, ‘collaboration’ with external parties have more osiy
when compared to the causal relationship betwesartial impact on ‘innovation adoption’ (B=0.259).

facilitators’ and ‘innovation adoption’, the regsesn The barriers or obstacles to innovation are thoselwmay
coefficients of relationship between ‘external féaiors’ be external or internal to the firm, but obstruee tfirm’s
and ‘innovation adoption’ is lower. This means tfiaternal  propensity to adopt innovations. It has been hygsitted
facilitators’ are more forceful than ‘external fiteitors’ in  that barriers will have significant negative impact firm’s
promoting innovative business practices among thanovativeness. This proposition is tested usimgragsion
organizations. ‘External facilitators’ have morgrsficant analysis, the results of which are presented in tttisde
influence on the adoption of ‘marketing innovationsbelow:

Table 4: Regression Results of Causal Paths betwe®arriers’ and ‘Innovation Adoption

Relationship Among Constructs B t Remarks
Barriers# Innovation adoption -0.456 -12.485 gn#icant
Internal barriers»  Innovation adoption -0.395| 9.740 significant
Internal barriers» Technological -0.444 -11.665 significant
innovation adoption

Internal barrier?» Administrative -0.374 -6.707 significant
innovation adoption

Internal barriersp Marketing innovation | -0.319 -8.159 significant
adoption
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External barriers> Innovation adoption -0.377| 0.216 significant
External barriers» Technological -0.398 -7.927 significant
innovation adoption

External barriers» Administrative -0.324 -6.206 significant
innovation adoption

External barriersp Marketing innovation | -0.191 -4.276 significant
adoption

Source: primary data

The results show that there is significant inveedationship  successful innovation diffusion experiences of tima will
between the ‘barriers to innovation’ and the extefit spread swiftly in the cluster and it can help irveleping
innovation adoption by the firms. The regressiomnd sustaining the competitive advantage of thetetuas a
coefficients calculated support all the hypothesstsfor the whole.

relationship between ‘barriers to innovation adoptiand

‘innovation adoption’. Among the internal and exi@r REFERENCES

barriers of innovation, the ‘internal barriers’ se¢o have ;
more significant negative impact on the innovatesn of
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‘internal barriers’ have higher significant and atge
impact on ‘technological innovation adoption’ (B6.444) 3.
followed by ‘administrative innovations’ (B= -0.3)4The
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VI. CONCLUSION 7.

The research has enabled to empirically estabfisicausal
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