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Abstract

This article presents a construct of the antecedent factors that enhance innovation in organizations. There are eight antecedent
factors which are arranged in two main levels: individual and work environment levels. The eight antecedent factors for innovation
are identified, such as employee knowledge and creativity skills, employee psychological state and attitudes, organizational structure,
corporate strategy and shared vision, organizational creativity climate and culture, knowledge management and learning, management
and leadership, and key individuals’ roles facilitating innovation. Further, some antecedent factors are identified as having a
significantly greater impact on radical innovation such as broad knowledge base; vision; slack resources; customer-related intelligence;
innovation champion. And those that have more impact on incremental innovation are in-depth functional knowledge; centralization;

competition-related intelligence; and orientation toward task excellence and quality.
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Introduction

Amidst the turbulent and severe competition in the present business world, companies are competing head-on
for their market shares, growth or survival, even. They strive to gain a competitive advantage over their rivals, in
terms of product quality, cost, process efficiency, innovation, and customer responsiveness (Daft, 2015). These
elements enable them to come up with better or newer products and services to gain market shares or capture new
markets. Nonetheless, products and services that are now new or disruptive will be duplicated by the competition
and become commodities over time. Thus, continuously innovating and introducing disruptive new offerings to the
market is imperative for company survival and growth (Christensen & Raynor, 2003).

Given the short life cycles of new products, innovativeness has become a central issue for the present-day
competitive advantage and is regarded as an important organizational competency and a corporate strategy for firms
to stay abreast and ahead of their competition (Amabile & Khaire, 2008; Drucker, 1985; McAdam & Keogh,
2004; Porter, 1990). Furthermore, trends such as globalization, the knowledge economy, and digital technologies
have proved the very significance of innovation as such (Escriba’-Esteve & Montoro-Sa’'nchez, 2012). Failing
to innovate has cost businesses heftily; examples abound in recent business annals where inability to pursue new
innovations brought about downfalls of gigantic multinational corporations such as Kodak and Nokia, which were
shoved out of their long-established businesses by disruptive innovations of digital cameras and smartphones
respectively (Daft, 2015).

Meanwhile in the Thailand’s scenario, the government has announced a policy to launch the country into
Thailand 4.0 wherein industries are urged to move toward innovation-based businesses, not limited to just digital
innovation but all forms of innovative products that utilize creativity and innovation (Office of the National
Economic and Social Development Board, Office of the Prime Minister, 2017 ). Therefore, Thai organizations are

awakened to look into their own innovativeness, to either enhance it or build it up in case of the absence of such.

11



Journal of Community Development Research (Humanities and Social Sciences) 2019; 12(3)

These phenomena on both the global and the local fronts call for an exploration into what organizational factors
could enhance innovation in organizations.

Over the past 40-50 years, businesses have been building up competencies aimed at enhancing efficiency,
which are firmly established in organization management principles and practices (Sarri, Bakouros, & Petridou,
2010). However, an innovation—driven organization needs a skillset, a mindset, and antecedent factors different
from those of an efficiency-driven organization (March, 1991; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Smith, Sutherland,
& Gilbert, 2017). In becoming an innovative organization, there is a need for leaders and the management to
establish a new and different skillset, mindset, and organizational factors that depart from what they are used to
hitherto (March, 1991; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Smith et al., 2017).

Further, on the ground that radical and incremental innovations are the innovation types that commonly exist in
companies that strive to become innovative and competitive in the marketplace, this article will identify and compare
the antecedent factors that affect only one innovation type of either radical innovation or incremental innovation.

1. Overview of Innovation

1.1 Definition of Innovation

Innovation is “the intentional introduction and application” of ideas, processes, or procedures that are
new and beneficial to an individual, a group, an organization, or a wider society that adopts the innovation (West
& Farr, 1990, p. 9). It is “a process of turning opportunity into new ideas and of putting these into widely used
practice” (Tidd & Bessant, 2009, p. 16). Innovation is considered the foundation of entrepreneurship in enterprises,
large or small, and is rightly the means to create new organizational wealth or enable existing resources to create
further wealth. (Drucker, 1985). It also contributes to organizational competitiveness and success (Amar, 2004;
McAdam & Keogh, 2004 ). Prominent scholars in the realms of management, strategy and innovation studies such
as Amabile and Khaire (2008); Christensen and Raynor (2003); McGrath (2001); Porter (1990), etc.,
all sing the same tune, confirming innovation as a competitive advantage for organizations to survive and prosper.

In various literature on innovation, one will often find the term creativity appear together with
innovation, and in many occasions, it seems these two terms are even used interchangeably. This is apparently
owing to the fact that researchers in creativity and innovation come from different fields of study. Research on
creativity is often conducted in the field of behavioral science such as psychology and education; while research
on innovation is conducted in the field of social science such as management and public administration (Sousa,
Pellissier, & Monteiro, 2012). However, various scholars have managed to clearly distinguish the two terms
(Anderson, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2004 ). In essence, the distinction of the terms is made as follows: creativity is
considered the initial stage of innovation that centers around generation of novel and useful ideas, while innovation
involves both the generation of such ideas and their implementation (Amabile, 1997; West, 2002). Additionally,
creativity is suggested to relate to the individual level; while innovation pertains to group and organizational levels
(McLean, 2005).

1.2 Components of Innovation Process

Considered from the process perspective, innovation essentially consists of two sequential stages: the
creation of new and novel ideas and the realization of the ideas into final outputs (Axtell et al., 2000; Tidd &
Bessant, 2009). And again, if considered from its components, the innovation process is basically composed of
two elements, namely, creativity in the first stage of idea generation and /mplementation of the creative ideas in

the latter stage (Amabile, 1997; Anderson, PotoCnik, & Zhou, 2014; West & Farr, 1990).
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1.3 Typologies of Innovation

Generally, innovation can be classified into administrative as opposed to technological innovation,
and product as opposed to process innovation (Damanpour, 1991); administrative innovation refers to the
innovation in administrative or management work, in contrast to the innovation in technology; and product
innovation refers to new products and services, while process innovation refers to the innovation in production or
work process.

In a more specific categorization, Schumpeter (1934) in his classical typology of innovation,
classified it into five categories: new products, new production methods, new markets, new sources of supply, and
new forms of organization. In a more recent study, innovation outputs are classified as products or service,
technologies, business models, work process, or management process (Sengupta, 2014). In sum, this stream of
definition looks at innovation from the perspectives of input, process, output and the administration in between.

Yet in a contemporary, comprehensive and relatively all-encompassing typology, innovation is
classified into 10 categories, namely, business model innovation by which one finds new ways to deliver profits;
interorganizational network innovation through which one can utilize innovation from other organizations; structure
innovation in which an organization can find new unorthodox means of making fuller use of its resources; process
innovation in which new activities and operations for production of products are employed; product performance
innovation which enhances performance of a company’s product by replacing it with an entirely new product or
improved product features; product system innovation which bundles individual products and services to captivate,
delight customers, and fend off competition; service innovation which enhances the value of a product offering;
channel innovation through which customers can gain access to products and services with more ease and
convenience; brand innovation which ensures customers’ recognition and preference for an organization’s product
offerings; and customer experience and engagement innovation through which meaningful connections between
customers and an organization are developed (Keely, Walters, Pikkel, & Quinn, 2013). This version of
classification by Keely et al. (2013) addresses omni-dimensions of innovation, internally and externally, which
involves input, process, output, organizational structure, marketing and brand management, networking, logistics,
and strategic management. This orientation encompasses all critical dimensions of innovation and enable effective
assessment and analysis of the state of innovation in an organization, leading to the systemized identification of
the gaps that need remedying in order to shore up the innovation and, thus, competitiveness of the firm.

Apart from the above classification by types, there is yet another important approach of classification
based on the novelty and impact of the innovation. This typology classifies innovation into two categories: radical
and incremental innovation (Damanpour, 1991; Tidd & Bessant, 2009; O’Reilly III & Tushman, 201 3; Tushman
& Anderson, 1986).

Radical innovation requires new knowledge or departure from existing knowledge and technology;
and involves searching for new organizational routines, experimentation, risk-taking and discovery of new
approaches to technologies, products, businesses, and processes (Abernathy & Clark, 1985; Levinthal & March,
1993). Eventually, radical innovation results in new product, new designs, new work process; creates new
markets, develops new channels of distribution (Abernathy & Clark, 1985; Atuahene-Gima, 2005; Benner &
Tushman, 2003; Danneels, 2002; McGrath, 2001). Radical innovation comes in various forms and is called by
various names. For example, it can be called: disruptive innovation, when the new innovation replaces the old one

and drives incumbents out of the market (Christensen & Raynor, 2003); or competency—-destroying innovation,
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when new competency is needed to create the innovation (O’Reilly IIT & Tushman, 201 3; Tushman & Anderson,
1986); or discontinuous innovation, when it replaces and puts an end to the existing product, process or technology
(Tidd & Bessant, 2009). Essentially, radical innovation is the utilization of knowledge new to the actor to create
new tangible and intangible outputs.

In contrast, incremental innovations utilize and refine their existing capabilities, knowledge, processes
and operate in their current structures focusing on existing activities in their current domains (Benner & Tushman,
2003; Danneels, 2002). Incremental innovation involves small changes in technology and little deviation from
the current products that the market is experiencing (Atuahene-Gima, 2005; Jansen, van den Bosch & Volberda,
2006), resulting in improvement in product features, production process, work efficiency and improvement in
current distribution channels to meet the needs of existing customers (Abernathy & Clark, 1985; March, 1991).

The denotation of all the terms signifies the utilization of new knowledge in producing and using
radical innovation; while points to the utilization of existing knowledge in incremental innovation (Damanpour,
1991; March, 1991; Tidd & Bessant, 2009; O’Reilly Il & Tushman, 2013; Tushman & Anderson, 1986).

2. Antecedent Factors Enhancing Innovation

Innovation has been a topic of scholarly research for many decades, dating back to 1934 when the seminal
literature The Theory of Economic Development by Schumpeter was published. Basically, study on innovation has
been conducted in two approaches: process and antecedent factors approaches (King, 1990). Further, when
considered from the areas of interest, it shows that literature streams have been centering around four dimensions
of innovation: type, diffusion, antecedents of innovation, as well as the relation between innovation and firm
performance (Lin & Chen, 2007).

However, in the field of organizational behavior, the levels of analysis seem to be the main-stream topic
of study, with a plethora of research conducted on the individual, group and organizational levels. In the early
days, research paid attention to study on the elements at the individual level conducive to creativity such as
individual motivation (Amabile, 1988; Calder & Staw, 1975), personality and skills (MacKinnon, 1965;
Williams & Yang, 1999). And in the later years, the focus shifted to the group level, exploring group diversity
(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992; Williams & O’Reilly, 1998) and group creativity process (Agrell & Gustafson,
1994; Hunter, Bedell-Avers, & Mumford, 2007). Sequentially, by the early 1980s, leadership style influencing
group innovativeness became one of the major focuses. A number of influential literature, including In Search of
Excellence (Peters & Waterman, 1982) and The Change Masters (Kanter, 1983) explored the participative and
democratic style of leadership influencing innovation. Further along, a number of scholars branched out to study
the impact of transformational leadership on organizational innovation (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Howell &
Avolio, 1993; Jaiswal & Dhar, 2015). In another research stream, starting from 1990s, scholars began to do
research at the organizational level, investigating the role of organizational elements for innovation such as creative
climate (Isaksen, 2007; 2017), corporate culture (Hogan & Coote, 2014; Kitchell, 1995) and organizational
structure (Damanpour & Gopalakrishnan, 1998; Mumford, Hester, & Robledo, 2012).

Still, other researchers identified the antecedents simply in two categories of individual employee
characteristics, and the work environment that the employee works in. This latter stream of research distinguishes
between factors that are innate in the employees, which have little room for external influencing; and the work
environment that can be strongly influenced by management at all levels (Amabile, 1997; Sternberg & Lubart,

1999). For the clear picture of what management can and cannot intervene to influence innovativeness as such,
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this article will look at the antecedent factors through the latter perspective by arranging the factors into two
categories of individual innovative characteristics and work environment.

Hence, antecedent factors enhancing innovation in this article will refer to the prerequisite elements, whether
in the form of resources, capabilities or incidents which have the potential to induce future behaviour or results that
are conducive to innovation in the organizations (Marin-Idérraga, Hurtado-Gonzdlez, & Cabello-Medina, 2016).

Antecedent Factors Pertaining to Radical and/or Incremental Innovation

Most of the research on innovation focus on innovation of new products and processes which belong in the
category of radical innovation. Anyhow, some scholars found that, generally, antecedent factors of radical
innovation also effectively impact incremental innovation (Marin-Idédrraga et al., 2016). Nonetheless, since
radical innovation and incremental innovation operate with different objectives in mind, they should, thus, require
different resources and capabilities in several dimensions (Cerne, Batisti¢, & Kenda, 2018; March, 1991; Marin-
Idérraga et al., 2016 ). Furthermore, radical innovation involves more complex processes than those of incremental
innovation and thus requires more resources, technology and staff than incremental innovation (Salomo, Weise, &
Gemiinden, 2007; Sivadas & Dwyer, 2000).

On the above-mentioned premise, in addition to reviewing the antecedent factors enhancing innovation in
general, this article also attempts to identify and compare the elements that have either significantly more or less
influence on one innovation type than on the other.

2.1 Individual Level

A substantial amount of research at the individual level has been conducted on the characteristics of
an individual that lead to creativity. Many scholars (e.g., Amabile & Pillemer, 2012; Isaksen, 2017; McLean,
2005) have argued that individual creativity is fundamental to innovation. Variables such as individual traits,
values and thinking style, self-concepts and identity, knowledge, and abilities and psychological states emerged
from the researches (Anderson et al., 2014; Asif, 2017; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999). These elements are
discussed separately as two distinct antecedent factors as in the following.

Antecedent Factors 1: Knowledge and Creativity Skills: Knowl/edge refers to the knowledge, expertise
and skills in individuals, specifically the domain-related expertise and knowledge, which is the foundation of all
creativity and innovation (Amabile & Pillemer, 2012; Mumford, Hemlin, & Mulhearn, 2017; Weisberg & Hass,
2007). Creativity skills refer to problem-solving techniques, cognitive style, and working style of an individual.
These skills involve divergent thinking (which generates choices of ideas); ideation fluency (which refers to the
ability to generate ideas); ability to connect ideas, seeing similarities and differences; being inquisitive, and
questioning status quo (which leads to devising new ways of doing things) (Asif, 2017; Amabile & Pillemer,
2012; Mumford et al., 2017; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993). These elements are not only significant to
the initiation of innovative ideas in the beginning stage, but also play important roles throughout the iteration
process in the implementation phase (Hill, Brandeau, Truelove, & Lineback, 2014).

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

Katila and Ahuja (2002), and Marin-Iddrraga et al. (2016) distinguished the influence of functional
knowledge and broad knowledge on the two different innovation types. In-depth functional knowledge is derived
from learning deeper into the current knowledge base, contrasting with broad knowledge which is derived from
enlarging the knowledge perspective. In-depth functional knowledge is possessed by frontline people and is

essential for incremental innovation where the knowledge enhances the ability to make improvements and refine
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existing products and process. In contrast, broad knowledge perspective enables an individual to have systemic
view of various functions and domains, internally and externally, and is often possessed by innovation management
level; this broad knowledge is facilitative of radical innovation which requires knowledge beyond the existing
knowledge base, resulting in new products and processes (Katila & Ahuja, 2002; Marin-Iddrraga et al., 2016;
Rothwell, 1992).

Antecedent Factors 2: Psychological States and Attitudes: This is about the personalities and affective
elements of an innovative individual. Psychological elements are believed to significantly affect innovativeness at
the individual level. Scholars have conducted research and identified a long list of the elements; nonetheless, many
agreed that task motivation is of paramount significance, without which creativity does not occur effectively.
(Amabile & Pillemer, 2012; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). Futhermore, some scholars explored the personality traits
pertaining to innovativeness and found various traits of innovative people such as openness to experience personality
(Baer, 2010); proactive personality (Gong, Cheung, Wang, & Huang, 2012); self-etficacy (Dunne, Aaron,
McDowell, Urban, & Geho, 2016; Tierney & Farmer, 2011); self-esteem (Woodman et al., 1993); folerance
of ambiguity (Janssen, 2005; Unsworth & Clegg, 2010); and social networking ability (Baer, 2010). Obviously,
as most of these elements are inborn and embedded in a person during early stages of life well before joining the
organizations, they are beyond the intervention by the management. For that reason, organizations can but look for
these individual characteristics during the processes of recruitment and selection (Loewenberger, 201 3; Waples,
Friedrich, & Shelton, 2011).

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

Though Amabile (1997) posited that intrinsic motivation is a foundation for innovativeness, the
scholar also indicated that, on the contrary, extrinsic motivation such as rewards, do not contribute to innovation.
This is concurred to a certain degree by some scholars such as Eisenberger and Shanock (2003) who suggested
that properly-executed rewards for novelty are conducive to radical innovation; however, rewards designed for
conventional performance decrease creativity. Drawing on this concept, organizations could best avoid dissipation
of resources in radical innovation management by steering away from employing extrinsic motivation in the form
of rewards for performance.

2.2 Work Environment Level

As for the antecedent factors in the work environment, extant studies have identified various elements
at the team and organization levels that enhance workplace innovativeness. Contrary to individual’s elements which
are not subject to management intervention, the environmental elements are open for intervention by management
in order to enhance innovation in the organizations. The following section displays the antecedent factors for
innovation, together with the ones that affect either radical or incremental innovation.

Antecedent Factors 1: Organizational Structure: Organizational design concerns two organizational
dimensions: structural dimension and contextual dimension (Daft, 2015). Prior studies have found that some
conventional organizational elements are designed based on the strategic intent of maximizing efficiency, which
somehow run counter to innovation; they proposed some different structural elements that enhance innovation in
the organizations such as flat structure with very few hierarchical layers which shortens the chain of command,
enhance information flow and exchange of ideas, (all of which are conducive to innovation) (Smith et al., 2017);

decentralization and low formalization (Daft, 2015; Subramanian & Nilakanta, 1996).
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Regarding the above-mentioned decentralization, the positive effect of decentralization on radical
innovation can be explained via the negative effect of centralization on radical innovation. Research shows that
centralization, which is on the other end of the spectrum, has negative influence on radical innovation (Jansen
et al., 2006); it hampers communication (Cardinal, 2001) and reduces the quality and quantity of ideas and
knowledge imperative to problem solving (Nord & Tucker 1987; Sheremata, 2000). Under centralization, team
members do not perceive a sense of control over their work, and consequentially feel less inclined to autonomously
seek innovative new solutions (Atuahene-Gima, 2003, Gopalakrishnan & Damanpour, 1994). And since radical
innovation requires nonroutine problem solving and new knowledge, centralization is therefore posited to reduce
radical innovation (Jansen et al., 2006). In this milieu, only by decentralization (i.e. getting rid of centralization)
will all the concomitant negative influences on innovation be removed, the result of which is conducive to radical
innovation.

By the same token, /ow formalization enhances innovation because formalization, on the other end of
the scale, creates rules and procedures for organizations to control and monitor employees’ work (Daft, 2015;
Marin-Idérraga et al., 2016), the practice of which hampers experimentation and ad hoc problem solving (March,
1991), and discourages individuals from deviating from existing structured behavior (Jansen et al., 2006; Weick,
1979); consequentially constrains radical innovation. For this reason, /low formalization, on the other end of the
continuum, is posited to facilitate radical innovation.

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

Despite the above-mentioned notion that centralization has been found to hinder radical innovation,
on the contrary, centralization has been found to positively affect incremental innovation. Sheremata (2000)
indicated that centralization benefits the speed of incremental innovation. This is owing to the fact that incremental
innovation is limited in scope and newness, generates less uncertainty of the end-result (Gopalakrishnan &
Damanpour, 1994), and requires less input in terms of information or diverse ideas; in this regard, centralization
is more effective in getting information across to the team members, resulting in speedy execution of the incremental
innovation (Cardinal, 2001; Hoonsopon & Ruenrom, 2012). Acting on this proposition, vice versa, organizations
should ensure decentralization in radical innovation projects to ward off detrimental effects on the projects.

Antecedent Factors 2: Corporate Strategy and Vision: Corporate strategy dictates the overall mission,
direction and official goals for an organization to proceed (Daft, 2015); a strategy on innovation is thus an
important antecedent factor of organizational innovation. Additionally, team vision is indicated as one of the four
factors facilitative of innovation because it paints the picture of what the future holds for the innovation effort
(West & Farr, 1990); and it helps ensure objectives and strategy for the on-going innovation efforts (Tessarolo,
2007). Various scholars have researched in this domain to reveal the related elements leading to innovation and
have come up with some significant antecedent factors as follows: a clearly articulated shared vision with an
attainable and valued outcome: this guides the collective efforts of the work team in the same direction (Brown &
Eisenhardt, 1995); strefched strategic intent. this challenges the stretched abilities of the work team (Hamel,
2000); and fop management commitment. this strengthen employees’ perception of organizational support for
innovation (Anderson & West, 1998; West & Farr, 1990).

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

While many scholars concur that strategy and vision are facilitative of innovation, some scholars found

that vision does not have any impact on incremental innovation (Hoonsopon & Ruenrom, 2012). They argued
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that incremental innovation concerns improvement of existing products or processes with no fundamental changes
to be made, therefore the end results are readily predictable and foreseeable, so much so that no visioning is
necessary. On this premise, organizations should articulate clear visions for radical innovation projects while spare
themselves efforts and resources foregoing leading by vision in incremental innovation.

Antecedent Factors 3: Organizational Creativity Climate and Culture: Climate refers to the shared
perceptions among workforce members regarding organizational policies, practices, and procedures as well as the
behaviors that are rewarded, supported, and expected at work, whereas culture refers to shared values, norms, or
beliefs underlying the customary ways things are done in organizations (Anderson & West, 1998; Ehrhart,
Schneider, & Macey, 2013; Schein, 2010). Climate differs from culture in that it is more observable, easily
managed, changed or improved (Tidd & Bessant, 2009).

A seminal framework of work environment factors conducive to creative and innovative work
outcomes have been posited by Amablie (Amabile, 1997; Amabile & Pillermer, 2012). The framework indicated
antecedents such as, organizational encouragement for innovation through various support, mechanism, rewards
and recognition for innovation; supervisory encouragement through good work models, support and showing
confidence in the team members; supports from work group via work group’s diverse skills, communication, trust
and help; sufficient resources in terms of funds, materials, facilities and information; challenging work;, freedom
in decision making and control of one’s work.

Several of these factors concur with Isaksen (2007; 2017) who later posited Situational Outlook
Questionnaire (SOQ) which specifies the elements that enhance innovative climate in the workplace such as
challenge/involvement. high challenge/involvement implies better levels of engagement, commitment, and
motivation in daily operations, long-term goals and visions; freedom: high levels of freedom imply more perceived
independence and autonomy for individual discretion; frust/openness. high trust/openness enhances emotional
safety in relationships where people feel comfortable sharing ideas and being frank and honest with each other;
idea-time:. this refers to the amount of time people can use to explore and develop new ideas that may not have
been included in the routine task; playfulness/humor. this refers to the good-natured joking and laughter and a
relaxed atmosphere displayed in the workplace; lack of conflict. this refers to the absence of personal and emotional
tensions (conflicts can cause people to engage in interpersonal warfare, slander and gossip, and even plot against
each other); idea support: in a high idea-support organization people listen generously to each other and receive
ideas and suggestions in an attentive and professional manner; encouragement for debate. in a debating situation
many different voices and points of view are exchanged and encouraged; risk-taking: this refers to the tolerance
of uncertainty and ambiguity, and high risk-taking climate encourages people to make decisions even when they
do not have certainty and all the information desired.

These two constructs overlap with each other in most areas, and could be seamlessly merged into a
comprehensive single construct as follows: organizational and supervisory encouragement, work group support,
freedom, work autonomy and empowerment, challenging work; trust and openness, absence of over-workload,
absence of organizational impediments-i.e. internal politics, harsh criticism of new ideas, destructive internal
competition, risk avoiding, and clinging to status quo; orientation toward risk and risk-taking, slack resources;
collaboration and communication across an organization, encouragement for debate, and playfulness and humor.
These elements have been concurred by several other scholars: participative safety, organizational and supervisory

encouragement (Anderson & West, 1998); challenging work, performance feedback (Amar, 2004);
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communication across an organization (Cummings & O’Connell, 1978); work autonomy (Daft, 2015;
Damanpour, 1991), psychological safety (Gong, Cheung, Wang, & Huang, 2012), slack resources (Damanpour,
1991) involvement in innovation organization-wide (Rothwell, 1992; Tidd & Bessant, 2009), to name but a few.

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

Interestingly, despite the proposition that all the above elements enhance innovation, there is at least
one exception as far as incremental innovation is concerned, that is, slack resources. Hoonsopon and Ruenrom
(2012) found that though slack resources have a positive impact on radical innovation, they do not have any
impact on incremental innovation. The argument for this finding is that since incremental innovation involves
improvement of current products or processes, the resources required for the activities such as production processes,
materials, or staff, are already acquired in the current job, rendering unnecessary the slack resources as in the case
of radical innovation (Hoonsopon & Ruenrom, 2012 ). This proposition serves as a rule of thumb for organizations
in assigning suitable quantity of resources to each innovation type.

Antecedent Factors 4: Knowledge Management and Learning: Knowledge management, which
includes knowledge creation, knowledge storage, knowledge transfer, and knowledge application, has an impact
on innovation and organisational performance through an increase in innovation capability (Donate & de Pablo,
2015; Lépez-Nicolds & Merofio—Cerdédn, 2011). This antecedent factor includes knowledge management and
learning-related elements such as networking with external sources of know-how and information. organizations
can utilize both internal and external knowledge to increase innovation capability (Amar, 2004; Dunlap,
McDonough III, Mudambi, & Swift, 2016); knowledge sharing: explicit knowledge sharing positively affects
innovation speed and financial performance, while tacit knowledge sharing affects innovation quality and
operational performance (Wang & Wang, 2012); sharing marketing intelligence: this keeps the teams updated on
the dynamics of the market (Atuahene-Gima, 2005); and self-learning: acquisition of knowledge could be
through external uncontrollable learning opportunities, and self-learning which is within oneself and well within
one’s control (Banerjee & Kumar, 2018).

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

As for marketing intelligence sharing, research posits that different types of marketing-related
intelligence impact radical and incremental innovation differently. Specifically, competition-related intelligence
prompts companies to fight competition by offering better products and services to defend existing market (Jansen
et al., 2006); meanwhile, customer and market related intelligence leads to radical innovation by prompting
companies to develop new product and services and creating new markets (Zahra & Bogner, 2000). On this
ground, feeding matching intelligence to the corresponding innovation type could ward off flood of irrelevant
information, reduce contamination of ideas and enhance efficient use of time and resources.

Antecedent Factors 5: Management and Leadership: Management and leadership is considered one of
the most significant antecedent factors for innovation. This is owing to the belief that leaders play a critical role in
encouraging and facilitating collective learning and creating the climate for innovation through their remarks and
behaviors, while the management have the authority to set up systems, structure, or relevant programs to indirectly
influence innovation (Schein, 2010; Tidd & Bessant, 2009; Yukl, 2009). Moreover, once contextual factors are
installed, skillful leadership is required to maximize the benefits from the new ways of working (Anderson et al.,

2014).
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Research has long focused on the dimension of leadership and management for innovation and has
come up with various antecedent factors such as: participative and empowering management style (Smith et al.,
2017; Zhang & Bartol, 2010): this enhances the participative or psychological safety for innovation; orientation
toward task excellence and quality: which is signified by Four-factor model of work group innovation as one of
the four elements enhancing innovation, i.e. participative safety, vision, support and task excellence orientation
(Anderson & West, 1998); open-mindedness (King, McKee, & Broyles, 1996; Patterson, 2002): this is
conducive to employee’s participative safety; enabling collaboration and combatting the lone inventor misbelief:
Hargadon (2003) stated that revolutionary innovations result from the combination of creative ideas, people and
objects rather than strokes of genius from lone inventors; this antecedent factor involves tapping ideas from all
ranks across organizations, and by managing diversity in teams to benefit innovation (Amabile & Khaire, 2008;
Hill et al., 2014; Martin, 2014); using metaphors, analogies, and stories: this facilitates effective product
visioning and enable teams to conceptualize together (Amabile & Khaire, 2008); creating mechanisms to filter
ideas and terminate unviable projects (Klingebiel & Rammer, 2014; Kock & Georg Gemiinden, 2016): this
enhances effective use of resources in innovation project portfolio management.

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

Among the above-mentioned antecedent factors, orientation toward task excellence and quality could
be viewed as impacting more on incremental innovation. Task excellence and quality is enabled through following
rules and procedures which deters people from deviating from structured behaviour which, in turn, constrains
radical innovation (Daft, 2015; March, 1991; Marin-Id4rraga et al., 2016). On the contrary, Jansen et al.
(2006) found positive relationship between rules and procedures and incremental innovation. This is supported
by the notion that rules and procedures are established to incrementally improve processes and outputs (Benner &
Tushman, 2003, Daft & Lengel, 1986), because rules and procedures make existing knowledge and skills explicit
and facilitates swift diffusion of the new improvement in the work process (Zander & Kogut, 1995). Heeding
this proposition, organizations can take steps not to emphasize task excellence and quality in radical innovation,
to avoid hampering innovativeness in radical innovation efforts.

Antecedent Factors 6: Key Individuals Energizing or Facilitating Innovation: These key individuals
are those who facilitate innovation in the roles of a) innovation champions: persons who fully support an idea,
project, or product, and are willing to take risks by enthusiastically promoting the development and/or
implementation of an innovation inside a corporation through a resource acquisition process and make an effort to
force the idea through any resistance and evangelize it throughout the organization, also called idea champions,
change advocates or change agents (Jenssen and Jorgensen, 2004; Rothwell, 1992); and b) garekecpers:
retrievers and disseminators of knowledge and information, performing a boundary spanning role by getting in
touch and communicating with external players (Kim, Min, & Cha, 1999;; Tidd & Bessant, 2009).

Antecedent Factors Effecting Particular Innovation Type

While an innovation champion is imperative for radical innovation, he/she is not necessary for
incremental innovation. Innovation champions’ roles are to promote an innovation ideas, evangelize them to gain
acceptance and resources to carry them through to the materialization (Jenssen & Jorgensen, 2004; Sergeeva,
2016). After the launch of such radical innovation, there remains only incremental innovation to deal with the
improvement of the products or processes; the resources required for such improvement activities (i.e. production

processes, materials, or staff) have already been acquired in the implementation stage, rendering unnecessary the
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slack resources as in the case of radical innovation (Hoonsopon & Ruenrom, 2012). Hence, the role of an
innovation champion is no longer required in incremental innovation and is, thus, said to bear no impact on
incremental innovation. Acting on this advice, organizations can avoid squandering manpower by not assigning an
innovation champion role to incremental innovation activities.

Figure 1 summarizes the construct of antecedent factors of overall innovation in organizations and the
variables effecting either radical or incremental innovation. The common list of antecedent factors conducive to
both types of innovation includes elements such as employee’s knowledge and creativity skills, employee’s
psychological states and attitudes, corporate strategy and shared vision for innovation, innovation management and
leadership practices, individual’s roles as innovation champions and gatekeepers. Among these are certain elements
that have a positive impact specifically on either radical or incremental innovation. The items that have a positive
impact on only radical innovation include the management’s broad knowledge perspective, vision for innovation,
customer-related intelligence, decentralization of decision making, intrinsic motivation, slack resources and
innovation champions. Noteworthy are the items that have a negative impact on radical innovation such as
centralization of authority, extrinsic motivation in the form of performance rewards, the orientation toward task
excellence and quality and formalization. And those with positive effects on incremental innovation include staff’s
in-depth functional knowledge, centralization, competition-related intelligence, and orientation toward task

excellence and quality.

O Broad knowledge perspective
Q vision

O Customer-related intelligence = J
0O Decentralization L o
O Intrinsic motivation
O Slack resources Radical

O Innovation champion 4 o
Innovation

U Centralization
U Extrinsic motivation

U Task excellence & quality orientation
O Formalization

QO In-depth functional knowledge \
Q Centralization ﬁ4.|.1 Incremental
O Competition-related intelligence . :

0 Task excellence & quality orientation Innovation

Figure 1 Organizational Antecedent Factors Affecting Innovation

Table 1 summarizes the antecedent factors that specifically show an impact on only one of the two

innovation types. The table displays the antecedent elements that impact either one of the innovations, except for
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centralization and orientation toward task excellence and quality which affect both types, having negative

correlation with radical innovation and a positive impact on incremental innovation.

Table 1 Antecedent Factors Effecting Radical and Incremental Innovation

Correlation with Radical Correlation with Incremental
Antecedents of Innovation

Innovation Innovation
Broad knowledge perspective [+]
In-depth functional knowledge [+]
Vision [+]
Customer-related intelligence [+]
Competition-related intelligence [+]
Decentralization [+]
Centralization (| [+]
Formalization -]
Slack resources [+]
Innovation champion [+]
Extrinsic motivation -]
Intrinsic motivation [+]
Orientation toward task excellence and quality [-] [+]

Conclusion

This article presents a construct of the antecedent factors that enhance innovation in organizations. There are
eight antecedent factors which are arranged in two main levels: individual and work environment levels.
Organization can do well to enhance creativity in the innovation process by coping with the elements at the
individual level, whereas managing the elements at the work environment level would create the atmosphere,
motivation and capabilities to implement innovation projects effectively.

The contribution of this article is the formulation of a construct of antecedent factors that not only speak to
innovation in general but also address radical or incremental innovations in particular. This offers guidance for
organizations to develop the right milieu for innovation activities and, specially, not to wrongly apply the particular
antecedent factors to the wrong type of innovation, causing unnecessary impediments, detriment, or waste of
organizational resources. The summary and applications for the construct are described below.

At the individual level, organizations have to develop individual domain-specitic knowledge and creativity
skills to enhance creativity in innovation processes. These elements include divergent thinking (i.e. creating a
variety of ideas), ideation fluency (i.e. adroitness in forming an idea), ability to connect ideas, seeing similarities
and differences, inquisitiveness, and questioning the status quo (all of which stimulate and trigger the motivation
to search for new solutions). Other factors at the individual level involve psychological states and attitudes which
feature openness to experience personality, proactive personality, self-efficacy, self-esteem; tolerance of
ambiguity, and social networking ability. These individual characteristics are not subject to intervention because
they are embedded in an individual since early life stage. For that reason, organizations can but look for these
individual characteristics through effective human resource management processes during the recruitment and

selection stages.
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At the work environment level, organizations should focus on the organization design that emphasizes flat
structure, decentralization and low formalization; these factors facilitate autonomy, swift communication, diversity in
ideas, capabilities, and experiences. Additionally, organizations must stipulate innovation as one of the corporate
strategies and core values, so as to enhance a mindset of innovation in all members of the organizations. Organizational
and supervisory support for innovation should be clearly provided and demonstrated so all staff members could feel
encouraged to participate in innovation at all levels. Climate and culture for innovation including policies, practices,
and procedures should be enacted to facilitate innovation efforts. The company management and leaders are vital
actors in pushing innovative organizations forward through their roles, practices, and behaviors. Involving people at
all levels in innovation, stressing the importance of team-based innovation, supporting risk-taking, maximizing
learning from failures, creating psychological safety atmospheres, delegating decision making to team members are
some of the crucial practices that would enhance innovativeness in organizations.

Though most of the antecedent factors apply to innovation in general, there are a number of antecedents that
are vital to only radical innovation and not incremental innovation, such as the management’s broad knowledge
perspective, vision, customer-related intelligence, decentralization, intrinsic motivation, slack resources and
innovation champions. Care must be taken to enhance these antecedents in radical innovation function.

Meanwhile, there are also the factors that have a negative impact on radical innovation, such as centralization,
extrinsic motivation in the form of performance rewards, the orientation toward task excellence and quality, and
formalization. These are the factors that are detrimental to radical innovation and must be avoided at all cost.

Likewise, there are certain factors that are conducive to only incremental innovation; such factors are staff’s
in-depth functional knowledge, centralization, competition-related intelligence, and orientation toward task
excellence and quality. Interestingly, despite centralization, and orientation toward task excellence and quality
being conducive to incremental innovation, they hamper radical innovation. On this ground, care should be taken

not to impose these elements on radical innovation, so as to avoid detrimental effects on this innovation type.
Recommendation for Future Research

To date there are many studies on antecedent factors of innovation, however there are not many researches
comparing those of radical and incremental innovation. Future research can attempt to explore more antecedent
factors of each innovation type by studying organizations that have clear separation of radical and incremental
innovation functions. And of equal interest is the comparison of antecedent factors of incremental innovation in
different functions, for example, between product improvement function and continuous process improvement

function.
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