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Abstract

Innovation has been defined as exploiting changenagpportunity. The enormity of changes experidringhe
built environment such as changes in technologginghs in client desire due to variation in tasgpirations
and purchasing power, should therefore, provide nibeessary stimulus for innovation. However, thdtbu
environment consulting industry rely heavily on 8mess as usual solution” rather than adopting\iatioe
practices. The study uncovered specific factorecaifig rate of innovation occurrence in Quantity\v@ying
Consulting Firms (QSCF). Specifically, this studyeéstigates the factors that drives, enables odehnin
innovation in QSCF. A questionnaire survey of 48QBSoperating in the two largest cites in Ghana were
reached for the study using snowball sampling teghn Findings revealed that the innovation perfamoes of
QSCF are affected by factors such as drivers, emadhd barriers. The result should assist manageimen
identifying relevant factors that can stimulatednation for them to invest the needed effort. fhtights the
barriers to innovation for the firms to find waysrnanage their effect. Future research must foousutcomes
of innovation activities to derive management aitento the need to be innovative.

Keywords: Innovation, Principal Component Analysis (PCA)aqtity surveying.

INTRODUCTION

Innovation has received attention of researchesllifields of study and practice. This can beilattied to the
numerous benefits that are associated with itsroeece in an organization. Such benefit includestrdautions
to economic growth of firm and the nation, competibess of a firm and improvement in quality oklif
(Ozohornet al, 2010). Whilst Ozohoret al. (2010), see innovation as a complex and multidsimral process,
Slaughter (1998) sees it as a non-trivial change pnoduct, process or system. The UK’s Departroéiirade
and Industry (DTI) states that innovation is “thecessful exploitation of new ideas” and that &tthe key
business process to compete effectively in theeagingly competitive global environment” (DTI, 2Q0Ih the
view of Drucker (1993), the exploiting of such char as an opportunity is what innovation is allldb@®hese
assertions suggest that the occurrence of changedsipe for innovation. As Doyle and Bridgewa{®998)
rightly put it, ‘opportunities for innovation areeated by environmental change’.

In the built environment today, the enormity of lsuthanges is beyond compare and have also beerringcu
and reoccurring for years. Changes being experientéhe construction industry today includes aemin
technology as well as changes in client desires @sult of variation in taste, aspiration and pasing power,
(Betts and Ofori, 1992), globalization , the rapithnges in project procurement and implementationgss and
the pervasive utilization of information and comroation technology (Jaafat al.,2008).These changes have
triggered intense competition in the constructioduistry in a manner that threatens the survivahahy firm.
The need for innovation has become grater as istrgathe range of business opportunities has become
necessary for a firm’s continued growth, survivad grofitability in competitive business environneelike that
construction. (Nkodo, 1999). Since innovation tBsvon changes, the changes being experience in the
construction industry must be welcomed as this Jdster innovation that will enhance the firms’
competitiveness and the outcomes will provide theded range of business opportunities to enhaecfirihs’
survival. Unfortunately, the ability to innovatedamanage change appears to be lacking in the cotistn
industry in general (Betts and Ofori, 1992; Gald &ellows, 1990; Lansley, 1987)

There has been a limited study on the factors fdnadurs or discourages innovation in a firm (Hardred
Manley, 2008). Previous research has addressedaseagpects of innovation: (1) innovation value inha
(Wolfe, 1994; Tangkar and Arditi, 2000; Rogers, 208lansen and Birkinshaw, 2007; Rogsral 2008;
Ozohornet al, 2010), (2) classification of innovation (Philipg997; Cann and Salter, 2000; Bossink, 2004;
Hardie et al; 2005; Barret and Sexton, 2006), (B)ovation analysis and measurement (Slaughter, ;1993
Dickinson et al., 2005; NESTA, 2006; Ozohatral.,2010). Considering the occurrence of innovatioa firm,
literature is almost silent on the factors that baing about innovation or hinder its occurrence. &result, an
incomplete picture exists on the ‘what’ and ‘homhovation can occur in a firm.
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Against this background, the purpose of this redeés to answer the question: What factors affeetrate of
innovation occurrence within QSCF in Ghana. Morecdfically, this research has three objectives:

(i) To ascertain the factors that create the need &ERto innovate

(i) To ascertain the factors that helps promote intiovavithin QSCF

(iif) To ascertain the factors that impedes the uptakenofvation within QSCF
That is, this research attempts to identify speddictors that can promote or hinder innovationuo@nce in a
firm. Essentially, this is in response to the ¢atlstudies into the factors that favour or disegé innovations in
a firm since such studies are limited (Hardie ananMy, 2008). In addition, the study is limited goantity
surveying consulting firms of the built environmernsulting industry because changes occurringhen t
industry are threatening their survival but suchrgdes are in themselves a recipe for innovation.fifldings of
this research are expected to assist professisaatifoners in channeling their energies to retévactors that
can affect innovations outcomes within their firms.
This paper is part of a larger study and discudseéindings of an empirical study addressing éetitanovation
performance factors that were measurable within RSKhis paper has four parts; first, it reviews eeant
literature relevant to innovation performance fast@he research methodology is presented, follolyedata
analysis. Next, the findings are discussed and sanmed. The paper concludes with a discussion en th
implications, limitations of this study and diremis for future research.

2 Innovation

The term innovation may often be used as a syndoyrmohange but in academic literature, the caslkffierent.
Ozorhornat al. (2010) describes innovation as a complex andidiuénsional process that has received the
attention of researchers in all fields due to dstdbution to economic growth, competitiveness godlity of
life. Slaughter (1998) defines innovation as bainderstood to be “a non-trivial change in a prodpoicess or
system”. Such a change in the view of Hardie andl®a(2008) can be at the level of ‘world’s first' it can be

at the level of ‘a first’ for a country, industry endividual organization. Ozorhorat al. (2010) explains that
innovation in general terms is the creation andptido of new knowledge to improve the value of proid,
processes, and services.

Phillips (1997) distinguishes between technologinabvation and non-technological (including orgaaional
and marketing) innovation. Technological innovati@omprise implemented technologically new prodacis
processes and significant technological improveméntproducts and processes. Organizational infmvar
the firm includes significant changes in organiaasil structures; the implementation of advancedagament
techniques; and the implementation of new or sultisiy changed corporate strategic orientations.

In the same vein, Bossink (2004) explains thatithevation process generally includes both tectgiod and
organizational streams. Technological innovatioesoading to Bossink (2004) include improvements to
construction materials, building processes andpgent whilst the organizational innovations includatters
that have to do with communication systems, busisgmtegies, human resources and knowledge maeagiem
Technological innovations are easier to recognizeam industry like construction, but it is possititeat
organizational innovations have more long lastiffgats (Barrett and Sexton, 2006). Linkages betwiese
two main streams of innovation have been found dochtical to success in project based industriks |
construction (Gann and Salter, 2000; Hartial 2005).

It appears that the two main categorization mad®@lHillips (1997) and Bossink (2004) is too genenadl less
specific because several other researchers have oatrwith other categorizations that are moreildetand
specific. Henderson and Clark (1900) classifiedoiration as incremental, modular, architectural sadical
depending on the degree of product/architecturahkadge required to implement. Again, DTI (20073tss
that innovation can takes several forms includimgdpct innovation (changes in the products/seryiedsch an
organization offers; process innovation (changethénways in which they are created and deliverpd$jtion
innovation (changes in the context in which thedpiais/services are introduced); paradigm innovaiibanges
in the underlying mental models which frame what thiganisation does). Marketing innovation, on dtteer
hand, is the implementation of a new marketing méthvolving significant changes in product, priead
promotion strategy (OECD and Eurostat, 2005).

2.1 Innovation Factors

While the history of every company which achievaescessful adoption and delivery of innovative pcacis
clearly different in detail, it is speculated there are some features which such firms have inoon. The
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identification of these common features is usefulite firm itself as a validation of their own cbe$ and
practices but more importantly, it can provide sosuggestions for other companies wishing to ligith
performance. In the construction industry contéhis idea was championed by Winch (1998), who eipi
identified the need for “more case studies of thgttories of construction innovations” to encgg&anovative
practice. There have been some specific instarfcesearch which attempted to do this for particslegments
of the wider Architecture, Engineering and Congiarc(AEC) industries. For example, Salter and Gg03)
have identified many of the sources of innovati@n éngineering firms. Contractors and subcontractor
however, may well have different sources, as nbieManleyet al (2004). Gann (2001) found that the majority
of construction organizations get their new idda®ugh published media and by participating in masi
industry networks.

Blayse and Manley (2004) found that there are simgry influences which either drive or hinder cioastion
innovation. These were, ‘Clients and manufacturéne, structure of production, networking, procuraime
systems, regulations and standards and the natdreuality of organizational resources’. Howevéere has
been relatively little research into the operatidithese factors in the construction industry aintlally none in

the consulting industry, for instance QSCF. Agdiie, factors proposed are vague and also fail tpgim the
specific issues such as drivers, enablers andépsrthat can directly affect innovation in an oligation.
Ozohornet al. (2010) has developed the variables in each faoidrthat has been used in innovation research
works in construction at firm level.

The drivers of innovation are the factors that &¥éhe need for an organization to innovate. Suihind) factors

of innovation in the view of Ozohoret al. (2010), Includes: Performance (cost reduction, petidity, and
effectiveness), End-user requirements, Regulatimh lagislation, Competition, Technological develanis,
Aesthetics/ design trends and Environment/ sudtditya The enablers of innovation on the other ¢hame the
factors that assist in the promotion of innovatigthin the firm. These factors includes: LeaderslSppportive
work environment, Awards, grants, funds, Use ofbpgm solving techniques, Deep understanding of the
customer, Emphasis on research and developmentakodn and training policy, Knowledge management
practices, Encouraging staff to get involved wiktteenal network, Reward schemes, Government scheanes
Collaboration with partners (Ozohoet al, 2010). The barriers are the factors that ara aseémpediments to
the uptake of innovation activities in a firm. Tfaetors under this category includes: Availabilify/financial
resources, Economic conditions, Fragmented natbi@mstruction business, Inappropriate legislatiBelief
that the industry is doing well without innovatiorack of qualified staff, Unwillingness to chandeck of
awareness, Lack of government role model, Lackledrcbenefits, Temporary nature of constructiongut
Risk in commercializing innovations, Lack of inndive investment / procedures / practices, Adveasari
approaches within the supply chain, Extensive degdional change required and Lack of end-userliraroent
(Ozohornet al.,2010).

3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Sampling

The target population for this study consisted aifitity Surveying Consultancy firms that are ddgistered

by the Ghana Institute of Surveyors (GhIS) and £émlivelihood by engaging in activities so désed as the
duties and functions of Quantity Surveying firm time GhIS constitution and the Act that establisties
professional bodies (NRCD 143). The unit of analyis the individual firms that constitute the Quignt
Surveying division of the GhiS.

The sampling frame was a list of Quantity Surveypngcticing firms in Ghana as at 2012 that areseiployed

in consultancy business in the private sector. Aestjonnaire survey of the 48 firms was conducted.
Questionnaire was administered in collecting situatind by personal administration. Responses diirdts
were retrieved, giving a satisfactory response oditapproximately 94%. The entire retrieved questaires
were suitable for subsequent analysis.

Table 1 provides a socio-demographic profile of ibgpondents who participated in the study. Theptamas
highly dominated by small and medium sized firmsl anajority of the respondents (82%) did not have
management background.
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Tablel: A Socio—demog_;raphic Profile of Respondents

Characteristic of respondents Per centage of respondents

Experience by years of operation

Below 10 42.2%

10- 20 40.0%

Above 20 17.8%

Size of firm by number of employees

Less than 10 (small) 24.4%

10 — 25 (medium) 62.2%

More than 25 (large) 13.3%

Background of respondents

Management related 18%
Lighly technical 82%

Source: Field Data, 2013

3.2 Data Collection

The initial questionnaire was pretested with a emence sample of approximately 15 QSCF who agelgr
based in Accra, Ghana. This was achieved by th@u€eoper and Schindler's (2006) collaborativetipgrant
pre-testing method. Data for the main study wakectdd over a three-month period during JanuaryMarcth
2013 via questionnaire survey. The questionnage &ppendix) was delivered to the top managementbee
responsible for day-to-day running of the firm b researcher.

Before conducting the survey, a list of registe@®ICF together with their location, details wereadted from
the GhIS. Telephone calls were made to the firnisotmk appointment for visit to the firms. Duringethisit, the
purpose of the survey was discussed and each ftop’snanagement’s permission was obtained. Question
surveys have been used previously in studies ostreation marketing and innovation. A survey quastiaire
was designed as the research instrument and adenagdsto the respondents as in the similar stuzhesed out
by several other researchers (Morgan and Morgat;198mo and Fellows 1993; Magt al.,1996; Bowen and
Rwelamila, 1995 Arditet al.,2008, Yisaet al, 1995, Morgan 1990)

Questionnaires were then delivered to the firmetiogr with a package of paper napkins worth Gh@2@n
incentive for participation. Two weeks after théia delivery of the questionnaires, a post carasvgent to
respondents reminding them to complete the questiom Follow up surveys were sent to those respaisd
who had not returned their surveys with the onetmgueriod until all the completed questionnairesreve
retrieved.

3.3 Measures

3.3.1 Innovation Performance factors

A multi-dimensional measure based on the innovatauoe chain (IVC) approach (Milbergs, 2004; Hanaad
Birkinshaw, 2007; Ropest al, 2008; Ozohoret al, 2010) was adopted in this approach. The scalsscon
that were used to measure the different comporadnisovation at firm level using a Likert scaleg)for each
guestion (see Appendix). The measure includedla statements of which the scale points were labate
follows: 1=not important 2=less important 3=modelaimportant 4=important 5=very important in reeding
to the following questions. In all, a total of 3&riables constituting the three factors (factoed theate the need
for a firm to innovate were operationalised as ehsy factors that helps promote innovation wifiim were
operationalised as enablers and factors that ingpngeuptake of innovation within a firm were openaalised
as barriers) were ranked by the respondents. CG83hmumber of variables, drivers had seven varigldprablers
had twelve variables and barriers had the remaisixtgen variables.

3.3.2 Demographic Variables

The demographic variables measured include agermof &ize of firm and educational background of top
manager.

3.3.3 Analytical Tool

The analysis in this section is based on the fraonkwf analyzing innovation in construction. Thedwvation
process is made up of a series of knowledge saumehich are translated into a new product or precébe
effectiveness of the creation and diffusion isugaficed by a number of tools, techniques and stesteghich

191



Journal of Economics and Sustainable Development www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1700 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2855 (Online) “—.5[1
Vol.6, No.20, 2015 IIS E

are employed by the firms, which are affected biemral and internal factors such as drivers, bexrrand
enablers.

Principal component analysis (PCA) was used to fireweight of innovation performance variable acte of
the marketing performance parameters (drivers, lermland barriers). The use of PCA was informedtby
ability as a statistical technique that linearlanisforms an original set of variables into a smadlet of
uncorrelated variables that represents most ofifleemation in the original variable (Kellow, 2006)gain, the
nature of the five parameters (i.e. drivers, errabénd barriers) is factors that cannot be measdiredtly.
Fellows and Liu (1997) describes a factor as a tfgatent construct in that a construct is an gaalation of
variables and is latent because it cannot be obdefand measured) directly but only through thesttwrent
variables.

The value of thé"™ marketing parameter (principal component) candleutated using the following expression
(Field, 2005):

PG = ZSUXJ =Xy +aXo + 33Xzt d—le P, (1)
Wheredij = factor scgsgs andjX ratings received for marketing activities. Insthéxpressionj = 1, . . ,3
representing each of the three innovation perfomagarameter, and= 1, . .. , prepresenting the innovation

variables within each innovation performance patemdy definition, factor scores have a mean dfdfd a
standard deviation equal to “1”

An index is calculated by normalizing the fact@omes in order to determine the weights of theedéifit
marketing activities in each marketing parametdre Weight of thgth marketing activity in thé th marketing
parameter (i.e. Principal Component) is calculagdbllows (Ruiz — Tagle 2006):

W = — )

Only one principal component was extracted usiegstiatistical package SPSS in the form presenteduation
1 as the goal was to calculate the weights of nteaggeactivities in each marketing parameter, arehtthe
weights of the marketing activities were calculatesing the factor scores such as in equation 2. faber
scores calculated using the statistical packageSSH#& weighs of each marketing activity, their rage
importance scores, and the weighted importancesaifrthe five marketing parameter are presentdaioe 2.

4. ANALYSIS

4.1 Drivers of Innovation

The drivers of innovation are the factors that tz¢he need for an organization to innovate. T&bigves the
results of the PCA

Table 2: Drivers of Innovation

Score .
ITEMS Comp. Coefficient We|_ght_ of Mean Std.
Matrix . activities Dev.
M atrix
Performance (cost reduction,
productivity, effectiveness) .614 .028 20.20 4.51 q27
End-user requirements .607 .028 19.94 4.04 737
Regulation and legislation 293 .013 9.65 4.00 .826
Competition .338 .015 11.12 3.96 796
Technological developments 687 031 2258 301 793
Aesthetics/ design trends 210 .010 6.91 3.84 .824
Environment/ sustainability .292 .013 9.60 3.73 0.72

Source: Field Data, 2013

Upon analysis, Table 2 shows that with respectrieets of innovation, technological developmentsl lilae
highest percentage weight of 22.58%. This indic#ites technological developments have more inflecoi
drivers of innovation than the others. Also, parfance improvement emerged as the main driver feitbty
meeting end-users requirement and regulation agidld¢ion with respective means scores of 4.51 40d.
This suggests that whereas the firm admits thaiviation must bring improvement in itself, such imygEment
must meet-end-user requirement as well as regoktod legislation to be sustainable. This is rezogsf such
innovation will receive acceptance of clients sattbwill be patronized to generate the necesbangfits to the
firm. This findings confirms that of other studigsg. BERR, 2008; Gann, 2000; Slaughter, 1998)

4.2 Enablers of Innovation
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The enablers are the factors that assist in theng@tion of innovation within the firm. The Table 3vgs the
results of the PCA.
Table 3: Enablers of Innovation

Score

ITEMS vt Codffigent  SEWES Men o
Matrix

Leadership 545 .025 8.47 4.36 .830
Supportive work environment .684 .031 10.62 4.18 .960
Awards, grants, funds .398 .018 6.18 4.16 .852
Use of problem solving techniques 540 .025 8.39 4.13 815
Deep understanding of the 570 026 8.86 413 991
customer

Eg/gﬁ‘(f‘sr'se‘;: research and 527 024 8.19 411  .804
Education and training policy 519 .024 8.06 4.07 .837
Knowledge management practices .48 .030 10.06 4.07 .889
\'lzv::ﬁoe”)zgr'n”j flt;{,fvg?kget involved 5, 4 023 7.99 409 925
Reward schemes 501 .023 7.79 4.04 737
Government schemes 462 .021 7.18 4.02 917
Collaboration with partners 527 024 8.19 384 999

Source: Field Data, 2013

Here, Table 3 is the results of the factors thats@en to be significant in enabling innovatiomifirm. Upon
analysis, leadership (mean=4.36) and supportivé wovironment (mean=4.18) emerged as the top teimifa
respectively. This indicates that when schemesgpatrén place without the above factors, they wit flourish.
The next significant factor is awards, grants andds with mean equals to 4.16 which also indicat t
motivation of staff is equally important. The fitsiree factors are all related to the managemestiofi firms.
This means that management has a key role to playd promotion of innovation occurrence in a firm.
Surprisingly, collaboration with partners (meanZ3.8/as the least important factor. Which may be tuthe
attitude of some firms to work in isolation whichdicate that the concept of partnering and its cased
benefits are not properly grasped by the firms.

4.3 Barriers to Innovation

These are the factors that are seen as impedinwite uptake of innovation activities in a firmh& PCA
generated are given in table 4.

Table 4 shows the extent to which the listed besri@pedes the uptake of innovation in the firms/eyed. The
top two barriers are availability of financial resoes (mean=4.22) and economic conditions (mead¥4This
is interesting because financial concern is a nurabe driver (see Table 2) yet a number one barfTfiee firms
claim to innovate to increase profit and at the esdime believe that they cannot innovate unlessi@wics
allow. These factors are followed by fragmentedureatof construction business (mean=3.98), inapjmtpr
legislation (mean=3.96), belief that the industsydioing well without innovation (mean=3.89), andklaof
qualified staff (mean=3.89). This affirms the fings of Ozorhorret al. 2008.

5. DISCUSSIONS

This study investigated the factors that affectdbeurrence of innovation in a firm — in the forifndoivers,
enablers and barriers. This study fulfils the &aIstudies into factors that favours or discousaig@ovation
occurrence in a firm (Hardie and Manley, 2008)nnradustry where such studies are nonexistentt(buil
environment especially the consulting aspects).

The factors that emerged as important in creatigrnteed for the QSCF to innovate included: perfoea
improvement, meeting end-user requirements andlaggou and legislation in that order of decreasing
importance. This is consistent with research wotlkat concludes innovation outcomes that results in
performance improvement of a firm must meet end-uequirement as well as legislation and regulation
(BERR, 2008; Gann, 2000; Slaughter, 1998). Thesgential for sustainable performance of firms.
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Table 4: Barriers to Innovation

Score .
ITEMS Comp. Coefficient We|_g.ht. of Mean Std.
Matrix . activities Dev.
Matrix
Availability of financial 610 028 8.47 4.92 795
resources
Economic conditions 503 .023 6.98 4.11 .804
Fragmented nature of 450 021 6.25 3.98 812

construction business
Inappropriate legislation 451 021 6.26 3.96 .852
Belief that the industry is doing

well without innovation 191 009 2.65 3.89 1.017
Lack of qualified staff 432 .020 6.00 389  1.172
Unwillingness to change 351 .016 4.86 3.87 919
Lack of awareness 273 .012 3.79 3.84 .796
Lack of government role model 386 .018 5.35 3.82 .936
Lack of clear benefits .607 .028 8.42 3.82 971
Temporary nature of

construction project 272 .012 3.77 3.78 .823
Risk in commercializing 585 027 8.11 376 883
innovations ' ' ' ' '
Lack of innovative investment /

procedures / practices .548 .025 7.61 3.68 .909
Adversarial approaches within

the supply chain 475 .022 6.59 3.68 .934
Extensive organizational change

required .589 .027 8.17 3.67 .674
Lack of end-user involvement 484 022 6.71 3.59 972

Source: Field Data, 2013

5.1 Summary of findings

The results also indicate that the three factoas #me seen to be important in assisting in thenptmn of
innovation in the QSCF are: leadership, supportigek environment and awards, grants and funds @ th
decreasing order of importance. This finding reseidle role of management in the provision of emapli
environment for innovation to flourish by providireppropriate leadership coupled with supportive kwor
environment and the needed motivation of workeEsllaboration with partners was considered leagbirant
factor in assisting the promotion of innovation hiit QSCF largely because partnering appears be @ieur
business culture as a country.

Again, the factors that are seen as impedimentegaiptake of innovation in a firm included: Avdility of
financial resources, economic conditions and fragew nature of construction business, in that desing
order of importance. This is interesting becausaritial concerns were the number one driver yist éiso a
number one barrier. This finding is congruent witinclusion by Ozohorat al. (2008) that financial concerns
can both act as a driver and a barrier.

5.2 Managerial implications

Today, managers as well as academics recognisendisensable role innovation can play to enhamee t
competitiveness of a firm in midst of competitionthe construction industry, in order to survivenpetition
and be profitable. To meet the prerequisites foovation occurrence in a firm, managers must utaedgstheir
role in ensuring the occurrence of innovation.
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The results of the study suggest that leadershipkisy factor that assists in the promotion of iratimn in the
firms surveyed. Management must take the leadnédfie focus and provide the needed direction wihiht
ensure that a sustained effort is put up for pagsiinovation in the firm.

Next, the findings have also highlighted the need rhanagement to ensure a supportive work envirabhme
where innovation will thrives.

Again, motivation of workers is critical in thateloutcomes of everything the firm are a reflectbtheir effort.
Therefore, motivation in the form of awards, graatal funds must be given as means to appreciatd¢cand
encourage the workers to give out their best.

The belief that the industry is doing well withanhovation is a misconception. Management must vinarkl to
erase that erroneous impression from the mindsefabour force and rather pursue a program of evess
creation throughout the firm to inculcate the nédnnovation in their hearths.

5.3 Limitations and directions for future research

The study did not measure the effect of certain atgaphic data such as age of firm, size of firm &mal
educational background of the respondents. It Ievmd some differences in the findings could hdesn
explained in such demographic factors. Again, tregonity (86.6%, see Table 1) of the firms fall withthe
Small to Medium size Enterprises (SME’s). This sajg that the findings relate more to SME’s thagda
firms and as such the findings cannot be genedatséarger firms.

Future studies should examine other potential factbat might influence respondent’s perceptionuatibe
importance of the innovation performance factonspérticular, the age of firm in terms of yearseafstence,
size of firm in terms of the number of employeed #dre educational background of the respondents.
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