
 

 

 

Abstract—The available literature in innovation and 

performance are mostly related to big firms and meager resources are 

available over its relationship in small and medium size firms. This 

research paper is an attempt to inquire owner-managers 

innovativeness on business innovation of small firms. Innovativeness 

constructs which is mostly used in consumer research studies were 

adopted to measure the owner-managers innovativeness. To find out 

the relationship among the variable data from 170 small apparel 

manufacturing firms in the Karachi region of Pakistan is used. The 

finding showed that the owner managers innovativeness permeates 

the entire variable in the model and a had significant and positive 

correlation with innovation.  
 

Keywords—Innovation, Owner’s/manger’s innovativeness, 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

NNOVATION literature claims that innovation is one of the 

key factors for firm success and survival [1] [2] [3] and 

sustainable competitive advantage [4] [5] [6]. A number of 

studies have investigated the relationship between market 

orientation and firm performance. According to [6] found the 

positive relationship between market orientation and business 

profitability in big firms, whilst [7] documented the empirical 

evidence of strong positive relationship between market 

orientation and performance in large firms. Recent studies 

have also begun to acknowledge the role of innovation in the 

context of market orientation [8]  [9].  Furthermore, studies on 

the relationship between market orientation and innovation 

were focused mainly on large firms, and empirical evidence on 

this relationship on small firms is rarely found in the literature.  

However, it is doubtful whether this relationship being 

ascertained for large firms can be generalized to small firms, 

because innovation in small firms is different from innovation 

in large firms  [10] [11] [12]. In a small firm, the 

owner/manager’s innovativeness may decide to bring about a 

decision on any innovation activities of the firm [13].  Thus, a 

gap is created, and this new study would likely contribute to 

the literature by developing and testing a model of the 
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relationship among, owner/manager’s innovativeness and 

innovation in small firms.  
 

II.  CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

A. Innovativeness 

Innovation for a small business owner implies to learn and 

adopt innovation in their business activity. This study 

determines the same innovative mind set or an approach 

related to innovation in the firm. According to Innovation 

Diffusion Theory [14], people reciprocate differently to a new 

idea, practices, or object because of their differences in 

individual innovativeness, which is a tendency toward 

adopting an innovation. Many researchers have agreed that 

innovativeness of an individual is persistent trait that is 

reflective of that individual underlying nature when exposed to 

an innovation [15] [16]. As per the literature personal 

innovativeness plays a very vital and effective role on drawing 

a perception of individual towards learning or adopting an 

innovative behavior, this study therefore captures the level of 

owner’s innovativeness in three specific domains, product 

innovativeness, strategy innovativeness and process 

innovativeness. 

 

B.  Firm Innovation 
A recurrent innovation is the secret of long term firm 

success [17].  It continues to be the claim of current scholars 

that firms which fail to engage in innovation are putting 

themselves at great risk [18]. Some argued that due to the 

heightened level of competition and shortened product life 

cycles, firm ability to generate innovations may be more 

important than ever in allowing firms to improve performance 

and maintain competitive advantage [19].The existing products 

are vulnerable to changing customer needs and tastes, new 

technologies, shortened product life cycles, and increased 

international competition. Therefore it is generally accepted 

that all firms should innovate regardless of their size or sector 

in order to compete and survive in the market   [20].  It should 

also be noted that firms and countries that continuously 

innovate contribute significantly to economic growth [21].   

Thus, it is no coincidence that countries (like USA, Japan and 

some European countries) which demonstrate the highest 

patent activity or R&D investment intensity are the leaders of 

the ladder of economic development  [22] (Ahmed and 

Shepherd, 2010). 
 

Owner-Manager’s Innovativeness and 

Innovation in Small Firms: A Study in 

Manufacturing Firms 

Masroor Alam, and Suchi Dubey 

I 

International Conference on Arts, Economics and Management (ICAEM'14) March 22-23, 2014 Dubai (UAE)

http://dx.doi.org/10.15242/ICEHM.ED0314089 110



 

 

C. Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 

There is no single official and uniform definition of SMEs 

that is in use in different organizations in Pakistan.  Different 

departments and organizations define SMEs in accordance 

with their functional ease rather than market situation. In this 

study, de finitions of SMEs proposed by the Pakistan’s 

SMEDA has been adopted for the analysis and defined as 

follows: 

Small firms: Firm employing between 10-35 full-time workers 

and productive assets ranges between Rs2 – 20 million. 

Medium firm: Firm employing between 36–99 full-time 

workers and productive assets ranges between Rs20-40 

million. 

III. THE RESEARCH MODEL 

Based on the objective of this research, a relationship 

research model was developed, where six variables are related 

to each other. To examine the effect of any linear relationship 

of owner’s manger innovativeness to firms’ innovation; the 

following  hypothesis were developed as follows: 

  

 
Fig. 1 The Research Model 

Hypothesis One: Owner/manager’s general innovativeness is 

correlated with firm’s   product, strategy and process 

innovation. 

Hypothesis Two: Owner/manager’s innovativeness on process, 

strategy and product domain are  correlated with firm’s   

product, strategy and process innovation. 

IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Data were collected through a field survey method and 

questionnaires were self-administered to the owners/managers 

of textile manufacturing SMEs at four main industrial areas in 

Karachi, Pakistan.  According to the official statistics, there 

were approximately 4000 textile firms operating in Pakistan, 

and about 25 percent or 1000 firms were located in the district 

of Karachi. According to [23], for a population of 1000 the 

sample size should be 278 firms.  A random sampling method 

was adopted, and each owner/manager of the 278 firms was 

given a set of questionnaires.  A total of 196 completed 

questionnaires were received, and out of these only 170 usable 

responses were selected for data analysis based on the selected 

criteria of the firm size and type. 

The items in the questionnaire were developed and adapted 

from the following; innovativeness (15 items) from [24]  [25]. 

General innovativeness instrument and domain specific 

innovativeness of owners and managers were developed on the 

basis of [26] [27]. On the basis of original scale items of [28] 

three (3) items construct was developed for each market; 

product, process, and strategy domain, to capture the attitude 

of owner/ managers on each domain of innovativeness. The 

three items used for general innovativeness were based on [29] 

innovativeness measure. Factor analysis was conducted to 

examine the correlation structure among the 15 items, and that 

if items variables are consolidated into unique and independent 

five factors; general innovativeness, product innovativeness, 

process innovativeness, strategy innovativeness and market 

innovativeness. This study measured the owner/manager’s 

innovativeness, using the 5-point Likert type scale ranging 

from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) strongly Agree. 

The measure of innovativeness utilized here is a factor scale 

variables derived from the fifteen (15) items, where all the 

factors of innovativeness; general innovativeness, product 

innovativeness, process innovativeness, strategy 

innovativeness and market innovativeness, were desirable to 

achieve. The factor analysis however, did not result in the five 

factors of innovativeness but only in three factors; general 

innovativeness, product-strategy innovativeness and process 

innovativeness. The loaded items of the three factors were 

computed as average summated score for the correspondence 

factor for the data analysis purpose. 

To measure firm innovation, a pool of items was included 

based on a scale proposed by [30]. These authors synthesized 

the innovation construct by using 24 items, distributed in four 

sub-scales, namely; innovation in products, innovation in 

processes, innovation in strategy, and innovation in markets. 

All items were measured on five point scale ranging from 

Great Extent (5) to Not at All (1). Factor analysis was 

conducted to examine the correlation structure among the 24 

variables, and that if these variables are consolidated into 

unique and independent four desirable innovation factors; 

product innovation, strategy innovation, process innovation 

and market innovation. 

The factor analysis however, did not produce four factors of 

innovation but resulted in only three factors; product 

innovation, strategy innovation and process innovation. The 

loaded items in each factor were computed as average 

summated score for the correspondence factor for the data 

analysis purpose.  The Cronbach ‘s Coefficient Alpha for the 

items are all above the acceptable level of 0.6 for this type of 

study  [31].  

To test the relationship hypothesis among the variables, 

Pearson correlation Matrix was adopted by using SPSS 16.00 
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V.  RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
 

TABLE 1 

GENERAL INNOVATIVENESS - INNOVATIONS 

 PRODUC

T 

INNOVA

TION 

PROCE

SS 

INNOV

ATION 

STRAT

EGY 

INNOV

ATION 

GENERAL-INN 

PRODUCT 

INNOVATION 

1 .554** .564** .578** 

PROCESS 

INNOVATION 

.554** 1 .730** .438** 

STRATEGY 

INNOVATION 

..564** .730** 1 .465** 

GENERAL-INN .578** .438** .465** 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 

Analysis of the data resulted from the Pearson correlation 

analysis  (Table I), indicates that owner/manager’s general 

innovativeness has significant association with product 

innovation (PRODUCT INNOVATION), strategy innovation 

(STRATEGY INNOVATION), and process innovation 

(PROCESS INNOVATION). The association is highly 

moderate and positive which indicates that in the SME sector, 

this general innovativeness has relatively stronger relationship 

with the three types of innovation in the firm. This result 

further indicates that the association is highly significant and 

the relationship is positive. 

The correlation analysis also reveals that despite the 

significantly high association at 0.000 levels between general 

innovativeness and the three components of innovation, the 

strength of the association is also found to be  very high  

between general innovativeness and product innovation (R= 

.578). However the strength is moderately high between 

general innovativeness and the process innovation (R=.438) 

and the strategy innovation (R=.465).  Therefore hypothesis 

two (a) is supported. 

This result of the test can be further interpreted that 

owner/managers with their higher level of general 

innovativeness are significantly associated with product, 

process and strategy innovation and the association is also 

high. This indicates that the owner/manager’s general 

innovativeness may influence and effect positively to the three 

types of innovations. Thus, indicating it may increase the 

overall innovation of the firm. 
 

TABLE II  

DOMAIN SPECIFIC INNOVATIVENESS-INNOVATIONS 

 PRODUCT-

STRT-INN 

PROCESS-INN 

PRODUCT 

INNOVATION 

.434** .531** 

STRATEGY 

INNOVATION 

.563** .559** 

PROCESS INNOVATION .450** .480** 

   ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
 

Analysis of the data resulted from the Pearson correlation 

analysis (Table II), indicates that hypothesis 2 product-strategy 

innovativeness (PRODUCT-STRT-INN) is significantly 

associated positively with product innovation and strategy 

innovation. This result also confirmed with one of the recent 

studies on domain specific innovativeness in product domain 

and its positive relationship with product innovation [32]. The 

result indicates that owner/manager’s innovativeness in 

product and strategy domain would support the adoption of 

product innovations as well as strategy innovation required to 

innovate new products in the firm.  The correlation analysis 

also revealed that owner/manager’s product-strategy 

innovativeness has strong positive relationship between 

product innovation (R=.434) and also with strategy innovation 

(R=563). This further implies that greater level of 

owner/manager’s innovativeness in product and strategy 

domain may result in higher level of product and strategy 

innovations in the firms. 

Analysis of hypothesis 2 results also reveals that process 

innovativeness (PROCESS-INN) is positively correlated with 

process innovation, and the strength of association is also 

moderately high (R=.480) and significant at the 0.01 level.  

This indicates that the association is highly significant and the 

relationship is also positive. Therefore a hypothesis 2 is also 

supported. 

 

 

REFERENCES 

[1]  J. J. & R. Sanz, "Innovation, organizational learning and performance,," 

Journal of Business Research, vol. 64(4), pp. 408-417, 2011. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010  

[2]  G. Bell, "Cluster, networks and firm innovativeness," Strategic 

Management Journal , vol. 26, pp. 287-295, 2005.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.448 

[3]  H. C. & V. Pucik, "Relationship between innovativeness, quality, growth, 

profitability and market value," Strategic Management Journal, vol. 26, 

no. 6, pp. 555-570, 2005.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.461 

[4]  C. S. & S. Kiniti, "How can organisation Use Wikis for Innovation," 

Technovation, vol. 31, no. 7, pp. 287-295, 2011.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2011.02.005 

[5]  C. A. B. a. R. Garud, "The Role of Narratives in Sustaining Organizational 

Innovation," Organisazation Science, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 107-115, 2009 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0372  

[6]  M. M. &. B. Licuanan, "Leading for Innovation: Conclusions, issues and 

directions," The Leadership Quarterly, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 163-171, 2004. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.010  

[7]  S. S. &. B. T. J.C. Narver, "Creating a market orientation," Journal of 

Market Focused Management, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 241-256, 1998. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009703717144  

[8]  B. J. &. A. Kohli, "Market Orientattion: antecedents and consequences," 

Journal of Marketing , vol. 57, no. 3, pp. 53-70, 1993.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251854 

[9]  K. N. &. R. S. J.K. Han, "Market Orientation and organiszational 

performance is innovation a missing link.," Journal of Marketing , vol. 62, 

no. 10, pp. 30-45, 1998.  

[10]  J. F. &. F. W. R. Deshpande, "Corporate culture, customer orientatation 

and innovativeness in Japanese firms: a quadrad analysis," Journal of 

Marketing, vol. 57, no. 0, pp. 23-37, 1993.  

[11]  D. Audretsch, "Research Issues relating to structure, competition and 

performance of small technology firms.," Small Business Economics, vol. 

16, no. 1, pp. 37-51, 2001.  

International Conference on Arts, Economics and Management (ICAEM'14) March 22-23, 2014 Dubai (UAE)

http://dx.doi.org/10.15242/ICEHM.ED0314089 112

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.09.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/smj.461
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2011.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2011.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2011.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2003.12.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009703717144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009703717144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1009703717144
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251854
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251854
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011124607332
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011124607332
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011124607332


 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011124607332 

[12]  B. Tether, "Research Plolciy," Small and large firms: sources of unequal 

innovation, vol. 27, no. 7, pp. 725-745, 1998.  

[13]  L. &. R. M. L.Eden, "The production transfer and spillover of 

technology: comparing large and small multinationals as technology 

producers," Small Business Economics, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 53-66, 1997.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007955832161 

[14]  J. V. &. M. Meulenberg, "Market Orientation, innovativeness, product 

innovation and performance in small firms," Journal of Small Business 

Management, vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 134-154, 2004.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x 

[15]  E. Rogers, "New York: Free Press," Diffusion of Innovation (5th 

Edition), 2003.  

[16]  R. Goldsmith, "The validity of a scale to measure global innovativeness," 

The Journal of Applied Business Research, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 89-97, 

1990.  

[17]  K. J. &. C. C. H.T. Hurt, "Scales for the measurement of innovativeness," 

Human Communication Research , vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 58-65, 1977.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1977.tb00597.x 

[18]  J. B. &. A. B. N. Rosenbusch, "IS innovation always beneficial? A meta 

analysis of the relatioship between innovation and performance in 

SME's," Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 26, pp. 441-457, 2011. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.12.002  

[19]  P. Kotler, Principles of Marketing, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 2000.  

[20]  P. N. D. &. L. C. K.W. Artz, "A longitudinal study of the impact of R & 

D, patents and product innovation on firm performance," Journal of 

Product Innovation, vol. 27, no. 5, pp. 725-740, 2010.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00747.x 

[21]  S. E. &. Karatayi, "Inovasyon El Kitabi," Technopolis Group Turkiye, 

Ankara, 2009. 

[22]  N. A. &. F. S. Murat Atalay, "The relationship between innovation and 

firm performance: An empirical evidence from Turkish automotive 

supplier industry," in 2nd International Conference on Leadership, 

Technology and Innovation Management, 2013.  

[23]  P. a. C. Shepherd, Innovation Management : Context, Strategies, system 

and Processes, Prentice Hall Publishing, 2010.  

[24]  U. Sekaran, Research Method for Business : A Skill Building Approach, 

New York : John Wiley, 2003.  

[25]  C. L. &. J. Walton, Individual Traits, Newbury Park CA: Sage, 1988.  

[26]  R. E. G. &. C. Hofacker, "Measuring consumer innovativeness," Journal 

of Academy of Marketing Science , vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 209-221, 1991. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497  

[27]  C. L. &. J. Walton, "Individual Traits," in Handbook of Marketing Scales, 

Newbury Park CA, Sage, 1988, pp. 50-52. 

[28]  R. G. &. C. Hofacker, "Measuirng Consumer Innovativeness," Journal of 

Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 209-221, 1991. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497  

[29]  D. M. S. &. D. H. Henard, "Customer Satisfaction : A meta Analysis of the 

Empirical Evidence," Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, vol. 

29, no. 1, pp. 16-35, 2001.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070301291002 

[30]  J. Nunnally, Psychometric Theory, University of Chicago, Chicago: 

McGraw Hill , 1967.  

[31]  J. V. &. M. Meulenberg, "Market Orientation, innovativeness, product 

innovation and performance in small firms," Journal of Small Business 

Management, vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 134-154, 2004.  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

International Conference on Arts, Economics and Management (ICAEM'14) March 22-23, 2014 Dubai (UAE)

http://dx.doi.org/10.15242/ICEHM.ED0314089 113

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011124607332
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007955832161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007955832161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007955832161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007955832161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1977.tb00597.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1977.tb00597.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1977.tb00597.x
ttp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.12.002
ttp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.12.002
ttp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.12.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00747.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00747.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00747.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2010.00747.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02726497
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070301291002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070301291002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070301291002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070301291002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2004.00102.x



