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Abstract

The increased turbulence, complexity and competitdgs of business contexts have made identification
evaluation and implementation of new technologinabvations critical determinants of organizational
productivity, competition and survivalhe purpose of this studly to scrutinize how the network and in-
teraction approach of IMP could contribute innomatadoption and diffusion research in an organiza-
tional setting. The empirical part of the studyestigates an adoption process in which a large jfwod-
essing firm adopted a new microbiological qualissarance method to test microbiological safety and
purity of final products. The internationalizatiof food processing industry combined with a growing
amount of global raw material sourcing is posingréasing challenges for companies, authorities and
governments in terms of guaranteeing food safet.eSmproved food safety is both time consumind an
expensive, food producers find it difficult to covbe resulting costs of testing. These circumstaroffer

an interesting and fruitful context in which to dguorganizational adoption of technological innéwat

As a result of discussing the compatibilities amcbimpatibilities of the chosen approaches the paiger
sents aractivity based perspectitbat is a new view to conceptualize and understaadrganizational
innovation adoption process as a holistic phenomeAotivity based perspective consistgoinary and
secondary adoption activitighat are identified on facal actorlevelas well as on aystem level

Keywords: technological innovation, organizational innovatiadoption and diffusion, network and in-
teraction approach, activity based perspective



Why and how organizational innovation adoption revsited?

Decision-making is one of the most extensively gddields within management disciplines. For exam-
ple in business-to-business marketing organizatibaging behavior literature embodies one applarati
that has its grounds in decision-making adopteohfgeneral management literature. However single ac-
tor oriented decision-making as organizational bgybehavior has got followers from approaches that
can be applied to the buying phenomenon on a memergl level, like the network and interaction ap-
proach of IMP (see e.g. Tanner, 1999). A lot okagsh has been conducted within IMP-tradition that
demonstrates the fruitfulness of this shift in usfitanalysis in generating more comprehensive under
standing of a single actor's behavior with resgiedts context. Regardless innovation adoptiorhi ar-
ganizational context has continued the traditiotheffocal actor perspective, and those studies baen
and will still be widely published in quality jousts (see e.g. Frambach & Schillewaert, 2002). Ttheze
the purpose of this study to scrutinize how the network and interactippraach of IMP could contrib-
ute innovation adoption and diffusion researchriroeganizational setting.

In the theoretical framework the most attention besn paid to innovation adoption and diffusion
approach in order to clearly specify what we megmiganizational innovation adoption as the literat
on this field can be stated to be fragmented, edittory and beyond interpretation. This reviewfishe
essence for drawing on the interaction and netwppkoach to conceptualize the phenomenon labeled as
organizational innovation adoption and for estdlitig a basis for knowledge accumulation in thedfief
organizational innovation adoption in the futurdtef discussing and reviewing innovation adoptiod a
diffusion we move on to network and interaction mgh and consider and choose the most relevant as-
pects of it to conceptualize the phenomenon ansttstre the empirical study. Then we represent agec
study, conducted by applying the both approacimea,form of a brief description and analyze it lsjng
the both approaches. Finally the work is put toge#nd ideas for further research are fed in figslimlis-
cussion and conclusions section. To do this wetaitrarmonize the terminology on organizational inno
vation adoption and show how knowledge generatedimvithe IMP approach can be applied to under-
stand this phenomenon.

In this study technological innovation refers tiieng that exploits technology and is perceived new
and beneficial by the potential adopter (e.g. Dgman & Evans, 1984; Cumming, 1998, 22). The term
organizational here means that the unit of adopti@m organization not an individual. The empirjgart
of the study investigates an adoption process iictwh food processing firm adopted a new microbi-
ological quality assurance method to test micragimal safety and purity of final products. The pigal
quality assurance method is an innovation fromatth@pter’s point of view. It changed the analyzimg-p
cedure dramatically bringing in evident benefitthaugh the technology platform was not new theliapp
cation of this technology was clearly perceived swhe participants of the decision-making unithet
adopter firm. In the empirical context insteadrofavation the informants used terms, investmewilyoct
or quality assurance method to refer to the adojpieolvation and therefore we use these terms synony
mously in this study. For the same reason an imest project, or simply a project, refers hereh in-
novation adoption process.

Innovation adoption and diffusion research
Adoption and diffusion of innovations has been &ddvithin various disciplines for example econosnic
(e.g. Stoneman & Ireland, 1983; Mansfield, 196aialogy (e.g. Rogers, 1962), geography (e.g. Brown
1981), medical sociology (e.g. Coleman, Katz & Madn2957), cultural anthropology (e.g. Barnett, 395
and marketing (Bass, 1969; Gatignon & Robertso51%Robertson & Gatignon, 1986; Gatignon &
Robertson, 1989). According to Grgnhaug and Kauffm@ 988, 4) “researchers preoccupied with inno-
vation are partly unaware of the research donecandeptualizations used by colleagues from other di
ciplines”. However Rogers’ (1962) seminal work kgbticloser together diffusion traditions from many
fields and is still the most cited piece of workhim this research area.

The idea of Rogers’ theory is twofold. Single adlmptdecisions are meaningful in a sense that they
can be aggregated on a macro level as cumulatiterpaf adoption. On the other hand macro level is
meaningful to facilitate understanding of singl®ptibn decisions. Innovation adoption and diffusi®m



theory of communication and sees these two pelispscs information spread on a market level and in
formation processing within a single adopter fibespite its popularity the diffusion theory by Rogyes

a difficult one for this reason. The theory adopt®cal adopter’s point of view and also tries aptare

the system view at the same time or vice versac€unally this leads to confusion. Especially thert
adoption is very difficult within this theory in arganizational context. Next we consider more fcélge

this conceptual dilemma and make a distinction betwadoption and diffusion as they are used in this
study to structure the empirical part.

Innovation diffusion as a context of adoption

Diffusion as a social process of formal and inforin&gormation exchange among members of a social
system is a core idea of Rogers’ (1962) diffusiosoty. He (1962, 5) defines diffusion as a proéess
which innovation “is communicated through certairagnels over time among the members of a social
system”. His diffusion theory consists of four nrajaterrelated constructs influencing the diffusimoc-
ess: an innovation, relevant social systems, tintec@mmunication about the innovation. This appnoac
accentuates importance of interpersonal networkisimthe social system during the diffusion process.
Mahajan, Muller and Bass (1990, 1) extend furthé idea of communication. They propose that as be-
ing a theory of communication the main focus ofudifon theory lies in the communication channeld an
their use to transmit information about innovatwithin and_intoa certain social system.

Communication channels both personal and impersarelcrucial for innovation diffusion and
adoption. Communication channels spread informatiah makes a potential adopter aware of an innova-
tion and influence on a potential adopter’s innmratdoption. Basically two concepts have a keyi-pos
tion in this communicatiompinion leadersandchange agentOpinion leaders are members of a social
community in which an innovation diffuses and cheagents are actors outside this community promot-
ing change in terms of innovation adoption (Rod€82).

Distinguishing between adoption as choice and adoption as process

Ozanne and Churchill (1971, 322) state that “thugtrial adoption process is nothing more thancde
sion process leading to the purchase of an indligtriovation.” Similarly Woodside and Biemans (200
384-385) define adoption as “the decision-makinmcess of an individual unit of adoption...” Becker
and Whisler (1967, 466) reviewed literature on oigational processes of innovative behavior and re-
ported “a substantial degree of agreement” asititrature visualized the process of four stageésiuts,
conception, proposal and adoption (or rejectiam)}thke first edition of the seminal book Diffusiof lo-
novations (1962) Rogers conceptualized the adogioness as awareness, interest, evaluationatril
adoption. Basing on these statements we could #taténnovation adoption equals decision process t
acquire innovation. In the same book Rogers’' (1962,define adoption as “a decision to continué ful
scale use of an innovation”. According Klein andr8d1996, 1055) adoption is “a decision, typically
made by senior organizational managers, that erapbwithin the organization will use the innovation
their work.” As well Klein, Conn and Sorra (2001,1§ define adoption as “an organization’s decigmn
install an innovation within the organization...option is a decision point, a plan, or a purchabethis
respect the definition of adoption is at least faiok Adoption can be seen both a decision-makirag-
essfrom it's outset until the decision as well asstfinal decisionchoiceas an outcome of this process
(for a classification of hierarchical levels of dgons see Kriger & Barnes, 1992, 446-450). Then bot
conceptualizations, choice and process, can belftnudescribe the literature.

The distinction betweechoiceandprocessconceptualizations of adoption is supported byfchp
and Lilien (1980) as they distinguish research ew-product purchasing in industrial markets iattop-
tion research(choice) andoehavior research{process). Also Mohr (1982) presents a categaoizaif
variance(comparable to choice here) gmwcessapproaches into organizational phenomena and demon
strates this by taking examples from innovationpido and diffusion literature. Traditionally innaton
adoption has been studied within diffusion reseahthhis contexit is understood as choice. This per-
spective has dominated the field as research rastipically carried out with a large sample ofaniga-
tions and focusing on correlations between grodgaators and a specific outcome of the adoptiarcpr



ess. The research has yielded organizational, @miental and managerial factors that separate edopt
from non-adopters or different variables such ascas of information used (see e.g. Rogers, 1983) o
role of a CEO (Meyer & Goes, 1988) as predictoraddption. These models are incapable to explain
how these factors evolve and interact with othetdis during the process finally producing adoption
rejection (see Langley & Truax, 1994, 620). As psx; innovation adoption is not seen only a means
producing innovation adoption or rejection thainigresting only as a part of an aggregate levelua-

tive pattern. Rather the process of adoption isidened meaningful itself. As Damanpour and Sclereid
(2006, 215) present that even though the processlgftion has been conceptualized as a multiphase
process most large sample empirical studies ofnizgéional innovation have operationalized adoptsn

a dichotomous decision of adoption or rejectiore @so Frambach & Schillewaert, 2002, 164). Need fo
the process perspective has been manifested fanpdedby Frambach and Schillewaert (2002, 172) who
argue basing on their review of earlier studies$ thaher research should concentrate on “the fadio
fluencing different pre-adoption stages within th@option process, rather than the adoption or non-
adoption decision itself.” (see also Pennings, 1887; Drury and Farhoomand, 1999.)

Mohr (1982, 37) took the innovation adoption anffudion research as an example of a field of re-
search that mix up process theory and varianceytheboice here). We state that the situation has n
improved from 1982 as most of the researchers doenmgnize that innovation adoption as choice and
innovation adoption as process are different fiedfisesearch. Figure 1 illustrates the current &dop
research. Dashed line between these two reseaeamst and arrows crossing the line illustratesabat
rent research on innovation adoption mix up theiteology and results from these separate fieldsstMo
alarming is that we tend to believe that this issttyodone unconsciously as clear distinction betwee
choice and process approach has not been widalgmezed in the previous literature on innovatiooad
tion.

Conceptualization Underlying Philosophy of
of Adoption Adoption
Adoption Innovation
(Rejection) [< »  Adoption as
as Choice Diffusion
A A A A
Innovation f E f E f E f E
| v | v | v | v
v v v v
Adoption as Innovation
Process [« »  Adoption as
Behavior

Figure 1 Innovation Adoption Research as ChoiceRmodess

Even though the concept of innovation adoptiorhared the underlying ideas are greatly different
as adoption is considered as behavior or as diffusilohr (1982, 37) states that attempts to mixben
process and variance theory will lead to “significanpediment”. He (1982, 69) continues that “lemdi
back and forth between variance theory and pratessy leads to a situation in which neither isvad
served as it truly deserves, although further waldng either track by itself, more purely conceived
might well pay handsome dividends.” The researshite from these two different fields are like &nt
mingled pieces of two different jigsaw puzzles. \Wlome realizes that one is dealing with a mixedecel
tion, the two types of bits must first be sorted; tlien assembly can go forward in earnest.” (M&B82,
70.) This means that application of results fourithiw studies having a choice as a unit of analysis



process studies and vice versa should done careyllstating this we mean that for example théuinf
ence of different factors that have been foundtinliss considering innovation adoption as choicg an
generating results through quantitative surveyshinle only weak reflections of some other elements
more critical during the process making us to velithem being meaningful by themselves. Without rec
ognition of a clear boundary between these sepéiedtis the research labeled under innovation dadopt
will continue to be inharmonious and dissonant.

As embodiment of this blurred boundary between gge@nd choice adoption we may consider the
widely recognized meta-analysis of relation betweggmovation characteristics and innovation adoption
implementation by Tornatzky and Klein (1982). Ieithanalysis they have included both studies that ¢
sider adoption as yes/no decision (70 studieskardies that take into account adoption decisiahpast
adoption phases (5 studies). The results of the-aelysis were not presented according this cduling
were mixed up together. The study did neither ndigBnction between individual adopters or organiza
tional adopters nor between different types of uwatimns, but was rather a general insight on cheriae
tics of innovation and their influence on adoptiorplementation.

Concepts related to adoption as process

As we scrutinize adoption as process, we noticettiexe is disagreement in literature which phaees
include to innovation adoption. On the third editid 983, as well in the fourth 1995) Rogers revised
original model consisting of phases of awarenagsyést, evaluation, trial and adoption as theseali
model constitutes of knowledge, persuasion, detigdoption), implementation and confirmation. Hist
latter version adoption includes also phases thilivw the adoption decision and in this respeanize
comprehensively conceptualized. Divergence chatiaete the process of adoption in the literature as
adoption has been put into a variety of phasesetdag Aiken (1970): evaluation, initiation, impleme-
tion and routinization. Zaltman, Duncan and Hollfgf73): knowledge awareness, attitudes formation,
(adoption) decision, initial implementation and tairsed implementation. Rogers (1995) and Zmud
(1982): initiation, adoption and post-adoption. MoEthe definitions agree with a classificationpoé-
adoptionandadoptionbut in addition some definitions extend the admptio covelpost adoptioractivi-

ties as well (see Damanpour & Schneider, 2006,.217)

The models that recognizmost adoptiondescribe organizational adoption as two-stage gasnc
Firstly innovation is adopted on an organizatidesakl, primary adoptionand then on an employee level,
secondary adoptioifsee Zaltman et al., 1973). Leonard-Barton andcbBesps (1988, 1253) call these
phases similarly aguthority decisiorandend-users’ adoption decisioKlein and Sorra (1996, 1055) de-
fine implementatioras “the process of gaining targeted employeesfagate and committed use of an
innovation.”Intra-firm diffusionandindividual level acceptangeosses the same meaning as implementa-
tion and generally they refer to actions and predhat are taken in order to take the adopted izthmv
in full use among employees at the adopter firh.Kan & Srivastava, 1998, 231). The idea is that f
some type of innovations an organizational adoppiatess is followed by implementation and employee
level adoptions within an adopter firm. The procesadoption, seen as pre adoption, adoption ast po
adoption, is comparable to assimilation. Meyer @Gogs (1988, 897) defirgssimilationas “an organiza-
tional process that (1) is set in motion when ifdiial organization members first hear of an inniovés
development, (2) can lead to the acquisition ofitilvation, and (3) sometimes comes to fruitiomthie
innovation’s full acceptance, utilization, and ihgionalization.” The process of assimilation iwided
further into three sub-processes (a knowledge-awae stage, an evaluation-choice stage and an adop-
tion-implementation stage) each consisting of thepisodes. This term covers widely an adoption-deci
sion process, its outcome as innovation adoptiaicehand a phase of intra-organizational diffusatter
that. Woodside and Biemans (2005, 387) have dextrbomprehensiveness of assimilation using terms
breadth (cumulative number of users) of use anthdefuse (extent of use and its impact on the)firm

Interesting is that in the literature implementatias far as we noticed, hardly ever referred {o in
stallation of a capital investment innovation blutagys to employee level adoption. This tells ttn type
of the innovations studied under label “innovatamoption” in organizational setting represent atgp



innovation (software, computers etc.) that is teedelo be used by single employees in their petsona
work.

A model of organizational innovation adoption

Frambach and Schillewaert (2002) reviewed orgaioizat innovation adoption studies and integrated th

main findings within a framework (Figure 2). Theyention in their paper that classical organizational
buying behavior models (Choffray & Lilien, 1980;e3h, 1973; Webster & Wind, 1972) are “largely re-

flected” in their framework (Frambach & Schillewge2002, 164). The model consists of phases of
awarenessconsiderationintention adoptionandcontinued use

Supplier marketing Perceived innova-
targeting > tion characteristics AWARENESS
communication relative advantage
risk reduction compatibility
complexity CONSIDERATION
trialability
Social network observability
interconnectedness uncertaint
network participation INTENTION
Environment ADOPTION
network externalities
competitive pressures Adopter character- /
istics CONTINUED USE
size
structure

org. innovativeness
or strategic posture

Figure 2 A sequential innovation adoption modek@zhon Frambach & Schillewaert 2002, 165)

Basing on a literature review Frambach and Schakxiv(2002) propose a set of relations between
the presented variable categories and their relatio the adoption decision process that has beeatp
the heart of the model. However the authors dacleatrly argument all their propositions or the tiiethce
mechanismsAdopter characteristichave been attached to affect the adoption decdirectly. Size af-
fects positively adoption as larger companies fleelgreater need to improve and support their parfo
ance by adopting an innovation. Organization stinecmay inhibit or advance adoption. More formediz
and centralized organizations (usually large fira®) less likely to initiate adoption but are moapable
in implementing innovations properly (see Damanp®@®©1). More or less self-evident is the organiza
tional innovativeness affecting positively on adopt(e.g. Hurley & Hult, 1998). The more importamid
lucrative the perceived positivenovation characteristicéRogers, 1995); relative advantage, compatibil-
ity, trialability, observability and the less impant and pernicious the perceived negative innowati
characteristics; complexity (Rogers, 1995) and tagdy (Venkatraman, 1991) the more likely thednn
vation will be adoptedSupplier marketings proposed to affect these perceived innovati@racteristics
but the mechanism is not reported. Targeting, comication and risk reduction is presented to have a
positive impact on adoption via perceived innovatbaracteristics (e.g. Robertson and Gatignong)198
Participation in social networks and their intencectedness (Zaltman et al., 1973) facilitates iation
adoption via perceived innovation characteristiesvall. Environmentmay influence either positively or
negatively on adoption both directly and via perediinnovation characteristics. The existence ¢érex
nal contingencies callagktwork externalitiesmeaning that benefits of adoption for the adojtereases



as the cumulative number of adopters increasetitdtes adoption (see e.g. Katz & Shapiro 1994): A
other variable irenvironmentcategory, competitive pressures, have been reptotdave both positive
and negative affect on adoption. In marketing ditere Gatignon and Robertson (1989) have reported
competition to stimulate innovation adoption.

Network and interaction approach

Network and interaction approach brings marketingeto organization theory and more precisely to
resource dependence view (e.g. Pfeffer & Salai€Kg) that accentuates an interplay and mutual de-
pendence of environment and organization. The tndlsetwork perspective (see e.g. Axelsson &
Easton, 1992) focuses on the space between orgjiangal he focus of the IMP research has evolved
from dyadic relationships to networks of interrethtelationships. The underlying philosophy isrée
ognition of various actors that are engaged intdinaous interaction that is shaped by interdepeoele
prior experiences and current expectations witerodctors. (see e.g. Hakansson & Snehota 1989, 190,
196). The following discusses the key featuresamtepts of network and interaction approach of IMP
that we assume to be applicable to organizatiomahation adoption.

In the context of business-to-business marketirgy abncept ofembeddedneskas a key role.
Halinen and Tornroos (1998, 189-190) have statatittie idea of firms being embedded in wider, far e
tending business networks is the major argumetheiMP approach and has been manifested by an ex-
pression “no business is an island” (Hakansson &h8ta, 1989). The concept refers to companies’ de-
pendence on and relations with different kinds effvorks (Halinen & Térnroos, 1998, 187-188). Ritter
(2000) consider the concept ioterconnectednesthat can be seen to relate actors’ structuraltiposi
more closely whereas embeddedness describe dynamérs overall context. Ritter (2000) illustrates a
situation where two actors (A and B) are connettethe same focal actor F that mediates the effect
acts on relationship FB to FA and vice versa. Nlifferent kinds of effects are exposed having niegat
or positive effect on another or both of the actdrand B and one situation where the effect is nadut
The concept ohetwork positiorresults from a view of embedded and interconnestgdre of business-
to-business markets. Network position can be searlational setting between individual actors @t-n
work structure in terms of individual actor’s fuimet, role and identity defined by other actors witthe
network (see Johansson & Mattsson, 1992; Hakar&ssmehota, 1989, 196).

ARA-modelsee Hakansson & Snehota, 1995) is constructédreé factors; actors, resources and
activities that are closely related, and in a laggmle form a framework to conceptualize induktret-
works. Actorscontrolresourcesand are linked to another actors via differactivitiesthat they perform.
The actor may be a single individual, group of udlials or a firm. Actors control the resourcesdily
or indirectly. The indirect control refers to othewmpanies’ resources that can be reached by an act
through relationships and interdependencies thamext the actors. The activities are divided inéms-
formation activitieghat are used to generate resources to new resoanctransfer activitieshattrans-
fer control over the resources within the netwdnlansfer activities enable transformation of otbem-
panies’ resources through relationships.

Relationshipgan be seen as interrelated acts and episodespkdanin the past shaping and form-
ing the relationship (see e.g. Hakansson, 198 are the smallest ingredients of interaction ana-re
tionships (e.g. phone call) and as linked they faoherentepisodegnegotiation process for example).
Hakansson and Gadde (1997) have considered episotirsns of complexity and in relation to the his-
tory of the relationship between the parties. Tasis they form a matrix consisting of four sitoat; a
simple episode or a complex episode taking pladkinvia well-developed relationship or in a context
lacking of a previous relationship. A relationskign be seen as different kinds of bonds betweemthe
teracting organizations. Turnbull and Wilson (19&8jue for complementary needs of organizations to
lead to social and structural bonding. Social boredsr to strength of the relationship in termssoft
measures and structural bonds to social and econfawiors that develop to tie the parties together.
Halinen (1997) has studied dyadic dynamics andeptes three types of bonds: attraction, trust and
commitment. Of thesetust can be separated further into specific and getersil. General trust is based
on indirect information provided by other partiesl&nown reputation of the other party. Specificstris



generated within the dyadic interactions and is thased on direct experiences of the otAtractionis
attached on the early phases of the relationshipldpment anadommitmentefers to continuity dimen-
sion of the relationship based on mutual attraction

Analytical framework of the study

The discussed approaches fall into two categomi€sgure 3. Innovation adoption represents a factdr
perspective and innovation diffusion approach, asvork and interaction approach form a system per-
spective. The arrows connecting the boxes reféhdcaim to discuss the compatibility of differemt-a
proaches to understand our empirical case that @dbmrganizational innovation adoption here. The
classification is based on the connection betwaanvation adoption and innovation diffusion thatswa
discussed in the theoretical framework and defitied innovation diffusion forms a wider context for
innovation adoption as innovation diffusion focusesnformation spread on a market level and tinthg

a single adoption and innovation adoption concéggran information processing and adoption decision
making within a single adopter firm.

Focal Actor System
Perspective Perspective
(intra-firm dynamics) (inter-firm dynamics)

Innovation
Diffusion
Innovation R L L L bt |
Adoption ! Empirical Case E
! 1
| 1

\ Network and
Interaction Ap-

proach (IMP)

Figure 3 The Analytical framework of the study

In the empirical part we scrutinize the compatibitif network and interaction approach with inno-
vation adoption and innovation diffusion to contit® our understanding on organizational innovation
adoption. Although network and interaction approhalk been put under a system perspective, where it
traditionally belongs, we apply the contextual idgy of this approach to innovation adoption oroeal
actor context as well in order to gain a more higlisnderstanding on different activities and theter-
play between different contexts during the adoptiwacess. The following will present the case and
methodology and then discuss the approaches agaimdticted empirical case.

Empirical case study
The adoption process took place during 2002-20Gatproduction plant of FoodCo that is one of the
biggest food processing concerns in Finland. Tpaetsthe wish of anonymity of the supplier and the
adopter in this case we name the adopter firm asl€o and the supplier firm as TestCo. The adopted
product was a microbiological quality assurancehmeétto test microbiological safety and purity ofdi
products. The method consists of a testing madmigechemical reagents that are needed to perfats te
by the machine. These reagents are supplied onliebiCo in Finland. This continuous need for reggen
and a need for maintenance and service for the im@ahean that interaction between TestCo and
FoodCo continued after the adoption process.

The methodology used was thematic interviews wlith participants of the adoption process at
FoodCo and at TestCo. The project was formally thasel those individuals were named to the project



which made them easily identifiable. Themes of ititerviews have arisen from the chosen theoretical
fields but their role has been more supportive g@mnpulsive or restrictive in order to structure thter-
views but also to leave room for new topics to bisea. All the interviews were transcribed in order
facilitate analysis in comprehensive fashion.

Supervisory Board of the Project
2 inspectors dedicated: P FoodCo Central Administration Consumer
Manager of another plant of FoodCd ™~ Head of Production Market
FoodCo Concern Development Mani- vy » vy
ager
A 4 \ 4
FoodCo Production Plant
FoodCo’s Main Co_mpetitor Factory Manager
(the same method inuse) | \  ~_ | .~~~
Quiality Development \i Project Group
Manager ! Production Manager (Project Managet)
/'i Quality Development Manager
TestCo’s Competitor ! Laboratory Assistant
supplying another typs 7'} A
of technology v

FoodCo Central Laboratory
(Part of the Project Group)

A
A 4

TestCc (Technology Agent) ; ; :
CEO Microbiologist (He)

; Microbiologist (Sh
Laboratory Assistant crobiologist (She)

7y / v

Y Academic Journals Internet Supervising authorities
Technology

Manufacturer
(Principal Firm)

Figure 4 Actors and their relations in the adopfioocess

The data consists of 10 interviews that have bedieated between 37September 2005 and "1 &pril
2007. Total number of informants was 8. Five of itifermants composed the project group at FoodCo
and the sixth informant was the CEO of TestCo,plrson who sold the method and did the project to-
gether with FoodCo (see Figure 4). These intervieere done between ®Beptember and fMarch
2006. The rest 2 informants were the head of priimludrom the central administration and the fagtor
manager, who were interviewed later {I8d 18 April 2007) as their attendance in the project eaut
during the discussion concerning the confirmatibthe analysis with the production manager who was
the contact person in this research. The role e$¢hwo additional interviews was mostly confirnmato
supporting and strengthening the already got viethe project as the persons were not directly gada
into the project on a concrete level. The shadegboepresent the internal parts of FoodCo anarthe
rows represent different links between these adtothe project. Figure 4 is presented here in otde
form a rough idea of the context and the actorthefproject for the reader but will be discussethire
detail on page 11 after outlining the project first

Two individuals of the project group at FoodCo wepecialized in microbiology and worked at the
central R&D laboratory of the concern. Both of thesgre phone interviewed twice. The rest three ef th
project group at FoodCo worked at the producti@mplThe laboratory assistant, who did all the ticat
testing, and the project manager were intervievogether at the plant. The third person who worked a
quality development manager was phone intervieveeleahad left the organization. The CEO of TestCo



was face to face interviewed twice. The factory aggr and the head of production were both phone in-
terviewed. TestCo's laboratory assistant’s role wagry minor one in the project as she demonstitate
method in practice in couple of first meetings ihieth the CEO was always present and had the main
role. The laboratory assistant had left TestCoaalyeduring the project and could not get reachedhfe
interview. The other persons’ roles in the projegtality development manager of FoodCo’s main com-
petitor and two inspectors) were so minor onesttierefore they were not interviewed.

Outline of the adoption process

The examined project was a half part of a biggejget that aimed developing the production plant’s
microbiological analytic procedures. This part unstrutiny here included a concrete investmentveasl
particularly a part in which a firm searched a soluto cut down storage time that was required tdue
microbiological quality assurance. That was donerther to avoid constructing a new storage. The pro
duction at this plant was known to rise due to ad&n concern level decision to shut down the odimer

of FoodCo’s two special production plants and cabrege all this type of production to this examined
site. The production plant needed to find a sofutmadapt to increasing production. The microlgadal
analytics of final products to assure their qualigs especially a bottleneck in this new situation.

At the production plant they were aware of fast@rabiological quality analyzing methods already
since 2000 mainly because of active providers wdmb dpproached the plant. Before this shut down deci
sion these methods were not considered seriously #hough it might have been a beneficial investmen
Due to the known rise in production the factory wasre sensitive to respond as the CEO of TestCe con
tacted the production manager who agreed to maeghiautumn 2001. The method felt promising from
the very beginning and the benefits it could biimgounded lucrative. After some weeks of prelimina
investigation they agreed to get into a more sertesting that required a formal establishment pfaa
ject. The production manager made a project planhwépecified him as project manager, the aim$ief t
project, project personnel, the supervisory boadithe schedule. The project outline derived pdrtiyn
the requirements for an internal technology developnpentess as which this project was specified ac-
cording ISO 9001 quality system the firm has. Thenpvas proposed to FoodCo central administration
and then a license to start the project was gisea Figure 5).

Pre-adoption Adoption Post-adoption
Phase Phase Phase

Testing phase at  Supplier

TestCo'’s labo- demonstrate . The method has
ratory for the method ¢ SuPervisory board been applied
FoodCo’s prod-  the central  '€VIEWS and ac- and considered
Awareness of  ycts R&D labora- C€Pts the project for some of the
these faster tory other proglu'cts
\ l Investmer as well within
the plant
— v
Known rise in T ) T T T _
production due ~ Supplier , . April 2003
to a central ad- meets the Testing Proposal of in-  The method
ministration production phase at vestment to_the replaces the
shut down deci- Mmanager at the plant central admini-  o|d one in
' the plant stration testing cer-
sion
March 2002 tain prod-

Establishment
of the project

ucts

Figure 5 The main incidents of the process
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The both microbiologists had known the technolofatfprm since late 1970’s. The central labora-
tory had tested another application of this tecbgplalready in the beginning of 1980’s for anotper-
pose but results then were not satisfying. Aftet the central laboratory had not examined anytisols
based on this technology and in the beginning there doubtful about it. The other (he) said thathie
beginning of the project he used to put this suspsmess into a phrase tH&to we try again a long
forthcoming, promising new method.”

After the establishment of the project at FoodCiMarch 2002 TestCo performed a testing period
in order to adapt and fine tune the method forptteelucts to be tested at the production plant Fsgere
5). During TestCo's testing period FoodCo sent thibair products to be analyzed. In parallel witls th
testing at TestCo FoodCo found out other poss#sliand suppliers. In addition to TestCo another su
plier whose product was based on a different teldgyoplatform was considered preliminary, but never
tested due to a high price and lack of referendéer TestCo method was adjusted for the FoodCo’s
products the testing period started at the prodngtiant in August 2002. In the beginning of thdsting
period at the plant TestCo had to assure the mimogists that it is worthwhile to engage into aeder
testing phase. For that purpose TestCo visitecdcéiméral laboratory in September 2002 and performed
set of tests to demonstrate the method and gobhiaopgists’ blessing to continue.

The new method was run in parallel with the old onerder to do comparisons until January 2003.
The number of tests being as high as 10 000 wdigisut for statistical analyzing. After the tegjipe-
riod it seemed that the method is enough speaificsensitive for the purpose. The results were fhen
sented to the supervisory board of the projectfiede sure that the project was done followingftine
mal internal guidelines and the results are satigffor that purpose. Supervisory board acceptedtb-
ject and then the production plant was capableota groposal of investment to FoodCo central admini
stration. After the approval the machine that weeséd until this far was bought and then startdobto
used in analyzing some product groups without tderamethod as backup since April 2003. The older
method is still currently used to analyze contraehufacturing products and products for childreeas
periences of the new method are still scarce daestwort time of usage.

Theroles of the different actors during the process

The project groumt the production plant formed a core for thisjgeb(see Figure 4 on page 9). As this
project was initiated at the plant in order to mihet need to adapt to increasing production th¢gepro
group was highly motivated to find a solution t@&lvconstructing a new storage and to gain theilpless
benefits of the fast analyzing methods. The prajeghager and the quality development manager did th
project in parallel to other responsibilities bl taboratory assistant was dedicated on full tiags to
this project only. The quality development managexde a calculation comparing the method by TestCo
with the method currently in use and with the otlast analyzing method provided by the other sappli
He was also mostly in contact with TestCo. The gmbmanager had established the project and was a
communication link to microbiologists on issues @eming the project on a more general level. Theda
ratory assistant did the practical testaugd in these issues was in contact with the atherobiolo-

gist (she).

The microbiologistacquired and refined information facilitating teealuation of the method and
the adoption process. They brought in expertiselestéo arrange the testing and implementation proce
dures to make sure that they qualify for the rettms set up by the authorities and interpretedtést
results. Their role was also crucial in the finghmination by supervisory board to give credencthéo
project. In addition to the success of this protaet microbiologists were interested in the metasdhey
wanted to inspect that whether it could also b& sseenewhere else within FoodCo concern.

In addition to a traditional role of selleFestCo possessed also co-operative and expert Tdieg
brought in their contribution to validation and il®mentation in terms of expertise and experienlceg t
have gained through earlier customer validationiemglementation processes and also through theair ow
use of the method as it had been used in Test@gislaboratory to produce commercial laboratory-test
ing services. The CEO of the firm was the key pensbo possessed various roles in this case as destC
is a quite small firm. In addition to him the lahtory staff at TestCo was involved on practicatibes
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and user training. TestCo gave user training ferrtfachine, installed it and supplied the needediche
cals.

Sources of information

The microbiologists were the main communicatiokdimccupying information about different methods
outside the firm. The main channels they used veeademic community (journal publications of the
method), FoodCo’s main competitor, TestCo and theraechnology supplier whose product was under
consideration (see Figure 4 on page 11).

The method was not validated by any specific vélisaorganization but it was widely used for
similar purposes around Europe. According EU pples this whole range of references legitimized the
use of the method but still implementation validativas needed to assure internally that the magod
reliable to be used and also in order to learn tmuse it. The other function of the referenceaddition
for the governmental bodies’ approval was to dermatesto FoodCo that it seems promising and worth-
while to inspect it more carefully. According tcetbther microbiologist (he) a condition for considg
closely a new method is that it has to be validatgdn official validation organization or therhis to be
used for the same purpose by others trustworthypaoies. Also already before the project started the
R&D laboratory knew that these methods have beeeldped further since they last tried them. This
knowledge was based on information the suppliessiged and also on international academic journals
on the field. This information made an impressioat the method might work or at least is worthibgst
The lack of references of the other supplier aso #he much higher price gave a feeling that itds
even worth testing.

The main competitor of FoodCo at this area was ultets by the other of the microbiologists (she).
She knew the quality development manager thefgeatampetitor firm and contacted him during thé-tes
ing process at the production plant. She charaeigrihat it was mostly due to her curiosity andikir
confirmation she asked but also she got some oftésting results. According to the other micrdbgist
(he) this was also important in a sense that aitit®have accepted this testing method alreadriland
for the same purpose and this way facilitates #ielation process at FoodCo.

The benefits of the adoption

After implementing the method the production phlamas able to cut down the microbiological quality as
surance storage time from 6-5 days to 3 days ptioducts analyzed by this method. This tremendous
spare of time saved the plant from constructingea storage or recruiting new personnel and cut down
storage costs. This spare of time also improvethicgy of delivery because time span to react dad s
replacement production shortens if some problemsldvarise. The new method is less labor intensive
and reduces the amount of work at the quality assar laboratory as well.

These benefits were clearly recognized in the miginof the project making it very attractive but
the in-depth testing period was necessity to agbatethere is not trade-off between a level ofliand
these gained benefits. The method was consideréu@ortant tool to help the production plant to mee
the settled goals. It was a totally different waydb the analysis compared to the older method.

Assessing the case through the theoretical approaeh
Focal actor perspective

I nnovation adoption approach

The following model (Figure 6) has been revisedrftbe model presented by Frambach and Schillewaert
(2002, 165) that was presented in Figure 2 in shisly. We renamed the phasesaasreness & pre-
consideration,andtime gapthat took place during the pre-adoption stageention, reconsideration &
implementatiorand adoption choicdorming the adoption stagend finallynormal useand confirmation

that are located to the post adoption stage thatsithongoing at the moment of the data gatheasghe
method has not been applied to all the productslyetto a lack of sufficient experiences. The aste-
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tween normal use and confirmation refer that camdtion happens through normal use if FoodCo gets
more positive experiences on the method it becomese confirmed. Different from Frambach and
Schillewaert (2002, 165) model we do not propaskslibetween the factor categories in a form ofvesro
but rather discuss in the text how different fagtare interlinked in this case. This is due toc flaat our
model is more generous as the affect of differactdrs has been discussed separately on each level.

Supplier Interacton | 00 @ m—————————— 1 Perceived innovation
targeting AWARENESS characteristics
communication & relative advantage
risk reduction PRE- compatibility
co-operator & seller CONSIDERATION complexity
trialability
———————————— observability
------------------- uncertainty
Social network TIME GAP
network participation
interconnectedness | N\ Y \/ /--—----------------
co-operaton [ N/ N\ /M, - --------------
risk reduction INTENTION Environment
network externalities
------------------ competitive pressures
Adopter characteris- RE-
tics CONSIDERATION
sSize &
structure
org. innovativeness or IMPLEMENTATION Competitive techno-
strategic posture |  /// A t-mmmmmmmmmmm------ logy supplier interac-
------------------- tion
ADOPTION
CHOICE
Secondary adoption &= @0 0Zd@o\F------------------
activitiesformingthe | N\ ————_  Jmm----------------
context and shaping NORMAL USE
the adoption process

Figure 6 The revised model of case firm’'s adopficrcess

The interaction between theupplier and the adopter was fairly continuous during tepgion
process. TestCo had a great role in advancing a&sseand pre-consideration of this adopted innowati
by marketing the method. This was done alreadyrbdfis acute adoption process as TestCo had Bctive
taken part in different kinds of exhibitions andlbknowledge of its products through different ahals.

In the beginning of this adoption process the Tes#tgetedFoodCo and demonstrated the method. Dur-
ing the reconsideration & implementation stage Cesto-operated tightly with FoodCo in order to atlju
and fine tune the method to meet the FoodCo’s ndedsldition to thixo-operatorrole TestCo had the
role of seller and therefore could not attend FoodCo’s internaétings concerning this project and was
not fully aware of all the things concerning adoptthoice and the factors affecting it. The chadzing
feature of the interaction between TestCo and Food@srisk reduction Thus the method was fairly
ready solution, except for the need for fine turliygTestCo, the main reason for the project wageto
certainty of the method’s reliability and appliditiito the targeted task.

The social network had a role in the very beginrohthe process in advancing the general aware-
ness of these faster methods but the social netpenfiormed its main role during the reconsideraion
implementation phase. The main competitor of Food@e an actor from FoodCo&bcial networkand
the other microbiologist (she) knew the quality elepment manager from this firm. The both of these
firms included in an informal network consistedkefy players of this industry on Nordic countriegele
that has seminars once or twice a year. Hameeconnectednessf this network is quite solid. The com-
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petitor had acquired exactly the same method frestdo earlier and had experiences on it. TestCo had
provided FoodCo with a list of references whicHuded this contact. However TestCo was not aware of
that FoodCo had consulted the competitor in ths&cd@he purpose to consult the main competitortavas
reduce the risk associated with this method.

FoodCo being #arge firmin Finland it is bombarded by suppliers, whichilfeates a good level of
general awareness of options available in marlBging a centrally lead organization tfien structure
affected the shape of the adoption process agarcerotocol needed to be followed. The refererazes
a crucial role to convince FoodCo that it is wddtake a closer look on this method and testllitoRthe
project group members at FoodCo said that an idemnsider a product that is totally new and do not
have references is not a very tempting one. Acogrth the project manager the general problemes th
generosity of promising methods and potential mtsjdut the problem is that how to screen effebtive
what are the most promising ones. The referentalthis case facilitated this screening proceskiag
trustworthiness and reducing risk. TestCo’s CEQipas "I think that in this case, and especiatitlie
beginning to convince the microbiologists, the ral¢he international references was a remarkatité;
out them this could have been easily a dead emtiLis it is clear that FoodCaisnovativenessvas not a
powerful driving force in this case.

Innovation characteristicsvere evaluated throughout during the processhik dase the method
was not very expensive one but the role it hagig important. The method hasedative advantagever
the former one if it works properly. The spareiofd is evident but the method is still under sutaece
as FoodCo is not yet fully confirmed that theren@ a tradeoff between spare of time and quality of
analysis. As the method is not put into a certgsiesn but operates individualtpmpatibilityhere refers
instead of technical compatibility to mental conilpiéity. The perceived relative advantage in thgibe
ning was enough high to beat the suspicious aéiftizhd in this sense mental incompatibility. Tés
facilitated by the ease of uslw complexity andtrialability of the method. TestCo demonstrated the
method and its benefits that made thalnservableas well as did the list of referencéimcertaintywas
and still is attached to the method but the otleecgived innovation attributes reduced this unagsta

Competitive pressureaffected the adoption process during various staGempetitive pressures
stimulate FoodCo to improve performance constarthd due that FoodCo is open for new ideas and
willing to be aware of and pre-consider other amign markets. For the same reason FoodCo screened
the other method by aompetitive technology supplieturing the re-consideration & implementation
phase. This openness may mean that now adopteddnathld be replaced by a novel solution already in
the near future and hence competitive pressurestadh the confirmation stage as well. As the metho
was already used in Finland by a competitor andatit@orities had accepted it in this use it featiétl
adoption (callechetwork externalitiesn the model) and eased the re-consideration &empntation
phase.

Network and interaction approach

We have added a category in to the model (FigureaBg@dsecondary adoptioactivitiesthat form the
context and shape the adoption process. By adtdiaghd proposing it to affect through out the pssc

we try to draw attention to the embeddedness ofattaption process as it is embedded to the adopter
firm’s other prior, current and future processed antivities. We can apply the underlying idea ef-n
work and interaction approach of various actors &h@ engaged into continuous interaction thahéped

by interdependence, prior experiences and curpgreatations with other actors (see e.g. Hakansson &
Snehota 1989, 190, 196) to innovation adoption docal actor level too. The adoption process can be
understood as an actor itself floating in a genleuainess context of FoodCo and being in continirous
teraction with the other elements and activitieF@ddCo’s business operations. For example thesidaci

to shutdown the other plant, the earlier awarepésisese methods and suspicious attitudes ag#iest t
represent results of activity sets that have ajrdaklen place. But in respect to purely adoptidateel
activities or activity sets, like planning the ayation and implementation procedures, testing thehine,
co-operating with the supplier, etc., they formoatext with which these directly adoption relatetia-

ties are in interplay.
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This interplay between different activities shafiessprocess and generates various kinds of dynam-
ics in it. Both the central R&D laboratory and gheduction plant had been aware of these fastenaudst
for analyzing microbiological quality but a con@estarting shot for the project was the productedes-
ign on FoodCo concern level and then the activekateng by TestCo at the same time. In this sense th
interplay and randomness resulting from that inégriis emphasized over a linear process with arclea
defined beginning and an end. Although the benefite known already before the redesign decishamn, t
adoption was not considered seriously even thoughuld have brought in benefits in terms of tinmel a
labor saving in any case even without an increagedduction. Another example of the interplay besw
the directly adoption related activities and theoselary adoption activities was social interactiomd
power hierarchy that characterized the adoptiorgss. As FoodCo is a centrally administrated cancer
the examined adoption process at the productiant fidélowed strictly the formal procedures for thatd
of project. These guidelines for different typesadjects are defined in FoodCo’s certificated IS1
quality management system. The power relationsigr® shown particularly on the role of the central
R&D laboratory in the project as it had a powelkiib the project already before the testing phdsié i
would have seemed unpromising. In this sense theohiblogists were approvers of technology here hav
ing a lot of potential power that they did not eiee in a full scale. Also a need to establish fhpthe
project, specify the details in the project planl mame a supervisory board for the project as asla
need to make a formal proposition of the final stweent to the central administration representetice
power structures that shaped the process.

In addition to this view of activities as actors wan clearly recognize an intra-firm network insthi
adoption process. Different actors (the central inthtnation, the supervisory board, the productitemt
and the central R&D laboratory) were linked to eatters resources via different activities durihg t
adoption process. The production plant was a factr in this adoption process as the innovatios wa
be adopted there. Although the production plant @sger to consider the method in more detail,ithe |
ited resources of the plant, as there did not veark microbiologist at the plant, hindered the cleantp
move on to the reconsideration & implementatiometaithout support by the R&D laboratory. The mi-
crobiologists brought in expertise that was reediiin various ways during the adoption processirThe
expertise was needed to arrange the testing anérmeptation procedures to make sure that theyfguali
for the restrictions set up by the authorities tmahterpret the test results. The microbiologisese also
approvers of the technology as they centrally coatdd the microbiological quality assurance within
FoodCo. The central administration controlled tinaricial resources. The central administration érad
powered the supervisory board to control the adagtrocess as an independent and unbiased committee
The supervisory board had surveillance resourcdgpawer to affect the adoption process. The mierobi
ologists’ role was also crucial in the final exaation by the supervisory board in giving creder@éhe
project and hence convincing the board of the gualf the project and its possible results if to be
adopted.

System per spective

Innovation diffusion approach
We considered and defined diffusion as a contexadafption in the theoretical framework. Innovation
diffusion approach understands single adoptionsitats with reference to other adoption units’ (agin
leaders) adoption decisions within the social sysé@d change agents’ influence on these adoptioin de
sions from outside the community. In this caserttagén competitor was an opinion-leader for FoodCo as
it was a part of FoodCo’s social system and hotabnat the same level. TestCo represented a @iang
agent promoting the change from the old methotiecne it supplies. On the other hand TestCo vezs al
an opinion leader in a sense that it was a ustreomethod as the method was in use in TestCotdab
tory to produce commercial analytical services. dtieer competing technology supplier was a change-
agent pro the innovation it supplied.

In addition to these actors FoodCo occupied infaoianafrom impersonal media like Internet and
academic journals. Internet and academic jourrr@oaly forums to provide information and according
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to who is a sender the distinction between opitéalers and change-agents can be made. In this sens
these forums cannot be considered as sourcesoofriafion according diffusion theory as they do fadit

into the presented dichotomy. This approach beitiggary of communication is powerless to understand
reasons for communication and other types of iotenas between the actors related to the adoptioo-p
ess.

Network and interaction approach

By applying the network and interaction approachvf® we get a wider view to understand the adoption
process agmbeddednto its inter-organizational context. This perspee understands better also other
types of interaction in addition to communicatidine idea of embeddedness is shown in various links
and dynamics between FoodCo and its environmerd. fibtivation for the competitor to share experi-
ences and give hints to FoodCo was based on infgrensonal links but also on the firms’ mutual net&t

to avoid quality problems that would harm the bodimpanies in terms of bad reputation and consumers’
tendency to associate single actor’'s quality prolléo the whole industry. In this sense the bothpga
nies are embedded into a certain environment agid dltions are interlinked together causing disewt
indirect effects for another one or both of therhisTcan be understood as discussed interconnestedne
(Ritter 2000) consumer markets being a factor niegjahe effects between FoodCo and the competitor
(FoodCo < > Consumer market < > Competitor firm).

Due to these interrelations the other one of therahiologists (she) participates regularly in meet-
ings of an informal consortium of the industry oorllic countries level. This exchange of experiences
derives from an idea that product safety is noaa under competition but rather a prerequisiteHe
whole industry’s welfare. These networking actiesticonnect the actors together and to each oteers r
sources as ARA-model illustrates and as the othéheo microbiologists (he) put itNetworking is a
good thing because you can't do everything on youm. It is cheaper to all that we listen to theeati
experiences and ideas and exchange them insteadnofbody would try on their own. “

The importance of references in this case can bergtood through the concept of network posi-
tion. The reference list of TestCo gave to Food@orecrete hint or proof of TestCo's prestigiousnoek
position within different networks performing siuilactivities (in this case TestCo had referenoces f
cosmetic and pharmaceutical industries in addtiiofood processing industry) or on the same inghuestr
FoodCo. On the other hand the TestCo’s high comeritrto the project derived partly from the refeenc
value i.e. FoodCo as a reference would faciliteting) the method in Finland in the future.

The adoption process was a relationship establishprecess between FoodCo and TestCo and af-
terwards can be seen as an initiating episodemittis relationship. The companies did not havetiang
to do together before this project (see HakanssdnGadde 1997). The relational baattiaction devel-
oped during the early phases of the project. Tlagepr manager understood the potential benefithef
method and got along well with the CEO of TestCloe TEO of TestCo considered a certain discussion
important between him and the project manager coirgg microbiological analyzing procedures in the
very beginning of the project. The CEO assumed tti@atproject manager found his views, based on his
wide experience, useful and applicable. The projeahager thought that during the testing period at
TestCo the adjustment of the reagents and theeimfles TestCo had in this issue on the principal,firm
which tailored the reagents to better fit with #@odCo’s products was a proof showing that Test€o a
though being a little firm is capable to meet tleeds of FoodCo and also willing to adapt to meenth
In addition to this social bonding the compardemmittedo each other through different structural bonds
during the process (machine leasing contractngsthase at TestCo) and after the implementation-(c
tinuous need for TestCo’s chemical reagents inrdaanalyze).

Trustrefers here mostly to the method and can be psgtibjective and objective trust here. The
laboratory assistant started to trust the methadifflg been quite suspicious first) after a certast in
which the method recognized a failure in a testipob but she did not recognize that by tastingsmell-
ing. The objective trust was evolved through thating period in which the method was run in patalle
with the older one and 10 000 samples was gattarédinalyzed. Because the method is not in fulesca
use yet, rather confirmation is still ongoing; ireduct specific trust could be higher.
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Findings, discussion and conclusions
The purpose of this studyas to scrutinize how the network and interactipproach of IMP could con-
tribute innovation adoption and diffusion reseairtlan organizational setting. First we needed tdere
and define organizational innovation adoption asliferature on this field is fragmented, contréalig
and beyond interpretation. We defined innovatidfugion as a context of innovation adoption and enad
a distinction between adoption astmiceand adoption as grocess This categorization has not been il-
lustrated enough explicitly in the previous liter&, and therefore the current research on inmavati
adoption mix up the terminology and results frorasth separate fields, which leads to conceptual and
theoretical confusion. We clarified also the terohiigy on the adoption process and noticed thatampl
mentation hardly ever referred to installation afagoital investment innovation but always to empky
level adoption. On the basis of this study orgaiopal innovation adoption can be seen highly refet
and embedded activity involving different actorsl alynamics between these actors and thus should be
considered by acknowledging these interconnectiotis on a focal actor level and on a system level.

On a focal actor leveinnovation adoption literature considers an intiova which initiates a cer-
tain pattern of behavior finally leading to adoptias a point of departure for the theory. Howeher t
original stimulus-reaction pattern of behavior umglag the innovation adoption that it is more es$ a
matter of time when a new innovation becomes adbofiie rejected) by a certain unit of adoption and a
linear path to this adoption decision cannot batsaightforwardly confirmed. As FoodCo was aware of
these faster methods since 2000 this awarenesaddidhitiate a clear decision-process immediately.
FoodCo also considered another option suppliednoyh@r technology supplier to meet the need. Thus
the process was more about to find a solutiongmblem not to decide on this specific and finalysen
product. Or as the other of the microbiologists) @edd: “If it would not have worked the ongoingasgh
process would have continued.” Instead of this vation centricity, in which a particular innovatiand
the path to its adoption is in focus, an organiratl need or a problem to be solved could be a nabee
vant starting point because we may easily imagis#uation in which a firm considers different apts
and ends up adopting only one of them, like in tlise happened. Thus in addition to one adoptioc- pr
ess, there can be found one or more rejection psese In this point innovation adoption approactaon
focal actor level could be enriched by the tooksated within organizational buying behavior literat
The described adoption process characterized ésiateeaking in Figure 6 presents a quite limited a
forced combination of activities that were relevemtesult the adoption because this model focheas-
ily on the innovation that became finally adopt€te interplay between different activities and eliént
contexts resulting to this adoption can be venjtédiy understood in this kind of presentation ihiet
we illustrate the phenomenon as a decision-makimg €inally chosen innovation and factors affecting
that process. Instead of this very restricted veayieéw the adoption process we suggesaetvity based
perspective consisting ofprimary and secondary adoption activitie® understand better the problem
solving behavior of a focal actor during the adoptprocess leading to innovation adoption. Primary
adoption activities are temporary activities oss#tactivities that are performed to solve a quroggan-
izational problem. Hence in addition to activitiedated to adoption of a certain innovation themgiiy
adoption activities include also the rejection gs8es of the other options considered during thielgum
solving process. Secondary adoption activitiesaatwities that are not directly attached to prabksolv-
ing but affect indirectly on it having a facilitagj, inhibiting or neutral influence. This view aoteates
the embeddeness of the adoption process into a \piddlem solving process including the rejection
processes and the structural dynamics due to thénoous interaction of the adoption process wiitd t
other elements and activities of the adopter’'s padtpresent business operations and future visions

In addition to a focal actor perspective we sciméd organizational innovation adoption ogya-
tem levelby applying innovation diffusion approach and tlework and interaction approach of IMP.
The diffusion approach understands the communicdliov between the different actors but fails tp-ca
ture the other interactions and deeper motivethisrinteraction. Also there are problems to trantfiese
diffusion related concepts as opinion leadershiph @mange agency and this cumulative pattern of -adop
tion to an industrial context. Problematic is tdimke the relevant social system in industrial méslas it
is not so easy to define the group of potentiaptels. We must first define a relevant adopter, isit a
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single firm or a dyad, maybe a value-chain? Thélera to define a relevant unit of adoption mears th
we cannot define what actually a social system &niindustrial context. Does it have to be an stg@

To briefly conclude we strongly feel that the netkvand interaction approach of IMP could evi-
dently contribute the current research on orgaioizat innovation adoption, both to understand the-p
nomenon on its context on a system level and ata fctor level. The diffusion theory captureshpps
the idea of the information spread and cumulatil@#ions in some more stable contexts but is olsiou
too mechanistic and static to be applied to a modetworked business-to-business markets due to the
discussed problems. In order to understand diffusiadhis complex context we find a network anckint
action approach applicable here as the attentionldtbe paid to identify different actors affectitige
process from different networks and concentratadtivities these actors perform. These activitas loe
classified similarly toprimary adoption activitiesand secondary adoption activitiess on a focal actor
level. Primary adoption activities on a system leeéers to activities that are directly relatedattempo-
rary problem solving as secondary adoption actisitnean the past or other current activities arréut
expectations forming the context and structurettiertemporary problem solving in a dynamic network
context. Robertson et al. (1996, 336) propose tbdaboration based informal relationships between
companies in an industry and universities, govemtragencies and professional associations might wel
represent the building blocks of diffusion networKis combining with network and interaction ap-
proach enhances the context-specificity of theuditin ideology to cope with industrial markets. Al-
though a role of a more holistic approach providgdhe network and interaction approach has been em
phasized in our discussion here, this is not tintepreted that we ignore the relevancy of curietrb-
firm oriented approaches. Nonetheless we only stgtifet the intra-firm problem solving behavior
should be still in focus but not to be assumedake tplace in a vacuum but rather in a complex and d
namic environment. There is still a huge gap in wnderstanding of what happens within a firm when i
adopts an innovation and the organizational inriomaadoption literature has not shed a bright light
this issue until this far. The underlying stimuhgsction idea of current adoption models seemajtuce
some features of the process but the models drtostimechanistic and general to explain how défe
factors evolve and interact with each other dutimg process due to the facts discussed in thisrpape
Therefore we believe that a more holistic perspeatif the network and interaction approach would-co
tribute this field on the both separated levelse Tdea of primary and secondary innovation adopdion
tivities forms a fruitful base for future reseamlenues basing on this presented holistic approach.
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