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Diffusion of innovations has been researched for decades, but previous studies have
primarily focused on innovators and other earlier adopter categories. The research in this
thesis studies how to accelerate the innovation adoption rate of laggards in B2B context. In
order to explain the adoption process of organizations, this thesis examines factors
influencing the adoption-decisions, challenges and how to overcome these challenges
through effective communication.

The empirical part of the thesis is based on a quantitative analysis of how organizations react
to innovations and how their internal processes and characteristics affect to adoption. The
data are collected with quantitative methods with a survey sent to targeted organizations.
The target of the study is a recruitment company, of which the pseudonym Alpha is used in
the thesis, and how their customers have adopted a new recruiting system developed by
Alpha. The findings of the study indicate that organizations in different industries have very
different processes regarding adoption. The study identifies internal bureaucracy, resistance
to change and internal stakeholders as generating the most friction regarding innovation
adoption-decisions. The theory indicates that when the innovation is compatible with the
existing values, offers relative advantage, is triable, less complex and can be observed by
others, can change how the receiving organization reacts to innovations. The study finds that
the innovation’s compatibility with the organization’s existing values, the previously used
recruiting system, the impact of past experiences using the service and possibility to modify
the innovation to better suit the organization’s needs are the most important factors in
adopting an innovation. The study finds that the attributes can be bypassed by the needs and
values of the organization if the innovation is seen as creating more value even if its usage
creates more work. When communicating the value of the innovation to laggards, the
traditional media or leaning on to superior technology is not sufficient. The study finds that
opinion leaders are an effective way to gain the attention of laggards who primarily trust the
experiences of their peers. The innovation providers have to create new ways in the future
to communicate the value of their innovations in order to accelerate the adoption rate.
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Innovaatioiden diffuusiota on tutkittu jo vuosikymmenid, mutta aikaisemmat tutkimukset
ovat keskittyneet ensisijaisesti innovaattoreihin ja muihin aikaisempiin omaksujiin. Taman
pro gradun tutkimus tutkii miten innovaation omaksumista voidaan nopeuttaa
vitkastelijoiden keskuudessa B2B ympéristossa. Organisaatioiden omaksumisprosessin
selvittdmiseksi tassé tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan omaksumispaétoksiin vaikuttavia tekijoité,
haasteita ja kuinka ndmé haasteet voi ylittaa tehokkaan viestinnan avulla.

Tutkimuksen empiirinen osa perustuu maéaralliseen analyysiin siitd, miten organisaatiot
reagoivat innovaatioihin ja miten niiden siséiset prosessit ja ominaisuudet vaikuttavat
omaksumiseen. Data on Kkeratty maaréllisilla menetelmilld kohdeorganisaatioille
lahetettavalla kyselylld. Tutkimuksen kohteena on rekrytointialan yritys, josta kéytetaan
tassd pro gradussa pseudonyymié Alpha, ja miten heidan asiakkaat ovat omaksuneet Alphan
kehittdman uuden rekrytointijarjestelman. Tutkimuksen tulokset osoittavat, ettd eri
toimialojen organisaatioilla on hyvin erilaisia omaksumisprosesseja. Tutkimuksen mukaan
sisdinen byrokratia, muutosvastarinta ja sisdiset sidosryhmét aiheuttavat eniten Kkitkaa
innovaatioiden omaksumispaatoksissé. Teoria osoittaa, ettd kun innovaatio on yhteensopiva
olemassa olevien arvojen kanssa, tarjoaa suhteellista etua, on kokeiltavissa, yksinkertainen
ja muiden nahtévissd, voi muuttaa vastaanottavan organisaation suhtautumista siihen. Tassa
tutkimuksessa todetaan, ettd innovaation omaksumisessa tarkeimpid tekijoitd ovat
innovaation yhteensopivuus organisaation olemassa olevien arvojen kanssa, aiemmin
kaytetty rekrytointijarjestelmd, palvelun kéytosta saatujen kokemusten vaikutus ja
mahdollisuus muokata innovaatiota paremmin organisaation tarpeita vastaavaksi.
Tutkimuksen mukaan organisaation tarpeet ja arvot voivat ohittaa attribuutit jos innovaation
koetaan tuottavan enemman arvoa, vaikka sen kaytto lisdisi tyén méarad. Kommunikoidessa
innovaation arvosta vitkastelijoille, perinteinen media tai nojaaminen huipputeknologiaan ei
riitd. Tutkimuksen mukaan mielipidejohtajat ovat tehokas tapa saada vitkastelijoiden
huomio, jotka luottavat ensisijaisesti vertaistensa kokemuksiin. Innovaatioiden tarjoajien on
luotava tulevaisuudessa uusia tapoja viestid innovaatioidensa arvosta, jotta niiden
omaksumista voidaan nopeuttaa.
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1 Introduction

Scholars and practitioners have been discussing about the diffusion of innovations for
decades. For example, the first edition of the book Diffusion of Innovations by Everett M.
Rogers was published already in 1962. Since then, several thousand publications about this
theoretical concept has been published (Rogers, 2003). According to Tidd (2010), by
understanding how and why, but also why innovations are not being adopted, can be helpful
in developing business plans and policies that are more realistic in nature. Thus, the reason
to conduct the research in this thesis is to study how companies can both gain the attention
of those customer segments adopting an innovation later, i.e. laggards, and to accelerate their
adoption rate in B2B context. Thus, the goal of this research is to help companies address
their laggards and accelerate their adoption rate, which leads to increased customer pool and

sales.

There is not much research done about the different methods of addressing specifically
laggards in order to accelerate their adoption rate, not to mention in B2B context. According
to Uhl, Andrus and Poulsen (1970), one reason to study laggards and their behaviour is that
the diffusion of innovations research has focused primarily very little on laggards and more
on innovators and their importance. In addition, the group of laggards has been defined as a
category and many of their features have been indicated helping to highlight how laggards
and innovators differ, but the challenge of marketing to laggards has not received too much
attention. Hence, the understanding of innovators might help to plan marketing a new
product in the early stages, but understanding laggards might help to increase the adoption
of the late majority, laggards themselves and possibly even the group that is typically
identified as non-adopters (Uhl et al. 1970).

Furthermore, the use of opinion leaders and how they can affect the diffusion process and
adoption rate has not been studied in detail. According to Cho, Hwang and Lee (2012), the
earlier research has focused more on opinion leaders and their socioeconomic features and
neglected the social systems and the communication behaviour among them, which is a
significant part of the innovation diffusion process. On the contrary, various studies have

compared centralities in the research field of social networks and diffusion research in



marketing. Thus, in this master’s thesis, it is necessary to study more in detail the
communication behaviour among the customers of organizations and how the internal
dynamics of organizations affect adoption of innovations through different individual

characteristics.

In this thesis, the target of the study is a Finnish recruitment media company, of which the
pseudonym Alpha is used in the thesis. The study further examines the adoption of a new
recruiting system developed by Alpha. This new recruiting system offers companies an
easier way to find and manage ideal job candidates, but also makes applying to a job more
easier for the job candidates. The job candidate applies to a job via this system by answering
to a few questions in the job announcement without the need of a curriculum vitae or cover
letter. The company can then track the applicants via an ATS (Applicant Tracking System)
specifically designed for this purpose and interact with the applicants easily. Furthermore,
the study examines how different Finnish companies from different industries are adopting
this new innovation, the challenges in the adoption processes of these companies and how

their adoption rate could be accelerated.

To summarize, the objective and research problem of this research is to understand how
laggards can be addressed in a way, that ultimately accelerates their adoption rate of an
innovation. This objective is going to be achieved by answering to the sub questions, that
are presented in chapter 1.3. The sub questions are first examined by reviewing the existing
academic literature about the concepts. Subsequently, in the empirical part of the thesis,
these concepts are mirrored against the customers of Alpha and their adaptiveness regarding

the new recruiting system.

Conducting this research is highly beneficial for Alpha as it creates new ideas and models
on how to communicate the benefits of the new system to new potential customers as well
as accelerate the adoption rate of Alpha’s existing customers who have not yet adopted the
service. This new recruiting system has already been used in thousands of job advertisement
campaigns, hence there is plenty of data about the users of the service who act as innovators
and early adopters. This creates a solid base for the research and provides data about what
have been the factors that made users to adopt this innovation. Furthermore, the research
done in this thesis can be used to examine which factors could be beneficial to market more

heavily to the companies that have not yet adopted the innovation.



1.1 Concept definitions

This part of the thesis shortly introduces the most important concepts, that appear in the
theoretical framework and research questions, and that are widely used across the thesis.
Before examining the concepts more in detail in the theory part, these short definitions help

to better understand the contents of the thesis.

Adoption and adoption rate

Adoption means attaching new practices to the old practices of the community (Denning,
Dunham & Brown, 2010). Adoption rate means the relative speed with which the members

of a social system adopt the innovation (Rogers, 2003).
Diffusion

Rogers (2003) defines diffusion as a process where the members of a certain social system
communicate an innovation through various channels over time. This process is also a
unique type of communication where messages are related to new ideas. A more simplified
definition is provided by Apilo, Taskinen and Salkari (2007), who state, that diffusion means

the spreading of the innovation.
Innovation

There are many different variations of the definition of an innovation, but perhaps the most
famous one is given by Rogers (2003), who defines an innovation as an object, practice or
an idea that is recognized as new by someone and the newness of this object, practice or idea
is determined by the lapse of time from where the innovation is first discovered. This means
that an innovation does not necessarily need to be “objectively” new and that if an individual
recognizes the idea as new to him- or herself, it is perceived as new, even if the idea itself
was old. Apilo, Taskinen and Salkari (2007) add, that when talking about an innovation,
there is a need to clarify of what level of newness is meant. New innovations are roughly
categorized as new to the company, new to the industry and new to the world. New product
innovations can also contain plenty of parts, such as components, modules and solutions,
and when defining the newness of a solution the amount of these new parts can be given

desired target values. According to Jeyakodi and Ros (2019), an innovation is also the total



of every step and process that is involved in a process of changing a concept or an idea into

a product, a service or an experience, which is valued by customers or businesses.

Laggards

Laggards is the name to describe the last group in a social system who will adopt an
innovation (Rogers, 2003 ; Williams, Dhoest & Saunderson, 2019 ; Apilo et al. 2007) or the
last segment of persons adopting an idea, product or a service, even though compared with
non-adopters, ultimately, they will adopt (Uhl, Andrus & Poulsen, 1970). In addition, their
possession of opinion leadership is almost non-existent and many of them are nearly isolated
among their social network. Laggards are also only referencing to the past and the decisions
they make are usually made by referencing what has been done before. Because these
individuals are well isolated, they also interact with others who possess comparatively
traditional values (Rogers, 2003). Laggards are also users, that are shy of new technology
for different reasons, such as personal or economic. In addition, according to Matzler,
Mooradian, Filler and Anschober (2014), laggards have commonly been perceived as not
worth the chase, but once laggards adopt an innovation, they will be highly loyal to the

supplier.

Opinion leader

Rogers (2003) defines opinion leaders as members of a system who offer information and
advice about an innovation to other members in the same system. Opinion leaders can be
also defined as people who are part of a certain social network and who have the highest
influence to how other people accept or adopt a product or technology regarding diffusion
(Cho, Hwang & Lee, 2012). Because of this influential status of opinion leaders, others are
repeatedly asking for their opinion and advice (Aleahmad, Karisani, Rahgozar &
Oroumchian, 2016). According to VVan der Merwe and VVan Heerden (2009), people usually
search for the opinion of an expert when they face a challenging decision and an opinion
leader helps to solve this problem. Opinion leaders also have a more influential and central
role in a given community. In general, opinion leaders are able to influence on other people’s
behaviours, motivations, beliefs, attitudes and opinions (Cho, Hwang & Lee, 2012) in a
desired way in a specific area or situation (Van der Merwe & Van Heerden, 2009).
According to Burt (1999), opinion leaders can “contaminate” other people with innovations

through conversations.



Social system

Rogers (2003) defines a social system as members or units that are connected to other units,
but can be differentiated from each other, and they try to reach a common goal by solving
problems together. These members or units can be individuals, organizations, informal
groups or subsystems. For example, in a diffusion study, the system can be a Peruvian village
and all its peasant families, a hospital and its medical doctors or every consumer of the
United States.

1.2 Literature review

In this part of the thesis a short overview of already published academic literature about the
theory and current knowledge behind the diffusion of innovations, stages of adoption,
adoption rate, channels and adopter groups, such as laggards, is examined. This study is
primarily focusing on the diffusion of innovations theory by Everett M. Rogers, whose work
has laid the base for diffusion studies. The latest edition of Rogers’ book “Diffusion of
Innovations” from 2003 describes the different stages, rate, channels and groups of adopting
an innovation and the various factors that play a key role in the process, thus serving as the

main theoretical framework and providing a solid background for the study in this thesis.

To get a new idea adopted by the public is usually a difficult thing to do even if it creates
apparent advantage (Rogers, 2003). Most notably when it comes to technological
innovations, people have a tendency to resist and be sceptical about the change the
innovation creates even if the innovation in question possesses explicit benefits, for example,
to the public health and security (lles, Egnoto, Fisher Liu, Ackerman, Roberts & Smith,
2017). Many organizations also face a common problem on how to accelerate the adoption
of an innovation. It can take years for an innovation to be adopted from the time they become
accessible (Rogers, 2003) and it can take decades of time after the first advancements for the
actual impact of an idea to come into realisation (Satell, 2017). This is why there is a major

problem for companies to make the diffusion time of an innovation shorter (Rogers, 2003).

In addition, there can be some interesting debates found in the literature about diffusion. In
these debates it is argued which factors influence diffusion the greatest (Bianchi, Di

Benedetto, Franzo & Frattini, 2017). For example, a social system affects to the adoption of



a new innovation. The members of a social system are classified on the basis of their level
of adopting an innovation and these adopter categories include innovators, early adopters,
early majority, late majority and laggards. The innovators seek information actively about
new ideas, they have a considerable amount of mass media exposure and they have wide
networks that cover a broad area, thus making them able to reach out individuals that are not
part of their local system. These innovators can also withstand more uncertainty linked to an
innovation than the other adopters, because when they adopt a new idea first in their system,
they are not able to be dependent on the subjective evaluations the other members of the

system have made about the innovations (Rogers, 2003).

One important subject in the diffusion of innovations is the role of communication channels.
There are different communication channels via which participants are creating and sharing
information between each other, which need to be examined more to find the most effective
one(s). For example, mass media channels, such as television, newspapers and radio can
reach a bigger audience, but also interpersonal channels can have a deeper effect when
convincing a person to adopt an innovation (Rogers, 2003). In addition to mass media and
interpersonal channels, Bianchi et al. (2017) mention the effects of positive word-of-mouth
and Rogers (2003) adds, that the diffusion process is a very social event as many individuals
are dependent on the experiences of their peers about an innovation. In addition to
communication channels and other mediums, the world also faces social problems and social
changes, which are affecting to the diffusion of innovations. One example here is the
Internet. Rogers (2003) argues, that the diffusion process has been changed significantly,
because of the diffusion of the Internet from circa 1990 onwards. He is also suggesting, that
the diffusion process can be changing in some essential ways, because of these interactive
communication technologies, which eliminate or reduce the spatial distance when a new idea
is communicated among the participants of the conversation (Rogers, 2003). Previous
contemporary studies have also selected the amount of digital content as a significant factor
regarding the diffusion of the Internet, and the richness of digital content affects the speed
of Internet diffusion. Thus, in order to accelerate the diffusion of new Internet based services,
one of the most important factors is to provide plenty of digital content and different services

from the initiation phase to market (Na, Hwang and Kim, 2020).

In addition, the preliminary literature review for this research indicates, that the concept of

laggards is referenced with various alternative names. For example, many academic articles



and other literature has been published about behavioral science and customer behavior,
which helps to identify different customer profiles. Tuulaniemi (2011) states, that customer
profiles are an important method in summarizing and presenting customer data obtained
from customer research and Apeh, Gabrys and Schierz (2014) add, that this data is gathered
from factual and transactional data. By understanding different behavior profiles and values
behind them, it is possible for product designers to create prerequisites for a customer
experience, that at the same time, answers to the hidden needs of customers and addresses
and creates loyalty but also changes customer behavior in a way that is meaningful regarding
commercial goals and metrics (Tuulaniemi, 2011). In addition, it is important for businesses
to identify different customer types and successfully meet their needs in order to stay
competitive in the present economic climate. By constructing customer profiles well
provides businesses with important information, such as identifying their valuable customers
and how their behavior is like. However, classifying customer profiles into valuable and
meaningful groups is challenging, because there are constant changes taking place inside

customer profiles (Apeh et al. 2014).

Furthermore, the model called crossing the chasm is covered in the academic literature. In
this model, there are barriers and gaps that have to be crossed in order to jump between
customer groups (Brdulak, Chaberek & Jagodzinski, 2021), and the largest gap, “the chasm”,
lies between the groups of early adopters and early majority (Brdulak et al. 2021 ; Apilo et
al. 2007). In a situation where companies manage to create a bridge over this gap, they are
on route from a marginal product to a mainstream product, which leads to both broad
profitability and development (Brdulak et al. 2021). The literature identifies a way to
accelerate the adoption and crossing chasms with the concept of nudging, that according to
Heiskanen (2016) refers to any feature in the decision environment that is able to alter the
behavior of people predictably without excluding any options or changing their economic
incentives considerably. Hummel and Maedche (2019) add, that the importance of nudging,
and how effective it is, is increasing in the digital age, because decision-making in digital
environments has become more frequent. Thus, the study in this thesis attempts to discover
ways to cross the chasm between laggards and late majority, or even laggards and early

majority through various nudges.

Consequently, by examining various concepts of behavioural science, customer profiles and

the concept of nudging in accelerating the adoption rate of laggards, it seems that the subjects



have been studied rather extensively, but by using alternative terms. In addition, after
examining the literature of what has been studied about the diffusion of innovation, adoption
rate, adopter categories and specifically laggards, the previous studies have concentrated
more on commercializing the product generally, but there is a lack of focus on laggards. Uhl
et al. (1970) state, that laggards represent circa 16 percent of consumers in the markets and
by understanding the behaviour of laggards and their characteristics could additionally offer
cognition on them who are described as almost laggards i.e. the late majority, which consists

of 30-34 % of the adopters and non-adopters.

1.3 Research questions and objectives of the research

This study aims to increase the knowledge on the subject of how the adoption rate of laggards
can be accelerated when it comes to adopting new innovations. The scientific goal of this
study is to obtain deeper knowledge and understanding of the theory of diffusion of
innovations and the role of laggards in the innovation adoption process. Furthermore, the
managerial goal of the study is to provide information to companies about the advantages of
knowing how to accelerate the adoption rate of laggards and gain competitive advantage.
These goals are achieved by answering to the research questions summarized in the figure
below (Figure 1).

MRQ: How to accelerate the
innovation adoption rate of

laggards in B2B context?

Figure 1 The main research question and the set of sub questions of the study.



The main research question (MRQ), as followed by the goals of the study, is defined as

follows:
How to accelerate the innovation adoption rate of laggards in B2B context?

In order to answer to the main research question, there will be four sub-research questions

(SRQ’s) that are going to be answered along the study. These questions are:
1. What is the process of diffusion of innovations?
2. What is the innovation process of organizations?
3. What are the challenges of accelerating the adoption rate?
4. How to communicate about the advantages of an innovation?

To make the primary goal of this study achievable, the research aims to clarify the subject
by answering to a set of sub questions. Hence, the study discusses about the process of
diffusion of innovations from both individual and organizational viewpoint with the
emphasis on organizations, the various challenges of accelerating the adoption rate and how

to communicate about the value of an innovation to laggards.

1.4 Theoretical framework

Here, the theoretical framework and the theoretical perspective of the research is introduced.
The theoretical framework explains the path of the study and how the academic literature
about diffusion of innovations and its elements develop throughout the thesis (Figure 2 &
Appendix 1). As the context of the study concentrates to the B2B environment, the theories

and theoretical concepts are primarily focusing on this environment.
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Figure 2 Theoretical framework of the study.

The theoretical part of the study consists of a review of already written academic literature,
different theories and theoretical concepts. The modern literature about the diffusion of
innovations in B2B context is somewhat limited. Thus, in addition to academic publications
and peer reviewed articles, this research includes also other sources, such as webinars and
podcasts in order to obtain more up-to-date information about how diffusion of innovations
is viewed in contemporary B2B environment. The latest edition of Rogers’ book “Diffusion
of Innovations” from 2003 serves as the foundation theory, where other theories and
theoretical concepts are mirrored against to, in order to draw a general overview of the

subject.

First, the theoretical framework defines the diffusion of innovations and provides an
introduction to the subject. Subsequently, the framework explains the innovation process of
organizations to deepen the knowledge of various factors, that influence the decision to
adopt, including various innovation characteristics, attributes and types of innovation-
decisions in the organization. From here, the framework identifies various challenges, that
hinder making adoption-decisions in the organizational level. Finally, the framework
identifies specific mediums through which these challenges can be surpassed. These are the
proper way of using different communication channels, communication networks and
opinion leaders. The appropriate use of these mediums ultimately leads to faster adoption

rate of laggards.
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1.5 Delimitations

This study is focusing only on B2B environment. Therefore, the research has been done by
examining only the products and services, that the companies are serving and selling to other
companies. In addition, the goal is to examine organizations of different sizes and from
different industries in order to depict how new innovations are perceived in various
organizations and how the different adopter categories view innovations regardless of the

industry or the size of the organization.

The empirical part of the study concentrates only on the customers of Alpha, i.e. businesses,
and their use or lack of use of the new recruiting system. Thus, the empirical part is delimited
to examine those customers of Alpha, that have adopted the new system and those that have
not. Furthermore, the organizations, that have not adopted the new system, are referred as
laggards of Alpha in the empirical part of the study. Therefore, the theoretical part of the
thesis examines organizations generally, but the empirical part concentrates only on the
customers of Alpha in order to create the best value for Alpha in knowing the characteristics

of the laggards of their services and how to accelerate their adoption rate.

The laggards in this study are perceived as both organizations and individuals. With this in
mind, the study has a goal to examine which factors in the organizational structures make
organizations adopt an innovation later than others. These factors can be, for example, the
company’s own recruiting habits and systems, legislation (private versus public
organizations), culture and the resistance to change in both individual and organizational
level. Hence, the study attempts to clarify what kind of impact the personal characteristics
of employees and decision makers of an organization have to the adoption rate. In this study,
it is also essential to examine both internal and external features that may affect the
organization’s decision to adopt a new innovation, as Lu, Jin, Qiu and Jiang (2019) argue,
that different motivations affect the diffusion behavior, and according to the motivation
theory, the behavioral intention of users is directly influenced by internal and external

motivations.

In addition, this thesis concentrates on organizations that adopt innovations and on
organizations that have already produced an innovation. Hence, the study is not
concentrating on what does it need to produce an innovation, but rather what does it need to

make an organization adopt one.
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1.6 Research Methodology

The research in this thesis remains as explorative, and there are no specific hypotheses tested.
Thus, the research only offers a general picture of the customers of Alpha, their readiness to
adopt innovations, which factors affect the adoption-decision and how the adoption rate
could be accelerated. An explorative study was chosen, because the response rate of the
survey was somewhat low to offer valid and generalizable data, for example, about different
industries and their specific characteristics affecting adoption-decisions. However, this
explorative research offers an appropriate illustration about the customers of Alpha, what
challenges they struggle with and how these challenges could be surpassed. Additionally, a

great base for further research is achieved with an explorative research.

This research uses both primary and secondary data. The secondary data of this study is
gathered from already written academic literature, such as academic publications and peer
reviewed articles. In addition, the secondary data consists of webinars and podcasts to
complement the academic literature and to provide a more contemporary view regarding

laggards and how to accelerate their adoption rate.

Constructing a theory or testing it is generally done by using quantitative methods. Here, the
data is collected on a variety of observable or measurable variables. In addition, when
constructing and testing a theory, there may be numerical data used in order to explicate
trends or define relationships between variables and patterns among the data. Quantitative
methods also enable comparing participant groups or exploring an individual or participant

groups over time (Mat Roni et al. 2020).

As one source of data, this research uses quantitative research method in order to first form
an informational base for the research. Quantitative research means, that the data obtained
is numerical in nature (Mat Roni et al. 2020 ; Walter, 2016) and perhaps the most important
feature of this research method is that it is abstract, which means, that it allows the researcher
to obtain information from a certain context, then standardize it and when removed from
context it can be delivered to the center of calculations (Walter, 2016). Mat Roni et al. (2020)
add, that the use of quantitative measurement enables the researcher to collect a standardized
measurement, where all the participants of a study are asked the same questions, which
provides comparable data through the sample. Furthermore, quantitative research approach

provides various advantages as they are occasionally related to higher effect in both
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translation and publication, which is probably because their capacity to be generalized is

broader.

The primary data of this study has been gathered by using quantitative research method,
which is a qualified method in providing generalizable data about the subject from multiple
sources. The secondary data used in this research provides a collective understanding of the
subject and provides information about how the diffusion of innovations, different adopter
categories and their characteristics are understood (SRQ1). By using the quantitative method
to answer the SRQ’s two, three and four in this study (Figure 1), itis possible to obtain large-
scale knowledge about the challenges of accelerating the adoption rate of laggards and
communicating the advantages of an innovation to them. Thus, the quantitative data

identifies the issues more generally, where further research can be based on.

The quantitative data of this research is obtained from the customer data of Alpha. This data
includes information about which organizations have taken the new system as a part of their
recruiting process and what kind of organizations have not. This data includes, for example,
the industry of the customer and what products they have purchased in a certain time frame.
This customer data is obtained from the CRM system of Alpha and it offers the study some
initial information about the usage of the new system and which industries are in favor to

adopt innovations and which are not.

1.7 Structure of the study

In this section, the structure of the study is presented. The study is divided into two different
sections, the theoretical part and the empirical part and both of these parts are further divided

into various chapters. The figure below (Figure 3) presents how the study is constructed.
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> Chapter 1 > Chapter 2 Chapter 3 >> Chapter 4 > Chapter 5

Introduction Diffusion of Research Empirical Discussion
Innovations Methods and Analysis and and
Data Findings Conclusions

Figure 3 Structure of the study.

The study is divided into five chapters. The thesis starts by introducing the topic, concept
definitions, the preliminary literature review and research questions by examining
previously written academic literature and knowledge about the topic. Subsequently, the
introduction chapter introduces the theoretical framework, delimitations and research

methodology of the study.

The second chapter introduces the theoretical part of the study. This chapter concentrates on
providing insights about the existing literature about the diffusion of innovations, the
innovation process of organizations, the challenges of accelerating the adoption rate and how

to communicate about the value of the innovation to laggards.

Chapters three and four include the empirical part of the study. First, the third chapter
introduces the background of the study, research context and how the survey for the
customers of Alpha was structured. Then, the third part introduces the delimitations of the
research and how the data was collected and analysed. The fourth chapter introduces the
empirical analysis and findings of the study, which are mirrored against the theory collected

in the second chapter.

Finally, the fifth chapter summarizes the findings of the study and introduces the theoretical
contributions and managerial implications. The last part of the fifth chapter introduces the
limitations of the study and provides insights about how the subject could be researched in

the future.
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2 Diffusion of innovations

As stated previously in this thesis, the diffusion of innovations has been discussed about and
studied for several decades, and knowing why some innovations are adopted and why some
are not, is beneficial to organizations in order to develop better strategies. In this chapter a
more definite perception and understanding about the theory behind the diffusion of
innovations is introduced, which offers more background about the subject and what has
been studied before. First, the chapter provides a definition for the diffusion of innovations
in order to provide a holistic view of the theory behind it. After this, the concept and its

contents are broken down into subsections in order to provide some deeper insights.

2.1 Definitions

An innovation can be an object, practice or an idea that is recognized as new by someone
and the newness of this object, practice or idea is determined by the lapse of time from where
the innovation is first discovered. This means that an innovation does not necessarily need
to be “objectively” new and that if an individual recognizes the idea as new to him- or herself,
it is perceived as new, even if the idea itself was old (Rogers, 2003). The perceived novelty
of the innovation and whether it is objectively new, is central to an innovation. For example,
a policy used by another company, might be an innovation for another company
(Tammilehto, 1999). In addition, when talking about an innovation, there is also a need to
clarify of what level of newness is meant. New innovations are roughly categorized as new
to the company, new to the industry and new to the world. New product innovations can also
contain plenty of parts, such as components, modules and solutions, and when defining the
newness of a solution the amount of these new parts can be given desired target values (Apilo
et al. 2007). Thus, when looking at the new recruitment service of Alpha, even if it would
not be a new idea objectively, it is seen as a new innovation in companies that have not used

it before, even if the service has been on the market for few years.

A company and a customer also see the innovation usually in a different way. For example,
a technology-intensive company is seeking newness by offering new technological

solutions, but a customer is evaluating the newness by the added value the product or service
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brings to the customer (Apilo et al. 2007). The definition of an innovation is also always a
matter of agreement. The line has to be drawn for the content and degree of newness. In
addition, there are always industry and company specific characteristics that are connected
to the innovation. Summing these characteristics statistically requires generalization of
definitions (Tilastokeskus, 1998).

Innovation is something different that has an impact and we need to think of something
different in order to innovate. If we are not talking about an entirely new innovation, then
we have to use current technology in a new way (Satell, 2017). An innovation can be, for
example, a method where already existing tools are used in a new way in a traditional
situation or using a new approach in a certain geographical area or knowledge domain that

is already well-known in another area (Taatila, Suomala, Siltala & Keskinen, 2006).

A product is truly an invention when it is seen as original by the inventor psychologically or
the relevant community sees it as original historically. A psychologically original innovation
relates to the thinking process of an individual and this kind of process is usually not
innovative from cultural perspective. In addition, innovation is new until it reaches a broad
enough amount of its potential users (Taatila et al. 2006), i.e. the critical mass, which
expresses the amount of adopters after which the innovation is regarded as being commonly
used. The spread of an innovation is fast up to the peak of it, after which the spread eventually
starts to slow down (Rogers, 2003). Thus, an idea being innovative depends on the guiding
framework of reference, which means the situation inside the potential target group of the
innovation. Hence, if an idea is new for a part of them, that is large enough, it can be

considered as original and called an innovation (Taatila et al. 2006).

In areview by Fritsch (2017) of the book The Theory of Economic Development — An Inquiry
into Profits, Capital, Credit, Interest, and the Business Cycle, that is originally written by
Joseph Alois Schumpeter in 1934, is stated, that innovations are the sources of growth when
ideas or inventions are commercially applied (Fritsch, 2017). An innovation is a new idea
that is utilized in a commercially successful way. Additionally, it emphasizes the seizing of
opportunities, whereupon an innovation is recognizing of and benefitting from a profitable
change in practice (Apilo et al. 2007). The famous definition of Schumpeter from 1934 about
what an innovation stands for, according to the review of Fritsch (2017), is characterized as
“new combinations” and this characterization includes five events: (1) introducing a new

good or a new quality of a good, (2) introducing a new production method, (3) opening a
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new market, (4) utilizing a new source of raw materials or semi-manufactured products, (5)
undertaking a new organization in any industry, such as creating a monopoly or breaking a
monopoly apart. In addition, when examining more closely to the book of Schumpeter, he
made a distinguishable difference between an innovation and an invention. Schumpeter
stated that an invention becomes an innovation when it is taken into practice and it provides
economic profit (Fritsch, 2017). Also, according to Solatie and Makeldinen (2009), an

innovation is an invention or a new idea that is put into practice.

According to Denning, Dunham and Brown (2010), an innovation is “the art of getting
people to adopt change”. They also define innovation simply as “new practice adopted by a
community”. They add, that a smart invention acts as the source of innovation and it is rooted
vividly into our psyche. As we develop new ideas and cherish research, we are investing a
lot of energy into it at the same time and we forget about cherishing adoption and we need a
far better balance between our endeavours in innovation and invention. Taatila et al. (2006)
state, that also organization level innovation and the ability to be competitive depends on the
capability of organizations in producing, receiving and applying new knowledge and
proficiency. According to Agarwal, Green, Roos and Selen (2015), an innovation is often
defined as the creation of newness through creating products and services that provide
economic value. Also, the central goals of producing innovations is to enhance the quality

of products and services and gaining market share (Tilastokeskus, 1998).

Innovation activity is defined as technological product or process innovations or innovation
projects. A company, that practices innovation activity, is an entity, that has brought a
product innovation to markets, has harnessed a new production method or has aimed for
these activities in the last three years of time (Tilastokeskus, 1998). In addition to these, an
innovation can also be a new structure or governing system, or a new program or plan that

concerns the members of an organization (Agarwal et al. 2015).

According to the examined literature about the definition of an innovation and innovations
being subjective to the user or to the adopter of an innovation, it can be said, that the new
recruiting system of Alpha can be seen as an innovation even if it would not be a new subject
objectively. Essential in this study is, that the new system is new to them who adopt it and

from which they have not yet been able to form an opinion or gain experience about.
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2.1.1 Categorization of innovations

The innovation research examines factors related to the development of new products,
services and production methods (Tilastokeskus, 1998). It is also multidisciplinary as
innovations are studied for example in economical and engineering sciences, psychology

and sociology (Korpelainen & Lampikoski, 1997).

Innovation research has generally focused more on technological innovations by
manufacturing firms (Carlborg, Kindstrom & Kowalkowski, 2014). Also the academic
research and public discussion about innovations has focused primarily on technological
innovations (Hamaldinen & Heiskala, 2007 ; Sotarauta, 2009). The process of social
innovation lacks research significantly and that business innovation, especially technological
innovation, has received research considerably more, leaving social innovation somewhat
under-researched (Phillips, Lee, Ghobadian, O’Regan, James, Hillenbrand & Money, 2015).
Hence, innovation studies have focused on product and process innovations and mostly
ignored service innovation and the underlying opportunities of it. This narrowed focus on
service innovation originates likely from services being traditionally viewed as activities that
have low frequency of innovativeness and the more product focused orientation of the
literature about innovations where the main economic driver has been manufacturing.
However, the service sector is now dominating the gross domestic products in developed
economies and the share of services continues growing. Thus, broader economic growth and

innovation are mainly driven by both services and service innovation (Carlborg et al. 2014).

Technological innovation is an enhanced product or production method, that has
technological features that clearly differ from earlier features. The realized technological
innovations are new products brought to markets (product innovations) or new harnessed
production methods (process innovations). A product or a process is an innovation when it
fulfills these aforementioned terms from the company point of view. Thus, they do not have

to be new from the viewpoint of other companies or markets (Tilastokeskus, 1998).

A service innovation differs from technological innovation. According to Agarwal et al.
(2015), in the core of service innovation, is the drive of implicit process in order to create,
use and improve both tangible and intangible products, services and processes. Apilo et al.
(2007) add, that service innovations produce common processes that change the division of

labour in both the marketplace and corporate network.
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For product innovation, it is typical first to ask help from the customer regarding ideation,
after which the product development is carried out in a carefully guarded product
development department, and only when the product is in a fairly advanced level, the pilot
will be proceeded with the customer. For the innovation of services such pushing model does
not fit well. In service innovations it is not entirely possible to speak of the so called suction
model, that solves a problem the customer is aware of, but rather talk about an interaction
model in which the service provider seeks an operational solution repeatedly with the

customer (Apilo et al. 2007).

Social innovations on the other hand, are defined as innovative services and activities, that
aim to meet social needs. These innovations occur throughout many different organization
forms from dual mission organizations that form new hybrid models, to for-profit

organizations that usually create social value via CSR programs (Phillips et al. 2015).

In addition to the techno-economic adjustment and the challenges of it, the third industrial
uprising requires social innovations, that would change the cultural, normative and
regulative aspects of social systems, their interaction with each other and the techno-
economic configuration (Hamél&inen & Heiskanen, 2007). According to Sotarauta (2009),
the concept of social innovation offers both “seductively topical, but also a positively

wholesome counterweight” to the literature, that is more technologically oriented.

According to Agarwal et al. (2015), the range and variety in defining innovations is
tremendous, because they include, for example, theories, elements, factors and thoughts on
the product, service, process, technology, organization, consumer, market, knowledge
creativity, culture and learning. In addition, what adds even more complexity is the related
categorization of degrees of innovation, which are radical, incremental, or discontinuous
innovation. According to Apilo et al. (2007), the most common innovations are incremental
and radical innovations. In incremental innovations a company uses their past experiences
and what they have learnt before, hence making the innovations based on the already existing
business concept and processes of the company. Thus, a company does not have to change
its operation model with a new incremental innovation. Radical innovations, on the other
hand, change the business concepts of the company, and in order to implement such
innovations, the company has to change its operating processes and structure. A radical
innovation also questions the general rules of law of the industry and seeks to understand

the value creation process of the customer and the value the consumer experiences of the
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product in the market. In discontinuous innovation the company advances beyond its area of
expertise and therefore cannot rely on what it has learned before. Because of this
categorization, according to Agarwal et al. (2015), an innovation is difficult to comprehend
per se, because it can arguably include every kind of newness. However, according to Apilo
et al. (2007), such categorization of innovations is important, because it can help companies
in structuring and communicating about its state of mind inside the company and in the
innovation network, and also in identifying the differences between different innovations

and what they require.

The new recruitment system of Alpha can be positioned in the category of service and social
innovations, because it aims to change how recruiting works in the future. This leads to
creating common processes between not only Alpha and its customers but also in society
where old recruiting systems have established a foot holding for decades. It also changes the
recruiting market and how organizations are networking between each other in this new
digital age, which can lead to the whole recruiting market making a drastic change in their
operating systems and habits. This change comes from not only organizations needing to
simplify and facilitate their recruiting processes and systems, but also the pressure from

consumers, i.e. job seekers, who are tired of complex systems used today.

2.1.2 Diffusion of innovations

As stated in the preliminary literature review of this study, the diffusion of innovation theory
has been studied quite extensively through decades and the definition for the concept has
more or less remained the same over time with few exceptions. As stated previously in this
thesis, perhaps the most famous definition of diffusion of innovations is provided by Rogers
(2003), who defines it as a process where the members of a certain social system
communicate an innovation through various channels over time. The social system,
innovation, communication channels and time are also the four main elements of the
diffusion of innovations (Rogers, 2003), which will be covered more in detail later in this
thesis. Furthermore, this process is a unique type of communication where messages are
related to new ideas (Rogers, 2003). According to Tammilehto (1999) the diffusion of
innovations is a process, where the innovation spreads through interaction between the

members of a community.
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When classifying adopter categories, that are introduced and examined in more detailed
manner further in the study, and drawing diffusion curves, what plays a key role in the
diffusion process, is time. Adopting an innovation often follows a bell-shaped curve, when
the adoption of an innovation is plotted as time goes by on a frequency basis. The curve
shows itself as S-shaped when the plotted number of adopters is cumulative. Typically, the
S-shaped curve is first rising slowly, because in each time period, there are only a few
adopters. After this, the curve speeds up to maximum when half of the individuals, who are
part of the system, have adopted the innovation. After the maximum, the curve increases at
a slower rate gradually, which reflects the slowly decreasing amount of individuals adopting
the innovation (Rogers, 2003). The S-shaped curve is depicted in the figure below (Figure
4).

100%
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Figure 4 The S-shaped curve of the diffusion of innovations (modified from Rogers, 2003,
11).

However, it must be remembered, that the S-curve depends on the innovation and the system
and that it represents only innovations, that have been successful and where the innovation
has spread to nearly all of the individuals in a social system, who are potential adopters.
Hence, this means that a significant number of innovations fail, which is the case when the

innovation is adopted by only a few people in the system, but it is eventually rejected. After
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the rejection the adoption level of the innovation becomes stable because of discontinuation

and it plummets (Rogers, 2003).

The process in diffusion of innovations can be compared to an unchecked infectious
epidemic, as Rogers (2003) explains it. This metaphor describes the process well, as the
adoption of a new idea happens when information is exchanged via interpersonal networks.
This means, that the first one to adopt an innovation talks about it with two other members
of the same system, both of these new adopters forward the new idea to the next two fellow
members and so on (Rogers, 2003). According to Tammilehto (1999), in organizations,
diffusion is a process of learning and communication, where different factors affect the
adoption of an innovation. These factors are adopters, spreaders and the diffusion field
formed between them. Then, the diffusion itself happens either in a controlled or
spontaneous way in the diffusion field, where operators, adopters and disseminators share

ideas and seek consensus between each other.

A key element and important concept Rogers (2003) points to, in addition to information, is
uncertainty. He describes uncertainty as “the degree to which a number of alternatives are
perceived with respect to the occurrence of an event and the relative probabilities of these
alternatives”. Being uncertain about something is motivating an individual to search
information and information affects the uncertainty in a situation where a set of alternatives
contains a choice. Innovation also generates uncertainty and brings forth an alternative, that
solves a problem in a new way, which is new to the individual or an organization. However,
the individual or organization does not necessarily know if these new alternatives are better
compared to the previous practices and this motivates them to search more information about
the new innovation to handle the uncertainty it is creating (Rogers, 2003). The effects of
uncertainty will be covered more thoroughly in the adopter groups and challenges part of the

thesis.

2.1.3 The innovation decision-process

According to Rogers (2003), there are five phases in the innovation decision process (Figure
5). These phases are knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation and confirmation. In
the knowledge phase an individual or another decision-making entity learns about the
existence of an innovation and understands the functions of it. Next comes the persuasion

phase, where this adopter forms an opinion, that is either favorable or unfavorable, about the
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innovation. Then comes the decision phase, where the adopter either adopts or rejects the
innovation, after which in the implementation phase, the adopter starts using the innovation.
Finally, comes the confirmation phase, where the adopter attempts to strengthen the already
made decision to adopt the innovation, but this decision might be reversed if the adopter

receives confrontational opinions about the innovation (Rogers, 2003).

L 2. 3. 4. 5.
Knowledge > Persuasion > Decision > Implementation > Confirmation >

Figure 5 Innovation decision-process (modified from Rogers, 2003, 170).

However, some empirical studies have provided evidence, that the confirmation stage is
often not the final stage in this process as adopters can seek information both before and
after the decision to adopt as well, hence avoiding dissonance if this kind of situation occurs

(Rogers, 2003). The dissonance will be examined further in the Challenges part of the thesis.

2.1.4 Adopter categories

This study concentrates more precisely on laggards and how their adoption rate could be
accelerated towards adopting an innovation. However, in this chapter we will introduce all
the traditional adopter groups that are widely used by diffusion scholars in various diffusion
studies. This overview helps to understand both the diffusion of innovations field as a whole,

but also laggards and how they differ from other adopter groups.

According to Rogers (2003), innovativeness is the criterion for categorizing adopters, and
by innovativeness, Rogers means the degree of an individual to adopt new ideas earlier than
others in a social system. In addition, Rogers has developed different innovation-based
adopter categories, that divide adopters into a normal (Gaussian) distribution based on their
level of innovativeness (Figure 6). The adopter categories, that are based on innovativeness
by Rogers (2003) are innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority and laggards.
According to Apilo et al. (2007), diffusion means the spreading of the innovation and it
advances in the market according to the adopter categories in order from innovators to

laggards.
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Figure 6 Adopter categorization based on innovativeness (modified from Rogers, 2003,
281).

The first group, innovators, can be described as venturesome. This venturesomeness is a
near obsession for them, because of their desire to be hasty, brave and risky. Thus, innovators
are the fastest and most sensitive group to adopt an innovation (Rogers, 2003). Innovators
also want to be the tip of the spear in development and they try everything new, especially
new technological solutions, willingly (Apilo et al. 2007). Being an innovator also has
multiple various prerequisites, as for example, if the innovation they adopt is not profitable,
the innovators have to have notable financial resources to absorb the losses. Innovators can
also understand and use complex technical know-how and be able to handle uncertainty
better than other adopter groups at the time of their adoption of an innovation. In addition,
innovators have to accept the fact, that sometimes an innovation can be unsuccessful. One
important thing, that describes innovators well is, that they also act as so-called gatekeepers
in being in charge of bringing new ideas to the system from outside of the system (Rogers,
2003). Thus, they act as launchers of the new idea (Rogers, 2003) and endorse the
functionality and usefulness of it to others (Apilo et al. 2007).

The next group to adopt and innovation is called early adopters, who are more united with
the local social system compared to innovators. When innovators can be described as
cosmopolites, early adopters can be described more as localites. Early adopters act as opinion
leaders more than any other adopter category in most systems and, for example, the potential
adopters seek for more information and advice about the innovation from early adopters,
making the early adopters often as “the first to ask from” before adopting an innovation

(Rogers, 2003). Like innovators, early adopters acquire the product in an early phase, but
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are not that interested in new technological solutions, but rather in the benefits, that are
achievable with the new product (Apilo et al. 2007). Early adopters are also the target group
of change agents who attempt to use the group as local missionaries in order to speed up the
adoption rate. Additionally, when it comes to innovativeness, early adopters are relatively
near to average individuals and therefore act as role models for others in the social system,
thus making early adopters a respected group by its peers and being the avatar of successful
innovations. In order to keep up this reputation, early adopters have to make rational
innovation-decisions. This group of adopters also decrease the uncertainty associated with
an innovation by adopting it, and then reporting their personal assessment of the innovation
to their peers via interpersonal networks. Therefore, it can be said in a way, that early
adopters decide whether an innovation is approved and if it advances to other members of a
social system or not (Rogers, 2003). Thus, early adopters do not base their decision to adopt
on references and rather trust more in their own vision and intuition. Early adopters are also
in a key role in the system, because they serve as a group of reference for the next group:

early majority (Apilo et al. 2007).

The next group to adopt an innovation is the early majority, that is defined as a group that
adopts innovations right before the average member in a system (Rogers, 2003) or the main
market (Apilo et al. 2007). The members of this group also interact often with their peers,
but unlike early adopters, the early majority does not usually have the position of opinion
leadership. The early majority is also the largest adopter group (33 percent) and acts as an
important group in the diffusion process, because they offer linkage inside the interpersonal
networks of the system between the early adopters and later adopters (late majority) (Rogers,
2003). However, this group considers to adopt an innovation a little while before adopting
completely (Rogers, 2003), as they need careful consideration and more concrete references
before making the decision to adopt (Apilo et al. 2007), thus making their innovation-
decision period somewhat longer compared to early adopters and innovators. Hence, the
early adopters follow with pleasure, but at the same time, they do not usually want to take
the lead (Rogers, 2003).

In contrast to the early majority, the next group to adopt an innovation is called the late
majority, that adopts innovations right after the average member in a system and this group
is the same size as the early majority making 33 percent of the members in a system (Rogers,

2003). The late majority wants to make sure, that the new product is functional and suitable



26

even more than the early majority (Apilo et al. 2007). Mostly, what motivates the decision
to adopt in the group of late majority, is economic requirements and rising peer pressure.
Hence, this group does not adopt before most of the other earlier groups have adopted the
innovation and they approach innovations sceptically and cautiously, making it important to
have the norms of the system accept the innovation first (Rogers, 2003). The late majority
also does not preferably adopt new technologies, and before making the decision to adopt,
they want to see that the new product has established its position (Apilo et al. 2007). In
addition, because of the somewhat scarce resources of the group, the members also insist
that nearly all of the uncertainty related to the innovation has to be eliminated before the
innovation feels safe enough to be adopted (Rogers, 2003) and they buy preferably from

larger and well-known companies (Apilo et al. 2007).

As stated before, the last group to adopt an innovation in a social system is called laggards.
This group hardly possesses any opinion leadership and of all the adopter groups, they are
the most localite. A significant number of laggards are also almost isolated from the social
networks of their system and when making a decision to adopt an innovation they are
referring to the past, which means that they make decisions with regard to what has been
done before. The isolation of laggards is accentuated in interactions with others, which
happens mainly with individuals who share similar traditional values. In addition, laggards
are often suspicious towards change agents and innovations and the innovation-decision
process of them is quite long. From the viewpoint of laggards, the resistance towards
innovations can be completely rational, because they have such limited resources. Because
of their limited resources and uncertain economic position, laggards are highly cautious, as
they have to be sure, that the innovation is not going to fail before adopting it (Rogers, 2003).
Laggards also preferably do not acquire anything new or especially anything that refers to
new technology and rather maintain using already tested older products and solutions (Apilo
et al. 2007). Laggards also adopt a new idea only when they feel that nearly all uncertainty
about how the innovation performs has been eliminated. In addition, when it comes to
reviewing an innovation, laggards greatly trust the subjective experiences of their peers, that

are transmitted to them via interpersonal networks (Rogers, 2003).

It has been studied, that when it comes to industries, that are highly digital and skill-
intensive, laggards are converging at a slower rate, which suggests that obstacles to

knowledge and technology diffusion exist (Berlingieri, Calligaris, Criscuolo & Verlhac,
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2020). A laggard firm is falling behind a leader firm in terms of technology and competitive
assets (Smeets & Bosker, 2011 ; Cano-Kollmann, Awate, Hannigan & Mudambi, 2018).
This means, that the laggard firm has low productivity (Smeets et al. 2011 ; Cano-Kollmann
et al. 2018) whereas the leader has high productivity, and when laggard firms are less
productive, they also possess lower adsorptive capacity. In general, leaders have more
absorptive capacity than laggards, which is also making it tougher for laggards to receive
knowledge spillovers. In addition, the knowledge stock and the existing skills of a firm

creates and improves this capacity (Smeets et al. 2011).

Rogers (2003) also states the negative connotation of the name “laggard” and says, that the
title holds a depraved nuance the same way the “lower class” sounds somewhat negative.
This negative connotation is born, because the other adopter categories are mostly towards
accepting innovations. However, the name “laggard” is not meant to be a disrespectful term
across diffusion studies and it is mistakenly considered, that it is the fault of laggards to be
later adopters. In reality, what might more accurately describe the situation of laggards, is
the system (Rogers, 2003).

In addition to the traditional adopter groups listed before, also the group of non-adopters
exists. For example, Ma (2021) refers to non-adopters in his study as a consumer group that
has not yet tried Internet pharmacies. Ma and Lee (2020) add, that non-adopters is a group
of learners who have not yet tried a product or service or who have tried one, but ultimately
decided to opt out. Patsiotis, Hughes and Webber (2012) argue, that a lack of need or some
kind of resistance might cause non-adoption, thus setting resistance as a subset of not
adopting an innovation. This resistance can be, for example, active resistance (rejection or
delay) or passive resistance (inactivity or lack of awareness). Therefore, non-adopters either
resist the adoption because of the different aforementioned resistance types or they simply

do not proceed to adopt, because they do not need the innovation.

2.2 Innovation process of organizations

Comparing diffusion of innovation at the individual and organizational level, it is more
complex at the organizational level, because in the organization, the innovation process is

influenced by more factors. This is shown in the implementation, which usually involves
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many individuals, that can include both individuals who are in favour of the innovation and
individuals who are against it and who all have their own parts in the innovation-decision.
In addition, when an organization has decided to adopt an innovation, it is not always
followed by the implementation directly. The implementation also emerges to mutual
adaptation where not only the innovation but also the organization changes significantly, and
in the organizational level, all the adopter categories affect to the innovation-decision
(Rogers, 2003).

There are six different characteristics from the internal structure of an organization that affect
the innovativeness of the organization. These factors are centralization, complexity,
formalization, interconnectedness, organizational slack and size (Rogers, 2003) and system
openness (Yano, Goldzweig, Canelo & Washington, 2006). The characteristics that hinder
innovativeness are centralization and formalization, and characteristics that enhance
innovativeness are complexity, interconnectedness, organizational slack and size (Rogers,

2003) and system openness (Yano et al. 2006).

Centralization is a situation where the power and control are focused to only a few
individuals in a system (Rogers, 2003 ; Yano et al. 2006). Thus, the more this power is

focused in a company, the less innovative the company is (Rogers, 2003).

Complexity means, that when a company has members who have fairly high level of
expertise and knowledge (Rogers, 2003 ; Yano et al. 2006), that is measured by the speciality
and professionalism these members possess, the more encouraged the members are to
understand the value of an innovation. However, it might be difficult to gain agreement to

implement an innovation (Rogers, 2003).

Formalization points to the degree of bureaucracy in the company and how the members of
a company follow procedures and rules (Rogers, 2003). It also hinders innovation by

affecting the role performance (Yano et al. 2006).

Interconnectedness means to what extent the interpersonal networks are linking the units of
a social system together (Rogers, 2003 ; Yano et al. 2006). In addition, if the network
interconnectedness in a company is higher, the more new ideas have the ability to move
between the members of that company (Rogers, 2003).

The organizational slack and size of an organization are linked together. Rogers (2003)

argues, that the larger size of an organization is related to the positive innovativeness of it,
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even though it has been commonly considered, that companies smaller in size could stretch
their operational boundaries more and reach more freedom in bureaucracy and this way be
more innovative. According to Yano et al. (2006), organizational slack means the level of
uncommitted resources and their availability. However, according to Rogers (2003), size
holds various dimensions that are leading towards innovation. One of these dimensions is
slack resources, which means the resources the organization has as extra after what is needed
for its ongoing operations. Rogers (2003) and Yano et al. (2006) add, that the other
dimensions are, for example, total resources, the technical expertise of employees and the
organizational structure. According to Rogers (2003), the size is deeply related to

innovativeness, because organizations that are larger in size, possess more slack resources.

Yano et al. (2006) add system openness to the list, which is an external characteristic of an
organization. It means, that the members of the system are connected to other members
outside their system. Hence, the system openness supports the exchange of information over

organizational boundaries.

The innovation process in an organization is divided into two phases: initiation and
implementation. The first two parts of the process (agenda-setting and matching) are part of
the initiation phase and the three last parts (redefining, clarifying and routinizing) are part of
the implementation phase (Figure 7). The initiation phase consists of everything that leads
to the decision to adopt, such as gathering information, conceptualization and planning for
the adoption. Instead, the implementation phase consists of everything that is needed to put

the innovation into use, such as decisions, actions and events (Rogers, 2003).

1. 2. 5h 4. =h
Agenda-setting Matching Redefining Clarifying > Routinizing

Figure 7 The innovation process in an organization (modified from Rogers, 2003, 421).

According to Rogers (2003), the stages that come later in the innovation process cannot be
performed before the earlier stages have been finished. The first phase in the innovation

process of an organization is setting an agenda, where problems of an organization can cause
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a need for innovation. The second phase is matching, where a problem from the agenda is
fitted with an innovation. In the third phase, redefining, the innovation is fitted to the
organization by modifying it, and at the same time, the structures of the organization are
changed. The fourth phase comprises clarifying, where it is more clearly defined what the
relationship between the innovation and the organization is. Finally, comes the routinizing

phase, where the innovation becomes part of the constant practices of the organization.

2.2.1 Factors that influence the decision to adopt

Rogers (2003) argues, that innovations have five attributes that affect to their diffusion and
that are examined from the perspective of individuals. These attributes are relative
advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. The examinations of
these attributes by individuals predict the adoption rate of an innovation, which is different
among different products. When an innovation is compatible with existing values, offers
relative advantage, is triable, less complex and can be observed by others, will have a faster
adoption rate than other innovations. From the viewpoint of the members of a social system,
positively related to the adoption rate of an innovation are relative advantage, compatibility,
trialability and observability. Negatively related to the adoption rate of an innovation is

complexity.

Relative advantage means, that the innovation is perceived as better than the previous one
(Rogers, 2003) or earlier solutions in the market (Brdulak et al. 2021). Apilo et al. (2007)
add, that relative advantage can be the customer’s perception of the superiority of the product
compared to its rivals or products that can replace it. In the new innovation, this superiority

can appear as an economical advantage or as other better qualities or features.

Compatibility is an important element in terms of the adoption rate of an innovation in the
social system. According to Brdulak et al. (2021), this means to what extent the innovation
can be adapted to the life of the receiver, i.e. consumer. Rogers (2003) specifies this by
stating, that it means the level of how highly the innovation fits with the needs, past
experiences and existing values of potential adopters and Apilo et al. (2007) add, that how

the innovation fits with the know-how and policies of the customer (Apilo et al. 2007).
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Complexity is the level of how difficult to both use and understand the innovation is (Rogers,
2003). The more complex a product is to understand, learn and use, the slower the adoption
will be (Apilo et al. 2007 ; Brdulak et al. 2021).

Trialability means, that the innovation can be tested for a limited period of time (Rogers,
2003) and to see and test the innovation before the decision to adopt (Brdulak et al. 2021).
The higher the degree of experimentation, the easier and faster it is to make the decision to
adopt (Apilo et al. 2007).

Observability means how visible the results of the innovation are to others (Rogers, 2003 ;
Brdulak et al. 2021). The better the product and the benefits of it become visible when the
first customers in the market segment use it, the faster new potential customers will adopt
and acquire the product (Apilo et al. 2007). A market segment is defined as customers who
have, to some extent, shared characteristics, that are relevant in explaining their reaction
towards a new product (Smits, Vissers & Dankbaar, 2015). The visibility element is also
highly important when spreading information about the innovation, and both raising interest
towards it and the desire to acquire it. This is done in order to lead the possible user into a
sort of “craving to catch up” state, which can be a very important motive to acquire the

innovation (Brdulak et al. 2021).

Apilo et al. (2007) mention two attributes, that are added to the model of Rogers. These
attributes are price and the ease of purchase and product availability. In terms of price it is
considered how the price changes compared to the already existing products: is the price
more expensive or cheaper? Usually, the price that is cheaper than the price of a
competitioner, acts as a motivator. However, customers are ready to purchase with a higher
price if they value other features of the innovation more than the price. When it comes to the
ease of purchase and product availability, it is good from the perspective of the customer if
the product is available and can be acquired easily and faster. In addition, it is easier to make
the decision to purchase if there are no changing costs, which means, for example, that the
customer does not need to give up on ones existing product or the changing costs are low
(Apilo et al. 2007).

Greenhalgh, Robert, MacFarlane, Bate and Kyriakidou (2004) have also added the
possibility for reinvention to the five attributes of Rogers. Reinvention means, that the

innovation will be adopted more easily if the potential adopters are able to adapt, develop or
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in other ways modify the innovation in order for it to better suit their own needs. Reinvention
is particularly important to innovations, that are first seen as practically good ideas and

spread through horizontal, informal and decentralized social networks.

The last two elements are the capability to see and test the innovation before adopting it, and
visibility, which means how visible using the innovation is to others. This element is also
highly important when spreading information about the innovation, and both raising interest
towards it and the desire to acquire it. This is done in order to lead the possible user in to a
sort of “craving to catch up” state, which can be a very important motive to acquire the

innovation (Brdulak et al. 2021).

When it comes to non-adopters, Ma (2021) argues, that trustworthiness and the perceived
usefulness affect the intention of non-adopters remarkably. In addition, Ma and Lee (2020)
studied the potential factors that have an impact to the intention to adopt. According to their
literature review, the drivers are performance to cost value, perceived usefulness, the impact
of peers and self-regulation. The barriers, on the other hand, are learning tradition, lack of

interactivity, lack of publicity, lack of instruction and lack of accessibility.

2.2.2 Types of innovation-decisions

The different types of innovation-decisions are talked about, when the system is an
organization, where innovation-decisions are taking place, and especially when the
innovation is put into use. As stated before, this implementation phase of adopting an
innovation in an organization contains both individuals who are in favour of the innovation
and individuals who are against it, all of whom play their own role in deciding to either adopt
the innovation or not. In addition, the implementation means mutual adaptation, where both

the organization and the innovation change significantly (Rogers, 2003).

According to Rogers (2003), there are three main types of innovation-decisions. The first
one is an optional innovation-decision, where individuals decide whether to accept or reject
the innovation regardless the decisions of other individuals in the system. The second one is
a collective innovation-decision, where the members of a system decide whether to accept
or reject the innovation in consensus with other members. An example of a collective
innovation-decision is a decision of a city to adopt a law to prohibit smoking in certain areas,

where multiple individuals take part in the decision-making for example by voting. The third
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one is an authority innovation-decision, where the decision to accept or reject the innovation
is made by comparatively few individuals possessing high social status, power or technical
proficiency. For example, a CEO of a company is able to do authority innovation-decisions,
which the employees of the organization have to obey. In addition to the three main
innovation-decision types, there is also a contingent innovation-decision, where the decision
to accept or reject the innovation is made only after some kind of earlier innovation-decision
has taken place. For example, a doctor can adopt a novel medical procedure only after the
hospital they are working in decides to buy the medical equipment needed to perform this
procedure. Here, first a collective decision has to be made before an optional decision is
possible (Rogers, 2003).

2.3 Challenges

As stated before, this thesis tries to answer to the question “how to accelerate the innovation
adoption rate of laggards in B2B context?”. This primary question is answered by a set of
sub-questions that brake down the problem into smaller pieces in order to create a step by
step approach to the solution. One of these sub-questions is “What are the challenges of
accelerating the adoption rate?” Answers to this question are provided in this chapter by

examining which different factors hinder the innovation-adoption process.

By analysing different challenges of organizations and their readiness to accept innovation,
it is possible to examine the innovation orientation of them. The innovation orientation
identifies the innovativeness degree of the organization (Dobni, 2011), i.e. how innovative
the organization is. This kind of orientation offers a context for the realization of dynamic

strategies based on growth (Dobni, 2010).

Organizations that have a high level of innovation orientation participate in strategies that
create value. These strategies include, for example, market segmentation, new product or
service development for new markets, and customizing products or services. Organizations
having a low level of innovation orientation typically use strategies, that are less focused
internally and less aggressive, which leads to diminishing the importance of or neglect such
issues as brand reputation, customer service and joint ventures (Dobni, 2010). In this thesis,

especially the joint ventures apply, because the new recruitment system of Alpha essentially
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creates a joint venture between Alpha and the customer company in order to help the

customer to find a job candidate more effectively.

As we examined previously, the characteristics that hinder innovativeness are centralization
and formalization, and characteristics that enhance innovativeness are complexity,
interconnectedness, organizational slack and size. However, there are multiple factors that
can slow down the adoption process and it is not only because of the lack of interest towards
the innovation but there are also other deeper factors that affect the diffusion of an

innovation, such as bureaucracy (Rogers, 2003).

Multiple barriers exist in an organization, such as resistance to change (Rogers, 2003).
Usually, the first effects of change are negative among leaders, employees and performance
levels, which include stress, frustration, fear and denial. In addition, employees usually react
to the change with resistance rather than seeing it as a possibility to improve. The employees
worry to lose something, because they do not have enough information about how the change
affects them personally regarding their responsibilities or workload (Recklies, 2001).
Resistance to change means also the difficulty to break the ordinaries or psychological stress,
that is produced when a person must confront changes. Thus, resistance to change is located
in the hindering factors, that are the beliefs of a person that generate only negative effects
towards their adoption of the technology in question (Sanchez-Prieto, Huang, Olmos-
Miguelafiez, Garcia-Pefialvo & Teo, 2019). In addition, when examining resistance to
change at the individual level, it can appear as frustration and problems in motivation, and

it can also result in existential fear (Vos & Rupert, 2018).

Rogers (2003) adds also bureaucracy as an organizational barrier. In bureaucratic
organizations, the individuals who possess authority are making rules and orders, which the
other members of the organization carry out and accept. At first, such controlled system
works efficiently and rationally, but bureaucracy and its effectiveness in the organization
drops gradually. This creates a long term problem when rules are monitored too much and
applied to everything inappropriately. In addition, leaders who are bureaucratic, become
remote and the system loses its rationality. However, the other members of the organization,
who are imprisoned in this way of controlling, will remain supportive to this system. For
example, in their study about adoption of eco-labelling in hotel industry, Leroux and Pupion

(2018) noted, that some of the reasons behind the weak adoption of eco-labels are
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complexity, inflexibility and bureaucracy. In addition, the bureaucracy related to fulfilling

the criteria feels unreasonable and prevents the adoption of eco-labels in general.

Dissonance affects to the adoption of an innovation as well. According to Marikyan,
Papagiannidis and Alamanos (2020), a dissonance state in an individual is triggered when
he or she has two or more conflicting insights about a certain subject. It is an uncomfortable
state of mind of an individual (Rogers, 2003 ; Marikyan et al. 2020), that is caused by
disconfirmed expectations (Marikyan et al. 2020), that he or she tries to decrease or eliminate
by changing ones actions, knowledge or attitudes (Rogers, 2003 ; Marikyan et al. 2020).
This reduction may occur in three ways. First, the individual develops an awareness of a
need and proceeds to search information about an innovation that meets the need (Rogers,
2003) through various channels, such as word-of-mouth (WOM) or advertising (Marikyan
et al. 2020). Second, an individual is aware of an innovation and has formed a favorable
opinion about it but has not yet adopted it. After this, the dissonance between the beliefs and
actions of the individual motivates he or she to adopt. Third, it may happen so, that after the
individual has decided to implement the innovation, he or she obtains more information, that
convinces the individual, that the adoption was not a good idea (Rogers, 2003). In this
situation the dissonance might be reduced by not continuing the innovation-process (Rogers,
2003) i.e. the behavior that causes dissonance. For example, an individual can have a
negative experience or hear negative feedback through WOM about a brand, which results
in cancellation of that brand (Marikyan et al. 2020). On the contrary, if the individual first
decided to not adopt the innovation, he or she might receive messages that are in favor of
the innovation, which causes a dissonance state that can be decreased by adopting the
innovation after all. However, changing the first decision to adopt or reject the innovation is
usually difficult so individuals often try to avoid the state of dissonance by trying to find
information, that they are expecting to verify their prior decision. Thus, individuals crave for
messages that block the state of dissonance, but some messages reach individuals leading

them to question their decision that has already been made previously (Rogers, 2003).

We also have to emphasize the differences in B2C and B2B buying processes, which differ
quite significantly from each other, and in addition to examining the buying processes of
organizations, one key process to discuss about is the decision-making process as well.
According to Vincent, Makinde and Akinwale (2017), challenges in the decision-making

processes are a serious problem in B2B field, because an organization may have multiple
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individuals, who own a different background and motivation, involved in the buying process,
which results in inconsistent decision-making. Therefore, the organizational level buying
decisions are interpreted as troublesome because the judgements of the decision-makers are

so diverse and the opinions of the buyers have inconsistencies.

In B2B, the buying process usually requires satisfying the demands of the buyer, which also
has to meet the demands of the organization that is buying the product. In addition, the
decision to buy is hardly ever free of other stakeholders influencing the decision and these
stakeholders can be external or internal to the organization. Furthermore, in B2C, buying is
a standalone procedure and it usually does not need follow-up. However, in B2B, the
decision to buy consists of vast amount of emotions and fear about who is going to adopt the
adjustability of the decision (Vincent et al. 2017).

According to Lepisté and Mikkola (2022), B2B buying process is longer compared to B2C.
The buying process in B2B field can take even years, and during this time, it is possible, that
the individuals who have been involved in the decision-making during the earlier stages,
have changed. According to the data in their study, people switch companies approximately
every four years. The buying-process and the duration of it can vary greatly depending on
the size of the company. For example in small start-up firms the buying-process can take
from one day to few days, and bigger organizations may take months or even years to make

a decision to buy.

The Internet is used to market products and buying them and it has made the globalization
of business around the world easier. For example, before the internet era, it was difficult to
understand interpersonal networks, because they were somewhat intangible. Currently,
people are communicating through wires that are linking computers, which capture message
exchanging between humans at record quantities, which thus explains the essence of
networks (Rogers, 2003). According to Steward, Narus, Roehm and Ritz (2019), B2B buying
processes have changed considerably in recent years because of the development of digital,
online and software applications. B2B customers are now completing 57 percent of their
buying process prior to contacting the supplier and are performing 67 percent of the total
purchasing tasks online. Also Marvasti, Huhtala, Yousefi, Vaniala, Upreti, Malo, Kaski and
Tikkanen (2021) state, that the progress in digital marketing have led to B2B buyers perform
over 50 percent of the buying process via different digital touchpoints before establishing

any substantial contact with the supplier. Also, more than 70 percent start their buying
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journey with a search from Google in order to grasp the situation and products in the market.
They add, that when the purchasing stage of a potential buyer is known, it can provide a
significant advantage to the supplier, when the value and complexity associated to the

transaction is taken into account.

According to Marvasti et al. (2021), B2B providers are not using customer data as effectively
as in B2C field. The academic research in analytics has also focused more on B2C markets,
so in order to improve B2B analytics significantly, there should be more attention given to
the B2B buying journey and providing better methods to track it without making the process

of tracking too complicated and expensive.

Differences between B2B and B2C customers apply to marketing in online as well.
According to Lepistd and Mikkola (2022), in marketing products online, it is essential to
consider and address different decision-makers vastly. For example, in adopting a new
CRM-system involves various different departments of an organization: (1) the finance is
interested in what kind of financial effects the purchase has, (2) the IT department is
interested in how the purchased solution can be applied and integrated in the ecosystem of
the organization, (3) the sales department is interested in how the service facilitates sales,
registration of deals and transactions, and customer management and (4) the marketing
department is interested in how the marketing automation is linked to the system and how to

collect marketing permissions.

In addition to considering and addressing different decision-makers, there are several issues
to consider in the advertisement as well. For example, (1) forty-four percent of all of the
working age people change the company or the industry every four years, (2) if the
advertising is targeted only for one person during a long buying-process and this person
changes working place, you have to start all over again, (3) different decision-makers make
decisions based on different grounds so it is vital to address them with the right content, and
(4) by targeting advertising only to the person who makes the final decision to purchase,
might lead to losing many potential deals (Lepistdé & Mikkola, 2022). Thus, when thinking
of recruiting a new employee to an organization, this process potentially has many decision-
makers along in deciding which methods are used in recruiting. Is it the traditional CV and
cover letter or the new system where the applicant answers shortly to only a few questions?
The internal and external factors of the diffusion process will be covered more in detail in

the empirical part of the study.
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As stated previously, the different adopter groups have different innovation-decision periods
and processes, which take a certain amount of time in each category. For example, as
laggards take quite long to make a decision to adopt an innovation, because they are often
suspicious towards change agents and innovations (Rogers, 2003), together with the
contemporary problem of people changing the company rapidly and the buying process of
companies taking up to years, creates an even larger problem for the provider companies to

succeed in their marketing and sales.

As stated in the preliminary literature review of this thesis, laggards are referenced with
somewhat different names in various academic articles and the role of behavioural sciences
and customer behaviour arise. For this reason, it is necessary to take a wider angle on the
subject to add more depth to the analysis, because customer and user profiles can be a way

to identify the laggards of the business, which can be done via customer profiling.

According to Tuulaniemi (2011), the customer profiles summarize the operating models and
motives of the operation that are identified from a research. A customer profile is a
description of a certain group, i.e. a description of a tribe that stands out from the research
group. According to Dunk (2004), with customer profiling it is also possible to evaluate how
long a customer has been a customer, their business development stage, product lines and
product life cycle. In customer profiling, companies need to pay attention to the needs of
their customers, that are specific and constantly changing, and reflect those needs to product
designing. Also Park and Chang (2009) state, that customer profile models can reflect
customer preferences more accurately. Tuulaniemi (2011) adds, that even a single finding of
an identified operating model can be significant in customer research, but it is even more
important to identify the operating model implemented by a larger group. Solutions and

services can already be built on the basis of this operational model identified from a larger

group.

Customer profiling is based on several value creation models, which can be used to create
alternative concepts and measure their potential value before launching the service in the
market. This kind of quantitative profiling provides critical information about the service
and makes it easier to decide which ideas to keep and which to reject. For the company,
understanding the value creation of customers is the starting point for producing excellent
customer experiences. Well-constructed customer profiles serve as a planning tool for

ideation, decision-making and service conceptualization. Through them, services can be



39

profiled, targeted and made more accessible. They also help in planning communications for
the target groups, and for designers, they act as a valuable tool that allows them to look at a
single contact point, a new function or the entire service experience from different

perspectives (Tuulaniemi, 2011).

In service design, understanding the everyday life of customers is critical for both the
designer and the company developing the services. Customer profiles summarize the
information and findings obtained from customer surveys about the behaviour models of the
customers, their motives for action, dominant values and also fears and obstacles. These
guide the action further into a kind of customer group archetype, that can be defined as a
description of the tribe. In the profiles, the value formation of customers can be summarized
in a form that concretely guides the planning and helps to understand for who the services

are being developed to and why (Tuulaniemi, 2011).

Earlier we talked about customer profiling and how the role of behavioral sciences and
customer behavior is part of identifying certain customer groups. According to Lehner, Mont
and Heiskanen (2016), behavioral sciences are focusing more on the irrational nature of
humans and puts emphasis more on how important the behavioral biases are and on the
environment where individuals are making choices, i.e. the decision context. Here, they
introduce the concept of nudging. The term “nudge” refers to any feature in the decision
environment that is able to alter the behavior of people predictably without excluding any
options or changing their economic incentives considerably. For example, Weinmann,
Schneider and Brocke (2016) talk about digital nudging, that is used to guide the behavior
of people in digital choice environments, such as ERP screens or web-based forms that
require a person to make a decision or a judgement, by using different design elements in

the user-interface.

Nudges are referring to intentional changes that are influencing to the behavior of people.
This is done by making different changes to the environment that enable and direct
individuals in making virtually automatic choices. This is made possible by making the
provided information simple or by giving choices in a default form that makes it easier to do
decisions, that are socially desirable. This way it enables behaviors and making private
decisions, that benefit the society and serve the long-term interests of individuals instead of
trying to change the value system or increasing the supply of information of individuals
(Lehner et al. 2016).
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In order to identify specific behavior models of customers, one must use customer behavior
profiles as a tool (Ekstrom, HSL). According to Ekstrom, customer behavior profiles depict
the archetypes of the users, who represent the needs, goals, skills, motives and other features
relevant to the use of the service of larger user groups. These archetypes are fictional
characters, that are based on knowledge and understanding of the actual users and their ways
of usage. This information is obtained, among others, from former research, background
materials and customer interviews. However, customer behavior profiles do not mean the
same as customer segments. A segment depicts the mean and customer behavior profile
exaggerates a certain specific behavior model through generalizing. Customer behavior
profiles work well as planning tools, because they concretize various users and their needs

into a design tool fast and effectively.

For example, in order to find out, what kind of behavior models their customers have, the
public transport service provider of Helsinki (HSL), built their customer behavior profiles
based on knowledge obtained from their research, benchmarking and customer interviews.
These profiles were made to depict the differences between the behavior models of their
passengers in a situation that is the most typical for each customer. However, the customer
behavior model may change into another one depending on background factors of the
situation (Ekstrom, HSL).

According to Lehner et al. (2016), there are two systems of thinking to understand human
behavior. The first system is automatic and intuitive, which guides the nearly automatic daily
routines of individuals, such as riding a bicycle or taking showers. The second system
describes the needs of making more important decisions that need more effort mentally, and
that are more conscious and intentional. Thus, the first system relies on more heuristic
thinking that are so-called rules of thumb, and the second system utilizes more detailed
thinking, that requires evaluating multiple criteria (Lehner et al. 2016). As stated previously,
innovations generate uncertainty and offers an alternative to a business that is able to solve
a problem in a new way. Uncertainty drives the company to search more information about
the innovation in order to handle the uncertainty it is creating (Rogers, 2003). For this reason,
laggards fit to the second system, as they need more detailed thinking, evaluate multiple
criteria and more information before adopting an innovation. According to Tuulaniemi
(2011), all people have a dominant behavioral profile that usually guides their actions and

choices related to a given supply. Despite the main emphasis, in certain situations and
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circumstances, one of the latent behavior patterns easily takes over, which means, that a
systematical consumer in nature can become hedonistic or an efficient consumer can become

cautious.

The model of crossing the chasm was briefly covered in the preliminary literature review. In
this model, there are barriers and gaps that have to be crossed in order to jump between
customer groups (Brdulak, Chaberek & Jagodzinski, 2021), and the largest gap, “the chasm”,
lies between the groups of early adopters and early majority (Brdulak et al. 2021 ; Apilo et
al. 2007), and in a situation where companies manage to create a bridge over this gap, they
are on route from a marginal product to a mainstream product, which leads to both broad
profitability and development (Brdulak et al. 2021). According to Apilo et al. (2007), the
problem from the marketing point of view is, that every adopter group adopts a product
differently. When marketing and selling a new innovation, it is essential to understand, that
the company has to approach every adopter group in a different way. For this reason, there
are chasms or points of discontinuity between the groups due to their different demands. As
the most difficult and the most meaningful chasm exists between the early adopters and early
majority, the company should pay special attention in how to cross this chasm in their
marketing plan (Apilo et al. 2007). Thus, different segments require also different marketing
strategies and a new business usually selects one segment for its first marketing effort (Apilo
et al. 2007). In addition, different innovation types need different activities regarding
marketing, different capabilities in the management, as well as different organizational
environments (Smits, Vissers & Dankbaar, 2015). The marketing plan, for example, includes
sales, market share and profitability goals for each targeted geographic area. In
segmentation, the market is usually divided into segments based on the psychological and

demographic variables of customers, as well as geographical location (Apilo et al. 2007).

Thus, with nudging it is possible to shift possible or most promising customers into the right
direction, i.e. from adopter group to another. The main goal for this study is to find out,
which kind of nudges could move laggards more closer to, for example, the late majority or
even early majority. Thus, nudging essentially means acceleration of the adoption rate and
changing the customers’ behaviour more favourable from the company point of view.
However, the academic literature recognizes the use of different interpersonal and

interorganizational networks and opinion leaders as effective mediums in order to nudge
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customers, i.e. laggards to the right direction. The next chapter discusses more in detail about

these issues.

2.4 Communication

In gaining attention of a certain audience, audience segmentation could be used, which is
defined as a strategy where various messages or communication channels are utilized in
order to gain the attention of every sub audience (Rogers, 2003). After the initial
segmentation is done and the company has identified who their laggards are, the company is
able to start planning how to communicate to this selected audience and to accelerate their
adoption rate. In this chapter, the subject of how communication through different processes,
networks and channels affect the innovation-decisions, is covered. Since the attention of
laggards is hard to gain via traditional marketing actions, the academic literature also
identifies the value and usage of opinion leaders. These individuals are able to spread the
message, brand, products and services of a company to wider audiences, which affects to the

diffusion of innovation and adoption rate.

2.4.1 Communication channels

As mentioned in the primary literature review, communication channels have an important
role in the diffusion of innovations. There are, among others, mass media channels, such as
television, newspapers and radio where one can reach a bigger audience, but there are also
interpersonal channels, that can be more effective in nature when it comes to convincing a
person, who is, for example, socioeconomically on the same level, in accepting a new idea
(Rogers, 2003). Moreover, the positive word-of-mouth (WOM), that is given by early
adopters, drives adoption of individuals who are buying later (Bianchi et al. 2017). Thus, the
diffusion process is a very social event, because it seems that one of the most important
phases of innovation adoption is individuals being dependent on the experiences of their
peers and that the individuals, who are potentially adopting an innovation, imitate their
network associates who have already adopted the innovation (Rogers, 2003). However,
word-of-mouth, that is conducted in written and virtual mode, tends to have an enhanced

impact than in face-to-face situations when it comes to framing the innovation’s considered
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credibility and usefulness (Bianchi et al. 2017). The effect of WOM, social aspects and peers

are covered more closely later.

2.4.2 Communication networks

Communication is a process where a mutual understanding is being pursued by creating and
sharing information with other participants of the process. When individuals decide whether
to adopt an innovation or not, they primarily rely on the communicated experiences of other
individuals who have already adopted the idea and have similar characteristics as
themselves. This information flows primarily through interpersonal networks so it is
essential for us to understand how these networks work so that we can understand the whole
process of diffusion (Rogers, 2003). According to Van der Merwe and VVan Heerden (2009),
interpersonal communication is defined as individuals exchanging information between each

other.

According to Rogers (2003), a communication network contains individuals who are
connected internally and the linking is done by patterned information flows. Networks are
also stabilised and structured to a certain degree, and this characteristic of networks makes
it possible to predict behaviour of humans. Studying these networks helps to explain
communication structure, which means various elements that are differentiated from one
another and can be identified in the patterned communication flows, that are part of a system.
The communication structures are so complicated that usually even the members of the
system might not understand how the communication of their system is structured. If an
individual tries to identify the communication structure of a network, it causes an

information overload, because there are too many possible network links.

It is possible to diffuse innovations from an organization to another via interorganizational
networks, which is the same kind of process as with individuals who are part of a social
system. For example, when fifty state governments and their diffusion of innovations in the
United States was studied, some of the states turned out to be opinion leaders and once these
states adopted a new program, other states in the same region followed. If a non-opinion
leader state adopted the innovation first, it was then spread to the other states gradually or
not at all, which indicates, that there was an existing communication network structure. What
was interesting in the study, the states that were following an opinion leader state usually

copied the same law, that was adopted by a state with opinion leadership status with identical
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wording. In some cases the same significant typographical mistakes were copied as well
(Rogers, 2003). The role and importance of opinion leaders as a part of diffusing innovations

will be covered next.

2.4.3 Opinion leaders as messengers

Identifying and using opinion leaders is the most common way to use a network. Individuals
often seek information about an innovation from their peers and especially information about
how their peers evaluate the innovation subjectively. The exchange of information about a
new idea takes place through a convergence process, which involves networks between
people. Thus, the diffusion of innovations is primarily a social process where information
about a new innovation or idea is perceived subjectively and then communicated to others
(Rogers, 2003).

Why opinion leaders are important

Opinion leaders act in an increasingly significant role in providing information, because
consumers see them as more credible compared to other media and other consumers (Lopez,
Sicilia & Verlegh, 2022). Opinion leaders can be also described as opinion brokers, because
they are able to deliver information between groups and cross their social boundaries (Burt,
1999). According to Sun and Bin (2017), opinion leaders are characterized as users who are,
regarding the development of a need towards new products, ahead of other users in social
networks. This concept was developed in order to understand those who are influenced by

opinion leaders.

Cho et al. (2012) argue, that when a product or technology is adopted by the right people in
the early stages of the diffusion, it can send a message further to potential users and have
them adopting it. In addition, starting the diffusion process from opinion leaders speeds up
the process by reducing the time that is needed to achieve the critical mass from when the

innovation is introduced.

When it comes to influencing peers, opinion leaders are able to do it in many different ways.
According to Van der Merwe and Van Heerden (2009), three ways can be identified by
which opinion leaders are influencing to the decisions of other people unequally: (1) opinion

leaders can act as role models who can inspire others to imitate them, (2) opinion leaders can
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spread information through WOM and (3) opinion leaders can give advice and direct others

verbally to search, buy and use products.

Also Cho et al. (2012) state, that opinion leaders are WOM influencers, and their influence
through WOM has a significant impact on the process of decision-making. Thus, apparently
consumers in general usually trust more the opinions of others compared to information
provided by more formal sources of marketing, such as advertising (Van der Merwe & Van

Heerden, 2009). This is also supported by the earlier theory of Rogers.

Also Aleahmad et al. (2016) provide three important characteristics of opinion leaders: (1)
opinion leaders show the central values of the society they are part of and others want to
follow and be like them, (2) opinion leaders possess competency in the area they are working
in and the followers want an opinion leader who is an expert in the given subject and (3)
opinion leaders possess a more strategic status compared to other members in a social

network by having multiple relations both inside and outside the community.

Literature about consumer behavior provides another concept called market mavens. These
market mavens have information about many different products, which places to shop and
other market elements (Van der Merwe & Van Heerden, 2009). Market mavens are also
individuals, who are willingly searching, owning and sharing information about different
markets and products (Litterio et al. 2017). They are able to influence buying behavior
widely by starting a discussion with consumers and to answer the questions coming from
consumers and provide market information. Thus, they are essentially opinion leaders with
information about many subjects, and they have a high chance of influencing the decision to
buy of those individuals who ask and receive their advice. Market mavens also consume
different media heavily, which makes them easily approachable via advertising (Van der
Merwe & Van Heerden, 2009).

Identifying opinion leaders

Before, we discussed about the most potential customer segments and laggards, how to
identify them and how to nudge them to the right direction. But if identifying laggards is a
somewhat troublesome task for companies, then what is the role of identifying opinion

leaders and how to identify them?

Identifying opinion leaders is important in many fields including marketing and politics, for

example (Aleahmad et al. 2016). Identifying opinion leaders is often a very lengthy process,
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that involves research with extensive surveys and complicated statistical analysis. However,
it can be simplified by using the social network theory (Van der Merwe & Van Heerden,
2009). A social network is a form of communication, advice, support or friendship, that is
present in a social system among its members (Valente, 1996). Social networks are optimal
to use in order to establish networks that are linked, and in the center of these networks are
the individuals who are considered as opinion leaders of a certain network or group (\Van der
Merwe & Van Heerden, 2009). Social network sites, on the other hand, are services
operating in the web, where individuals are able to (1) create a profile, that is public or semi-
public, in a limited system, (2) display a list, that consists of other users, with whom these
individuals are in contact with, and (3) view and examine the list of both the connections of

their own and of those, that are made by other users in the same system (Liu & Ying, 2010).

In online social networks, several relationships can be used to accurately identify opinion
leaders via complex multi-subnet networks (Sun & Bin, 2017). According to Van der Merwe
and Van Heerden (2009), there are three ways in order to identify opinion leaders. The first
method is called the Self-Reporting Method, where an individual can be asked how they
would evaluate the level of their own capability to influence others. In Sociometric Method
an individual can be asked from whom they ask for information or advice and from whom
they ask for advice regarding a certain subject or scope. Finally, in Key Informant Method

an individual can be asked directly who in his or her opinion are the opinion leaders.
Social network analysis

The social network analysis can be a good method to investigate which opinion leaders are
the best choice for marketing purposes in order to speed up the diffusion and maximize the
cumulative amount of adopters (Cho et al. 2012). According to Van der Merwe and Van
Heerden (2009), a social network analysis is defined as a technique, that is used to analyse
the form of communication that happens interpersonally in a social system by defining who
is talking to whom. The network analysis can be also used to learn how personal influence
is flowing by allowing researchers to determine who is influencing whom inside a social

system.

Van der Merwe and Van Heerden (2009) are also linking the opinion leadership with the
social network theory in order to indicate that the individuals being in the centre of a social

network act as opinion leaders. According to Litterio et al. (2017) The social network
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analysis is efficient when trying to detect individuals who have the potential to spread the
message to others in a community, which can be achieved by identifying their position in
the network. The social network analysis is also useful to identify different subgroups that

have specific characteristics that cannot be revealed using other methods of analysis.

In marketing literature, the concept of influence has been studied from multiple different
perspectives. The so-called two-step flow communication model demonstrates, that the
media influences opinion leaders, who in turn are followed by other individuals. However,
influencing can flow in any direction and the individuals, who are easily influenced, can act
as multipliers when it comes to diffusion of innovations. For example in social systems, the
early adopters possess a high level of opinion leadership and they can speed up the diffusion

of a message or product (Litterio et al. 2017).

Centrality measure

Several studies discuss about the centrality measure, that is discussed as part of the social
network analysis. According to Cho et al. (2012), centrality is the measure that identifies the
individuals who possess the most significant role in a social network. For example, in order
to decide which customers companies should select so that the message could be diffused
with marketing as much as possible, multiple centralities should be tested. They found out,
that by marketing to these customers, who are in the centre of a social network, the diffusion
of the message is significantly increased. Also Van der Merwe and Van Heerden (2009)
state, that network centrality is one of the main tools when it comes to examining social
networks in the innovation diffusion research. They add, that in order to identify important
individuals in a network, the centrality measures can find those who are heavily involved
with others in relationships and thus be more visible. They add, that a central individual is
part of multiple connections, and when opinion leaders are measured as those individuals

who receive the most nominations, their centrality is on a high level.
Engaging opinion leaders

Applying opinion leadership in marketing has always been clear. Marketers are usually
encouraged to use what they know about opinion leaders as a leverage in marketing, and
because consumers are repeatedly relying to others as an information source in addition to
media and advertisement, opinion leaders influence on the decision-making of individuals

to a large extent (Van der Merwe & Van Heerden, 2009).
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Van der Merwe and Van Heerden (2009) and L.itterio et al. (2017) provide some suggestions
to take action with opinion leaders. According to Litterio et al. (2017), there are multiple
advantages when influential participants in a social network are identified and engaged. For
example, direct advertising can be targeted to these individuals. Van der Merwe and Van
Heerden (2009) specify this by stating, that the advertising should aim to simulate and
encourage opinion leadership. Thereby, it is able to simulate opinion leadership by using
recognized opinion leaders to promote the products, and encourage them to create a
discussion about the products as well. However, influencers can be also involved when a
product or concept is being tested as part of market research, because future adoption of
others can be influenced through them (Litterio et al. 2017). Van der Merwe and Van
Heerden (2009) add, that opinion leaders transmit information to other individuals, which is
why marketing research should concentrate on individuals who have a high possibility of
being opinion leaders. Also offering product sampling to these individuals can help in the
launch of a new product in the form of electronic WOM (Van der Merwe & Van Heerden,
2009 ; Litterio et al. 2017).

In addition to these, there are other advantages, such as onboarding opinion leaders to public
relations events, which is generally an excellent source to spread positive WOM and in
keeping the budget under control. It can be also beneficial to involve the individuals who are
most influential to the process in order to control and minimize the damages a certain crisis,
where the brand is involved, occurs. To summarize, it is essential to detect where the users
are moving towards on the Internet and especially the opinion leaders who will spread the
word. Finally, retailing and personal selling can have a great impact in taking action with
opinion leaders, and the sales personnel and retailers also have the possibility to encourage
their existing customers to spread the word about their specific products or services (Van
der Merwe & Van Heerden, 2009).

Identifying effective opinion leaders and their characteristics can lead to a successful
diffusion of innovations and draw relevant marketing implications. However, the marketing
strategy of the company should be carefully facilitated by keeping the number of primarily
addressed opinion leaders under control (Cho et al. 2012). When it comes to, for example,
viral marketing to spread the word about a new product, relying to this kind of marketing
phenomena is not sufficient. For example, e-commerce companies have to identify the

opinion leaders from their customers and detect where these leaders are situated online,



49

which reveals where the company needs to advertise their products (Van der Merwe & Van
Heerden, 2009).

According to Litterio et al. (2017), the communication of a company cannot rely upon only
their own endeavours, but also use WOM as leverage in modern marketing. In order for
brands to create and retain influence in social networks, they have to attract users that
connect with them and plead their messages. Yet, these groups do not need to be large, but
influential. Accordingly, it is important to create content, that is relevant for these vital
consumers who spread the message through the network. For example here, the market
mavens are an appealing target segment for direct marketing efforts in order to speed up the

diffusion of a preferred message.

The importance of WOM in social networks is also discussed in the literature extensively.
According to Lopez et al. (2022), there are multiple different effective techniques to
approach opinion leaders. For example, one technique is to provide the product of the
company for free to opinion leaders, which increases the chance of them posting about it,
and allowing them to keep the product for themselves increases the chance even more.
According to Lépez et al. (2022), opinion leaders can be motivated either monetarily or non-
monetarily. When it comes to consumer behaviour, previous studies have indicated, that
motivating opinion leaders monetarily increases their intention to spread WOM
electronically (e-WOM). On the other hand, if opinion leaders are given money directly, it
could create an indirect negative impact on their intention to post, because they expect their
followers to react negatively. Also Caravela and McMillan (2022) state, that paying for
digital opinion leaders to spread a message is somewhat in the grey area. Some companies
do this, for example, telling providers to write a certain amount of tweets per year, because
they know it is impactful among people and people are following digital opinion leaders
(DOLs), whose opinions matter, because these digital opinion leaders are credible and
trusted members of the community. A DOL is usually a person who through actively creating
content, has influence in different social media platforms, such as Facebook, YouTube,
Twitter, Spotify etc. Through this created content they express their opinions and
communicate about their personal views regarding different topics (Caravela & McMillan,
2022). Lépez et al. (2022) add, that providing product trials can successfully generate e-
WOM, and in contrast to monetary incentives, non-monetary incentives turn out to create

less negative impacts regarding the attitudes of consumers towards the company.
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A DOL is also regarded as an influencer, and they are usually experts of their field, such as
doctors or other medical personnel, through which they are able to provide the opinion of a
credible expert, which creates trust (Caravela & McMillan, 2022). Digital opinion leaders
also have certain criteria to become one and there is no standardized formula as companies
define a DOL differently. However, a DOL can be defined as a person who creates their own
content, but also leverages already existing content to some extent. For example, they can
have a podcast of their own or have one in collaboration with an individual or organization.
They can also, for example, retweet posts of others, but this is not as impactful as creating
one’s own content. Thus, DOLS create their own content more than use pre-existing content
(Caravela & McMillan, 2022).

Caravela and McMillan (2022) talk also about the impact of DOLs and how to engage this
group of individuals. Some organizations have internal capabilities that makes it possible for
companies to specify DOLs, but in some cases it would be advisable to use third parties to
give assistance, because they might have more expertise. After identifying DOLSs, the next
step to do with them is to think how to engage them digitally. DOLs should be part of the
strategy and there should be a plan made on how to better use the expertise of these
individuals in the digital path. The organizations also have to think if it would make sense
to have a separate group, that concentrates on digital engagement (Caravela & McMillan,
2022).

There are several actions that companies could do in order to attract DOLs. Organizations
can, for example, use podcasts, partner with different providers to create content and post
that content on Twitter. Also in LinkedIn, the users can create own content and, for example,
publish articles that are authored by the company or do this by partnering with different
providers. Also webinars could be hosted in YouTube in collaboration with another
company. Finally, one effective action could be to use polls and ask questions, for example
on Twitter, that promotes further discussion about the subject and draws engagement. Thus,
there are multiple different ways to engage with DOLs, and if companies do not yet have
internal expertise about how to engage with DOLs, the third party vendors can help to

identify different engagement opportunities (Caravela & McMillan, 2022).

Consumers influence other consumers and they are imitating the consumption and buying
behavior of those who they admire. Additionally, in the social communication process, they

are gathering information from other consumers and also searching for advice from others
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who possess higher experience and knowledge about the subject. This process is defined as
opinion leadership and opinion seeking, which occurs when consumers are influencing
others or searching others to influence themselves verbally. Thus, consumers tend to trust
more on the opinions provided by others compared to more formal sources of information
like advertising, that are dominated by marketers. In addition, consumers prefer to use their
interpersonal sources in order to lower the risk, and when they make choices regarding stores
and brands (Flynn, Goldsmith & Eastman, 1996). This is a great summary about how the
interpersonal networks and communications between them are important regarding the
diffusion of innovations. Thus, by reviewing the academic literature, it can be argued, that
the only way to engage and attract laggards is through opinion leaders. As Rogers (2003)
states, laggards are only referencing to the past and the decisions they make are usually made
by referencing what has been done before (Rogers, 2003). For this reason, laggards cannot
be engaged with traditional marketing communication methods, because they do not trust
technological advancements or direct messages from companies, that are trying to get their
attention. This creates a great challenge for companies to first identify opinion leaders who
could spread their messages to later adopters, such as laggards, and simultaneously somehow

control these messages so that there are no harm generated towards the brand.
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3 Research methods and data

The research in this thesis is explorative and conducted by using quantitative research
method. The quantitative research covers various methods to systematically examine social
phenomena using numerical or statistical data. Thus, this research method contains
measurement and an assumption that the studied phenomena can be measured, and the
researcher is able to verify these measurements by analysing visible relationships and trends
(Watson, 2015). According to Sukamolson (2007), the quantitative research can be defined
as a social research that uses methods and statements that are empirical. An empirical
statement describes what the case “is” rather than what the case “should” be in the “real
world”, which is typically displayed numerically and applying empirical evaluations.
Empirical evaluations, on the other hand, aim to define the level of how a certain program
or policy meets a certain norm or standard empirically. Also Watson (2015) states, that
quantitative research can be viewed as a method of reflecting the world around us. According
to Morgan (2018), qualitative and quantitative research methods can be differentiated simply
by the data they produce: qualitative method produces words and quantitative produces
numbers. Guo (2013) also states, that quantitative methods can be used in every stage of a
scientific study starting from selecting the sample to finally analysing the data. Watson
(2015) adds, that the quantitative research is fundamentally a rational research method, as it

advances from making measurements to applying analysis to making conclusions.

3.1 Study background

Recruiting new employees is changing rapidly. This change has been noticeable among job
seekers who are tired of applying to a job via complex procedures. For example, one of the
main issues in applying to a job are various recruiting systems and forms, that the applicant
has to fill repeatedly. This change has led Alpha to change recruitment not only on a business
level, but to change the recruitment culture and processes in organizations and the whole

industry.
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Recruiting has been a sort of taboo and it has been done the same way for decades by sending
a curriculum vitae and a cover letter to the employer. However, Alpha has created a new
recruiting service, that attempts to break these ancient recruiting methods and to make both
applying to a job and recruiting a new employee easier. In this new recruiting system and
service, the applicant applies to a job by answering to a few questions without the need of
sending a curriculum vitae or cover letter. Moreover, the company uses a user friendly
system to track the applicants and communicate with them. The change, that Alpha is trying
to make, has not been easy, as this new system has experienced resistance to change among
their customers, except for a few early adopters. Thus, the goal of this study is to examine
how Alpha could accelerate the adoption rate of the new system among their customers who
belong to the adoption category of laggards, i.e. customers, who know this service is

available, but have not yet adopted it.

In addition, there is very little knowledge about laggards and how their adoption rate could
be accelerated when it comes to a specific product or service in a specific industry. For this
reason, an explorative and quantitative research method was selected to conduct this study
in order to obtain as much data as possible about both the adopters and non-adopters of the
new system. These research methods are also useful to achieve both theoretical and
managerial goals of this study and creating a base for future research. The following parts of
the thesis present how the research was approached including the research context, structure

of the survey, delimitations and how the data was collected and analysed.

3.2 Research context

According to the European Innovation Scoreboard by European Commission (2021), by
measuring the innovation performance, Finland comes in second to have it far beyond
average. Sweden is continuing to be the leader, and following Finland, Denmark comes in
third and Belgium in fourth place. Autant-Bernard, Chalaye, Manca, Moreno and Surifiach
(2010) state, that Finland also seems to be more cooperation-oriented towards both product
and process adoption, but it also shows evidence about high innovation performance and
adoption rates in general. Based on this knowledge about the innovativeness of Finnish
companies, this research consists of Finnish companies that operate in both B2C and B2B

markets. Although Finland is a pro-innovative country, when it comes to recruiting, it falls
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behind. This study attempts to examine the different factors that lead to the adoption of
Alpha’s new recruiting system and service, and which factors hinder the innovation process
in a way that the adoption becomes very slow or even stops completely. In addition, the
study attempts to examine how opinion leaders and different communication channels affect
to the innovation decisions of companies. Thus, the study attempts to reveal to what extent

the innovation decisions are affected by internal and external factors.

3.3 Structure of the survey

The survey to conduct the quantitative study was sent to the recipients on October 28, 2022
and the time to response was until November 14, 2022. The questions of the survey were
composed based on the chapters of the theory part of this thesis in order to gain answers to

the research questions.

The survey started with background questions about the respondent’s operational role in the
organization, whether it is a role in the top management, middle management or a role of a
specialist. Next background question was on which industry or branch the organization of
the respondent operates in. The final background question was whether the organization
where the respondent works has used or has not used the new system of Alpha to search new

job candidates.

Based on the answer to the question, whether the organization has used the new system (yes
or no), the respondents were guided into different paths with slightly different question
patterns. In both of the paths the respondents were asked about how their organization reacts
to new services i.e. innovations generally. This question gave the research some information
about the innovation orientation of the organizations where the respondents work. Next it
was asked from which channel the respondent has heard of the new system. The ones who
answered, that they have used the new system, were asked also which of these channels
affected the most on the adoption of the new system. From the path of non-users this question

was left out.

The most important question asked in both paths was question number four, where different
claims were presented to the respondent. In this question it was asked how the six different

characteristics from the internal structure of an organization and five attributes of Rogers
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affected the decision to adopt or to not adopt the new system. The claims offered different
options to choose from based on the Likert scale. The next question, where the respondents
were asked if they had used the new system more than once, to what extent the earlier results
of its use affected to use it in the future. This was also an important question regarding the
five attributes of Rogers. If the respondent had used the new system only once, they could

skip the question.

Finally, it was asked how the organization decided to adopt the new system. This question
was designed to answer to the question regarding different innovation-decision types, i.e. on
which level the decision was made internally in the organization. The two final questions
were to what extent the internal and external stakeholders of the organization affected to the
decision to adopt or not adopt the new system. The results and analyses to these questions

are presented in the analysis and findings part of the thesis.

3.4 Delimitations of the research

The respondents of the survey are delimited by the products of Alpha that include different
campaign levels. Here, one key feature is the price of the new recruiting system. The
campaign products of Alpha are based on the level of how the recruitment advertisement
will gain budget for advertisement in different social media channels and, for example, the
Google Display Network. In this study, pseudonyms A, B and C are used to name the
campaign levels, that are given advertisement budgets on an increasing manner, but with
these levels the customer also has the possibility to use the new recruiting system for free if
they wish. Some of the campaign levels below A, B and C are given a budget as well, but
they do not include the possibility to use the new system. Thus, the respondents of the survey
are delimited to only those customers who have purchased the A, B and/or C campaign level.
This way the price of the service is not going to affect the opinion of the respondents and the

survey reveals deeper organizational factors behind the adoption decision.
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3.5 Data collection

The data of this study was obtained first by gathering primary data from the CRM system of
Alpha and conducting a primary quantitative analysis examining which companies have
purchased products that have the possibility to use the new system, i.e. A, B or C campaign
levels. This form of primary screening in a certain time frame gave the further quantitative
research a base from which it was possible to filter out the necessary factors. After
conducting this quantitative analysis, a Google Forms survey was sent to the customers.
With this kind of survey it is possible to produce statistics and provide quantitative
characterization of given aspects of a community. With a sample survey it is also possible
to make generalizations about a larger community by analysing only a small part of that
community (Andres, 2012). This larger community, that the research in this thesis attempts
to study and analyse, is all the customers of Alpha. By analysing the smaller part, i.e. the
customers who have used A, B and/or C campaign levels, and their usage of the new system,

provides estimations about all of the customers of Alpha and how to serve them better.

The survey uses customers that have used either A, B or C campaign levels from a time
period of two years. When conducting the primary examination of the campaign levels
ordered on this time period, a list of 4,676 job announcements was obtained. The order info
includes the email address of the customer. From this total amount of job announcements,
the unique email addresses were filtered, because the same customer could have ordered A,
B and/or C campaign level. After this final sorting, a list of 1,605 unique email addresses
was created. This 1,605 email addresses contained also the employees of Alpha who have
used the new system in their own recruitment campaigns. When the employees of Alpha
were filtered out from the list, the final result of 1,564 unique emails was obtained. In order
to send the survey to the respondents, an email marketing software Mailchimp was used.
The software filtered and narrowed down the list of respondents further to 1,451 email
addresses by recognizing those email addresses that are no longer operational. Out of this
list of 1,451 unique customers a total of 128 customers completed the survey, which is also

the sample size (n = 128). Thus, the response rate of the survey was 8.82 percent.

As mentioned before, the data of this study was obtained first by gathering primary data
from the CRM system of Alpha and conducting a quantitative analysis examining which

companies have used a product of Alpha, that include the possibility to use the new system.
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However, it was not possible to see which companies have withdrawn from using the new
system, because the recruiting cycles of companies fluctuate considerably, i.e. some
companies can have years between their recruiting operations and the recruiting cycles of
others can be months or weeks. For this reason it is not possible to define if a company has
stopped using the new system, as they can return using it, for example, next year or year
after that.

3.6 Data analysis

The data obtained from the study was analysed by using Google Sheets where the data was
easy to import from Google Forms. After importing the data to Google Sheets, it was
analysed by using cross tabulation by combining certain key factors rising from the answers.
The analysis was also done to each question of the survey in order to obtain specific data
from all the subjects and to cover all of the concepts. This also helped in viewing the results
as a whole and forming a bigger picture about the concepts emerging as more important

regarding adoption decisions in the organizations.
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4 Empirical analysis and findings

In this chapter the findings of the conducted empirical research are discussed. The chapter
is divided into three main sections according to the same order as the study progresses in the
theoretical part in order to provide clear answers to all of the research questions. The first
part examines the reliability and validity of the research and the second part introduces the
background of the survey. The third part analyses the responses regarding the innovativeness
of the organizations, the main factors influencing their decision to adopt, and the different
types of innovation-decisions inside the organizations. The fourth part analyses the
responses regarding various challenges, that the organizations go through in their adoption
processes and especially the factors that hinder the innovation adoption process. Finally, the
fifth part analyses the responses regarding how the respondents have discovered the
innovation, i.e. the new recruiting system, through different channels and networks, and how

opinion leaders have affected to the adoption-decision.

4.1 Reliability and validity of the research

The background question whether the respondent or their organization has used or has not
used the new system is a binomial experiment as it provides a fixed number of trials and
there are only two possible outcomes (yes or no), the outcomes are independent of each other
and the probability to answer remains the same for every trial. This creates a good reliability

for the research.

The sample size (n) of the research is 128 trials. For this type of quantitative research in the
B2B sector, the sample size is small, but it provides sufficient information about the
innovativeness and the nature of adoption-decisions of the respondents and their
organizations. Thus, the conclusions derived from the results are reliable, but further
research should be done in the form of qualitative research in order to obtain more detailed
data. In this research, the quantitative research method offered somewhat superficial data
about the adopters and non-adopters of the new system, and it was not possible to dive deeper

into the root causes in some of the results.
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When constructing the survey, the industries were planned to be used as a background
variable. However, these do not provide reliable information, because the sample size is too
small to make conclusions about certain industries and their innovativeness.

4.2 Background of the survey

In this part, the background information about the answers is presented. In the survey, these
include: (1) has the organization used the new recruiting system (later referred as the new
system) or not, (2) the operational position of the respondent, (3) industry of the organization
and (4) how does the organization react to new services in general. The answers between has
the organization used the new system or not are distributed in the figure below (Figure 8),
where 71 (55.5 %) have used the new system (later referred as adopters) and 57 (44.5 %)
have not used the new system (later referred as non-adopters). Hence, even if these customers
have had the possibility to use the new system, the amount of non-adopters suggests, that

there are valid reasons to study why the service has not been adopted.

Mo
44 5%

Yes

Figure 8 Distribution of whether the organization has used or has not used the new system.

In the following figure below (Figure 9), the operational positions of the respondents are

presented. The majority of the respondents with 61 (48.4 %) responses are operating as a
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specialist or an official, for example, recruiting consultant, finance specialist, marketing
specialist or other specialist. The second largest group with 46 (36.5 %) responses belongs
to the middle management. Finally, the top management represents the smallest portion of
the respondents with 19 (15.1 %) responses.

Top management

Middle
management

Specialist

Figure 9 Operational positions of the respondents in the organizations.

In addition to top management, middle management and specialist, this question offered an
open-ended option. Here one respondent was a manager of HR matters and one an external
consultant. Technically, a manager of HR matters could be included in the top or middle
management, but since this cannot be specified, it is left out from the results. In addition, the
external consultant has been left out from the results, because he or she might not be part of

an organization, that uses the new system.

The survey offered multiple different industries in which the organization of the respondent
operates. From these industries, manufacturing & technology (18.1 %), HR & recruiting

(11.8 %) and social & care services (10.2 %) represented the largest segments.

In the survey, from both the adopters and non-adopters were asked, how their organization
reacts to new services generally. With this question it is possible to examine the innovation

orientation of the organizations, that identifies the innovativeness degree of the organization
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(Dobni, 2011). This was done in order to create a general image about the customers of

Alpha and how ready they are to adopt new services in general.

Among the adopters (Figure 10), the majority of the respondents with 35 (49.3 %) responses
answered, that their organization reacts to new services somewhat positively. In addition, 24
(33.8 %) of the organizations react very positively to new services. Only 12 (16.9 %) cannot
say and none answered somewhat negatively or very negatively. These results indicate, that
the adopters have a high level of innovation orientation, creating a suitable environment for

creating joint ventures with other organizations.

& =Very positively

4 = Somewhat
positively

3= Cannot say

2 = Somewhat
negatively

1 =Very negatively

Figure 10 How the organization reacts to new services generally (adopters).

Subsequently, among the non-adopters (Figure 11), the majority of the respondents with 24
(42.1 %) responses answered, that their organization reacts to new services somewhat
positively. In addition, 17 (29.8 %) of the organizations react very positively to new services.
Only 15 (26.3 %) cannot say whether this is true or not in their organization. Additionally,

only 1 (1.8 %) answered somewhat negatively and none answered very negatively.
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Figure 11 How the organization reacts to new services generally (non-adopters).

The results among the non-adopters are very interesting, because these organizations have
not used the service even if they have used A, B or C campaigns where the option to use the
new system is possible. Thus, this might implicate that even if these organizations are
generally in favor towards new services and innovations, they still need more persuasion,
and perhaps placing them to the adopter category of late majority. Thus, an interesting
question arises regarding the non-adopters: are these organizations laggards after all?
According to Apilo et al. (2007), the late majority wants to make sure, that the new product
is functional and suitable for them and Rogers (2003) adds, that the motivation of this group
to adopt is economic requirements and rising peer pressure. Thus, the new system might still

need time to be accepted more widely among these organizations.

4.3 Innovation process of organizations

The more detailed empirical research in this thesis starts from examining the different factors
affecting the process when organizations are adopting an innovation. In the theoretical part,
it was discussed about how the diffusion of innovations is more complex at the
organizational level than at the individual level, because in an organization, the innovation

process is influenced by more factors. Thus, in this chapter, the research concentrates on the
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various characteristics regarding the internal structure of an organization that affect its
innovativeness. First, the chapter covers the different attributes influencing the decision to
adopt among the customers of Alpha regarding the new system. After this, the chapter moves
to examine how different types of innovation-decisions affect the decision to adopt the new

system in the organizations internally.

4.3.1 Factors that influence the decision to adopt

In the theoretical part, Rogers (2003) stated, that innovations have five attributes that affect
to their diffusion, and that are examined from the perspective of individuals. These attributes
are relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. From these
attributes, positively related to the adoption rate of an innovation are relative advantage,
compatibility, trialability and observability. Negatively related to the adoption rate of an
innovation is complexity. One of the main arguments of Rogers (2003) was, that when an
innovation is compatible with existing values, offers relative advantage, is triable, less
complex and can be observed by others, it will have a faster adoption rate than other

innovations.

As mentioned earlier, the survey was split into two different paths depending on the answer
of the respondent whether his or her organization had used the new system or not. In both
paths the respondents were asked how the different claims about the adoption or non-
adoption correlate with the decision to adopt or not adopt the new system. With these
questions, the aim was to examine the different factors, that affect the decision to adopt or

not adopt the new system.
Relative advantage

Relative advantage means, that the innovation is perceived as better than the previous one
(Rogers, 2003) or earlier solutions in the market (Brdulak et al. 2021). Apilo et al. (2007)
add, that relative advantage can be the customer’s perception of the superiority of the product
compared to its rivals or products that can replace it. In the new innovation, this superiority

can appear as an economical advantage or as other better qualities or features.

In the survey, the adopters were offered a claim “The new system seemed to work better
compared to other similar ways to find a job candidate we have tried” (Figure 12). Based on

the answers to this claim, the majority of the total respondents of 71, 26 respondents (36.6
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%) agree to some extent that the new system worked better compared to other similar ways.
However, the second largest group of respondents 24 (33.8 %) answered, that they neither
agree nor disagree to this claim. This might indicate, that even if the respondents have used
the new system, they have not compared the service to other similar services, which currently

exist very few on the market.

Completely agree

Adgree to some
extent

Meither agree nor
disagree

Somewhat disagree

Completely
disagree

Figure 12 The new system seemed to work better compared to other similar ways the

organization has tried (adopters).

In addition, the amount of respondents who completely agree with this claim was twelve
(16.9 %). This indicates, that they have tried other similar services and felt that the new
system offered more value than those of competitors’. When looking at the seven (9.9 %)
respondents somewhat disagreeing and two (2.8 %) completely disagreeing, indicates that
these respondents have used a similar service of a competitor and have had better experiences

or results using it.

For the non-adopters, who have not used the new system, but have heard of it, were offered
a claim “The new system seemed to work worse compared to other similar ways to find a
job candidate we have tried” (Figure 13). Here, the majority of the 21 total respondents, 15
(71.4 %) answered neither agree nor disagree, which again might indicate, that they have not
compared the service to other similar services on the market. Only one respondent (4.8 %)
answered, that he or she agrees to some extent to this claim, which indicates, that this

respondent has viewed another similar way of a competitor to find job candidates as better
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than the new system. None of the respondents to this claim completely agrees, that the new

system works worse.

Agree to some
extent

Meither agree nor
disagree

Somewhat disagree

Completely
disagree
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Figure 13 The new system seemed to work worse compared to other similar ways the

organization has tried (non-adopters).

Only three (14.3 %) of the respondents somewhat disagree and two (9.5 %) respondents
completely disagree to this claim. This might indicate, that even if the respondents have not
used the new system, but have heard of it, the new system might be a suitable way for them
to find a job candidate in the future. Thus, as these organizations have not used the new
system, they could be potential users in the future, but who need the right message to cross
the chasm from laggards to the late majority. Here, the amount of respondents who answered
neither agree nor disagree (71.4 %) is extensive. This might be due to the nature of the
question, because these respondents have not used the new system so they do not have a
point of value to compare with. Also here only one (4.8 %) respondent answered agree to
some extent, which indicates, that the respondent has had better experiences with other

similar services.
Compatibility

The concept and the importance of compatibility was also covered in the theoretical part.
According to Brdulak et al. (2021), compatibility means to what extent the innovation can

be adapted to the life of the receiver i.e. consumer. Rogers (2003) specifies this by stating,
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that it means the level of how highly the innovation fits with the needs, past experiences and
existing values of potential adopters and Apilo et al. (2007) adding, that how the innovation

fits with the know-how and policies of the customer.

In the survey, the non-adopters, who have not used the new system, but have heard of it,
were asked about various factors that affected to not adopt the new system. In this scenario,
the sample size is 21 trials out of the total 128 trials. The first factor here to be examined is
how the new system fits with the needs or existing values of the organization (Figure 14).
For this chapter only the non-adopters of the new system have been included, because the
concept of compatibility and its nature apply to non-adopters specifically. However, the past

experiences demands analysis from the side of adopters.
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Figure 14 The new system does not fit with the needs or existing values of the

organization (non-adopters).

Regarding this factor, the majority (33.3 %) of non-adopters agree to some extent and only
one (4.8 %) completely agrees, that the new system does not fit with the needs or existing
values of their organization. However, up to five (23.8 %) neither agree nor disagree to this
claim, which indicates, that needs or existing values have not played a key role in the
adoption-decision. In addition, among the respondents who somewhat or completely
disagree, the amount in both is four (19.0 %). This indicates, that the needs or existing values

do not affect extensively to the adoption. From these results it can be analysed, that there are
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fluctuation among the organizations, and the primary reason not to adopt the new system

might lie more in the functional aspects of the innovation.

The next factor to be analysed is if the new system fits with the policies of the organization
(Figure 15). Here, the policies mean the recruiting system or ways of how the organizations
handles recruiting new employees. This factor is one of the main issues regarding the
adoption of the new system as organizations usually have their own recruiting system, where
the new system cannot be integrated at the moment. This creates problems primarily because
of the ATS, where the information about the applicants and their applications are stored. In
this situation, the organization might have both the ATS of the new system and the ATS of
their own system, making it somewhat harder to track all the applicants, because their
information are in two different places. This also relates to complexity and resistance to

change, which are covered later.
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Figure 15 The new system does not fit with the policies of the organization (non-

adopters).

Here it can be seen, that the majority, with eight (38.1 %) respondents, completely agree,
that the new system does not fit with the policies of the organization. This clearly indicates,
that the new system should be able to be integrated to the own system of organizations in
order to accelerate the adoption rate of laggards. Thus, the policies affect to the adoption
more than the needs or existing values. In addition to the higher usage of the new system,

the possibility to integrate the ATS of the new system to the customer’s own system, would
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potentially create more value and encourage customers to purchase higher campaign levels,
which leads to higher sales. For example, if the customer cannot use the new system, they
will settle to a lower campaign level and not purchase the A campaign level, where the use

of the new system is possible.

Subsequently noteworthy is, that seven (33.3 %) of the respondents neither agree nor
disagree to this claim, which might indicate that this factor did not play an important role in
not adopting the new system. The rest of the respondents feel, that the new system not fitting
with the policies of the organizations, did not affect to the adoption with one (4.8 %)

somewhat disagreeing and three (14.3 %) completely disagreeing.

The final factor regarding the compatibility of the new system is to what extent the past
experiences of using it affects the usage in the future as well (Figure 16). This question was
presented to only those who have used the new system more than once, where the sample
size is 44 out of the total trials of 71, who answered, that they have used the new system. If
the respondent had used the new system only once, they had the ability to skip this question.

25
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Figure 16 To what extent the past experiences affected to the adoption (adopters).

Here, the clear majority of 23 (52.3 %) answered, that the past experiences using the new
system affected significantly to use it the second time. Additionally, 14 (31.8 %) felt, that
the past experiences affected the future usage to some extent. This indicates, that when a

product or a service provides good results, the adoption of it increases and creates trust
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towards it. Three (6.8 %) could not say if this factor affected the adoption and none answered
slightly. Only four (9.1 %) answered that the past experiences did not affect the future usage

at all.

By analysing these respondents, who answered none to the question of past experiences, one
respondent had heard about the new system from a colleague in the same organization and
this message had the most impact on the decision to adopt the new system. Thus, this
information from a colleague might have bypassed the effect of past experiences. This
respondent also answered, that the new system fits with their own recruiting system to some
extent and it fits with their needs and values, which also affect positively to the adoption
willingness. The other three respondents who answered none, all answered that a sales
person of Alpha affected the decision to adopt the new system the most. A conjunctive factor
for these respondents was also, that they completely or somewhat agree, that the new system
fits to their needs and values, but the new system does not fit with the recruiting system of
their organizations. This indicates, that even if the new system is incompatible with their
own recruiting system, the needs and values bypasses this and these respondents are ready
to accept the fact, that they will have two ATS’s, which tells about the extra value the new

system provides.

By analysing all the aspects regarding the compatibility of the innovation, as mentioned
earlier, there is plenty of fluctuation among the respondents about which aspects they value
the most. However, certain aspects are highlighted, such as policies and past experiences,
but it is still possible, that these are bypassed by the needs and values of the organization if

the innovation is seen as creating more value even if its usage creates more work.
Trialability

Trialability means, that the innovation can be tested for a limited period of time (Rogers,
2003) and to see and test the innovation before the decision to adopt (Brdulak et al. 2021).
The higher the degree of experimentation, the easier and faster it is to make the decision to
adopt (Apilo et al. 2007).

In the survey, the non-adopters, who have not used the new system, but have heard of it,
were offered a claim, whether it made a difference, that they did not get to try the new system
first for free, for example, with a Basic or Power campaign level. The results for non-

adopters are presented in the figure below (Figure 17).
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Figure 17 Ability to use the new system for free first did not make a difference when
deciding to not adopt (non-adopters).

Here, it is interesting to see, that four (19 %) completely agree and four (19 %) agree to some
extent and one (4.8 %) completely disagree, that a free sample of the service did not affect
the decision to not adopt the new system. This indicates, that a free trial did not affect to the
adoption-decision, and that the deeper reasons might lie in the compatibility aspect we
analysed earlier, which provided more clear results. Also the amount of respondents, who
neither agree nor disagree with this claim (57.1 %), indicate that this claim might have been
hard to answer, because they have not used the new system, making this claim somewhat
invalid for non-adopters. In addition, Alpha offers clear advantage with the different
campaign levels and customers are aware, that using the new system in an A, B or C

campaign level is a premium service.

Compared to the non-adopters of the new system, the results for adopters can be seen in the
figure below (Figure 18). The claim in question is better for the adopters, because they have
used the new system, which gives the research more detailed information if a free trial would
have been beneficial or not.
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Figure 18 Ability to use the new system for free first did not make a difference when

deciding to adopt (adopters).

Here, the majority (43.7 %) responded, that they neither agree nor disagree with this claim.
In addition, the percentages between agreeing and disagreeing are fluctuating on somewhat
similar levels, which suggests, that there is contradiction between adopter organizations,

whether there should be a free trial or not.
Observability

Observability means how visible the results of the innovation are to others (Rogers, 2003 ;
Brdulak et al. 2021). The better the product and the benefits of it become visible when the
first customers in the market segment use it, the faster new potential customers will adopt
and acquire the product (Apilo et al. 2007). The visibility element is also highly important
when spreading information about the innovation, and both raising interest towards it and
the desire to acquire it. This is done in order to lead the possible user into a sort of “craving
to catch up” state, which can be a very important motive to acquire the innovation (Brdulak

etal. 2021).

In the survey the respondents were asked to what extent the results of peers, i.e. companies
operating in the same industry affected to not adopt the new system (Figure 19). The majority
(52.4 %) neither agree nor disagree to this claim. However, one (4.8 %) somewhat disagrees

and eight (38.1 %) completely disagree. Only one (4.8 %) respondent agreed to some extent
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and none completely agreed. This indicates, with the exception of the one respondent who
agreed to some extent, that the non-adopters have not been in contact or interacted with other
organizations in their field or have not seen results of them using the new system.
Additionally, the results suggest, that WOM is not travelling among peers very effectively.
On the other hand, the results might also indicate, that even if these organizations have seen
results of others, these results did not affect the adoption, whether the results have been good
or bad. In order to examine this factor more profoundly, further research should be done, for

example, in a form of interview to determine the real reasons behind the innovation-decision.

Adgree to some
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Somewhat disagree

Completely
disagree

Figure 19 The results obtained by peers affected to not adopt (non-adopters).

The amount of respondents who neither agree nor disagree is also extensive and indicates,
that this question might have been hard to answer to in the case of non-adoption. For this
reason, the adopters are compared in the figure below (Figure 20).

The results appear to be very different for the adopters. In this case as well, the ones who
neither agree nor disagree is the largest group with 40.8 percent. However, the second
biggest group completely disagree with 33.8 percent and also 12.7 percent somewhat
disagree. Only 11.3 percent agree to some extent and 1,4 percent completely agree. These
results suggest, that the results of other companies do not affect the adoption-decision

significantly.
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Figure 20 The results obtained by peers affected to adopt (adopters).

In both cases of adopters and non-adopters the amount of respondents who neither agree nor
disagree, raises a question if these organizations have compared the results of others. This
is, of course, a type of information, which is not visible or shared by companies in any public
statement, and could be only visible if information travels through some kind of

interorganizational networks from a friend to a friend through WOM.
Ease of purchase, availability and complexity

Apilo et al. (2007) mention two attributes, that are added to the 2003 model of Rogers. These
attributes are price and the ease of purchase and product availability. In terms of price it is
considered how the price changes compared to the already existing products: is the price
more expensive or cheaper? Usually, the price that is cheaper than the price of a
competitioner, acts as a motivator. However, customers are ready to purchase with a higher
price if they value other features of the innovation more than the price. When it comes to the
ease of purchase and product availability, it is good from the perspective of the customer if
the product is available and can be acquired easily and faster. In addition, it is easier to make
the decision to purchase if there are no changing costs, which means, for example, that the

customer does not need to give up on ones existing product or the changing costs are low.
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In the research, price was not considered as a factor, because the new system is not a
standalone product for customers to acquire. It is offered on top “for free”, when a customer
purchases a A, B or C campaign. Because the survey was sent to those customers who have
purchased one of these campaign levels, the price does not affect to the adoption of the new

system, thus providing deeper organizational level reasons regarding adoption.

In the survey, the non-adopters were offered a claim: The adoption or implementation of the
new system is hard. Among the non-adopters who have not used the new system, but have

heard of it, the answers distributed quite evenly (Figure 21).

Adgree to some
extent

Meither agree naor
disagree

Somewhat disagree

Completely
disagree

Figure 21 The adoption/implementation of the new system is hard (non-adopters).

Among the respondents, who both completely disagree or somewhat disagree, the amount
of both responses is 33.3 percent. With the ones who neither agree nor disagree, the amount
is 28.6 percent. This might be caused again, because the non-adopters have not tried the
service, because there are no free trials offered, as it was examined before. None of the
respondents completely agreed to this claim and only one (4.8 %) agreed to some extent.
These results suggest, that there are no apparent obstacles when adopting the new system
regarding its ease of purchase, availability and complexity, but some obstacles still appear
in some organizations. This could be again studied further by interviewing these non-adopter

companies and ask more in detail, why the adoption seemed hard.
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The complexity connects to the ease of purchase and availability, as according to Rogers
(2003), complexity means the level of how difficult to both use and understand the
innovation is. Apilo et al. (2007) and Brdulak et al. (2021) add, that the more complex a

product is to understand, learn and use, the slower the adoption will be.
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Figure 22 The adoption/implementation of the new system is easy (adopters).

In the survey, the adopters were offered a claim whether the adoption or implementation of
the service was easy (Figure 22). These results among the adopters seem to follow the trend
of non-adopters, as 56.3 percent completely agree and 33.8 percent agree to some extent,
that the adoption of the new system is easy. Here, only 4.2 percent neither agree nor disagree
with this claim, because they have used the service and can therefore offer a more detailed
opinion about the adoption, compared to the same group of respondents in the case of non-
adopters. Only 4.2 percent somewhat disagree and 1.4 percent completely disagree, which
suggests, as was the case among the non-adopters, that there are no apparent obstacles when

adopting the new system regarding its ease of purchase, availability and complexity.
Reinvention

Reinvention means, that the innovation will be adopted more easily if the potential adopters
are able to adapt, develop or in other ways modify the innovation in order for it to better suit

their own needs (Greenhalgh et al. 2004). In the adoption or implementation process of the
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new system, the customer first goes through a profiling meeting with a profiling specialist
of Alpha. In this meeting the profiling specialist offers suggestions of the questions based
on the job announcement, that the customer has provided to be published. These questions
are discussed together with the customer and later implemented to the questionnaire.
Because this process is done only for the adopters of the new system, non-adopters will not
go through this process. For this reason, the results of non-adopters are not examined in this
part.

Completely agree

Agree to some
extent

MHeither agree naor
disagree

Somewhat disagree

Completely
disagree

Figure 23 The organization was given a possibility to modify the new system to better suit

their own needs (adopters).

When it comes to the adopters, a strong majority agree to some extent (40.8 %) or completely
(32.4 %), that when the organization was given a possibility to modify the new system to
better suit their own needs, affected to the decision to adopt it (Figure 23). This indicates,
that the possibility to modify the innovation is a very important aspect behind the decision

to adopt and correlates with the theory.

4.3.2 Types of innovation-decisions

In the theoretical part it was discussed about the different types of decisions inside the
organization that affect how the innovation is adopted and how the decision is made

internally in the organization. It was also discussed how this process contains individuals
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who are either in favour of the innovation and individuals who are against it, and everyone
having their own role in the innovation-decision process. In this part the three main types of
innovation-decisions by Rogers (2003) are examined and the answers are analysed based on
the responses of the survey, where it was asked how the organization decided to adopt the

new system internally.

Starting from the adopters (Figure 24), the majority, i.e. 43 out of 71 (60.6 %) responded,
that there was a joint discussion in the organization internally and a mutual decision was
made to adopt the new system. According to Rogers (2003), this type of innovation-decision
is called the collective innovation-decision, where the members of a system decide whether
to accept or reject the innovation in consensus with other members. The second biggest
group of 22 (31.0 %) respondents answered, that they made the decision to implement the
new system alone without the opinion of others in the organization. Rogers (2003) defines
this type of decision as an optional innovation-decision, where the individuals decide
whether to accept or reject the innovation regardless the decisions of other individuals in the
system. Finally, only 6 (8.5 %) respondents answered, that the top management made the
decision to adopt the new system. Rogers (2003) defines this type of innovation-decision as
authority innovation-decision, where the decision to accept or reject the innovation is made
by comparatively few individuals possessing high social status, power or technical

proficiency, for example, a CEO of the company.

The top
management made
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There was a joint |
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Figure 24 How the organization made the decision to adopt the new system internally.
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Among the non-adopters, who have not used the new system, but have heard about it, the
answers were somewhat similar to the adopters (Figure 25). In this scenario, the total of
respondents was 21 and the majority of respondents 57.1 percent answered, that they made
a mutual decision based on joint discussion in the organization. However, in this scenario
the decision by top management and making the decision alone were more even, than among
the adopters of the new system. The top management made the decision to not adopt the new
system in 19 percent of the cases and the individually made decision to not adopt the new

system was done in 23.8 percent of the cases.
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Figure 25 How the organization made the decision to not adopt the new system internally.

In both of the cases, the organizations are having more discussions together with other
members of the organization, but there are operators who make the decision alone while top
management having the smallest role in the decision-making. However, regarding these
questions, it is necessary to analyse the answers based on the background question, where it
was asked in which role the respondent operates in the organization, i.e. does the respondent
belong to the top management, middle management or does he or she have a role of a
specialist. This analysis provides more accurate data and avoids misinterpretation of the data,
because, for example, a top manager could have answered, that the top management made
the decision, or a top manager has made the decision alone. In addition, by analysing the

data based on the role of the respondent and comparing it to how the decision was made, it
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is possible to gather some information about how the decision-making flows through the

organization.

To analyse the different variables and their variations, all the answers were gathered on a
table according to their corresponding operational positions in the organizations. Among the

adopters, the results are presented in the table below (Figure 26).

Made the decision alone Top management made the decision Mutual decision
an
20
10
]
Top management Middle management Specialist
Role

Figure 26 The operational role and how the decision was made (adopters).

Based on the results among adopters, the top and middle management made the decision
alone, which is not surprising, as the people in these positions are usually able to do
authoritative decisions. However, there are still organizations, that have done the decision
based on mutual decision, and that the decision to adopt has been discussed with other
members of the organization even among the top management. The respondents with a role
of a specialist seem to not have the possibility to make authority innovation decisions, thus

communicating about the innovation to their peers and having a mutual discussion.

Among the non-adopters, the results are presented in the figure below (Figure 27). The
results seem to be quite similar compared to the adopters. However, the results among
middle management show more even results. The responses of the specialists are also
somewhat similar compared to the adopters with the exception of top management decision

and decision made alone. The decision made alone is particularly interesting in this case and
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indicates, that when it comes to the decision to not adopt and innovation, the specialists are
more prone to do that. This might also indicate, that if the innovation seems to be primarily
non-valuable, a specialist is able to do an authority innovation decision and not communicate

about it to the rest of the organization.

Made the decision alone Top management made the decision Mutual decision
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Figure 27 The operational role and how the decision was made (non-adopters).

By analysing the data in order to examine if there are certain industries, where a top manager,
middle manager or a specialist had a certain role in the innovation-decision process, cannot
be recognized, because the sample size is too low. Thus, it cannot be analysed if a certain
industry has more, for example, top managers making the final decision to adopt the new
system, or if there is noticeable internal bureaucracy in the organizations. However, this data
would be beneficial in order to reveal, to some extent, if there are certain positions, that have
the possibility to make decisions by themselves, even if they do not belong to the top
management or if there are noticeable differences in the organizational structures and
internal bureaucracy. How the bureaucracy affects to the decision to adopt the new system

in organizations will be covered further in the challenges chapter of the empirical part.

In addition to the three main types of innovation-decisions mentioned earlier, a contingent

innovation-decision was also mentioned in the theoretical part. However, this type is not
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covered in the empirical part and it was not part of the survey as it might have needed the
respondent to first know if there was an earlier innovation-decision made in the organization.
This applies especially to the employees with a title of specialist who are not part of the top
or middle management. This would have needed actions from the respondents side to ask
the CEO or equivalent, who has made the decision to adopt the new system, i.e. if a prior
decision was made, making them unable to answer to the survey and closing it. Thus, this

might be one of the future research areas to think of.

4.4 Challenges

As covered in the theoretical part, there are many challenges regarding the adoption of a
product or service in organizations. In this chapter, these different challenges, including the
various aspects hindering the adoption process of innovations and how they have affected to
the adoption of the new system, are analysed. First, the part analyses the impact of
bureaucracy, resistance to change and internal dissonance to the adoption of the new system.

Finally, the impact of both internal and external stakeholders to the adoption are analysed.
Bureaucracy

In bureaucratic organizations, the individuals who possess authority are making rules and
orders, which the other members of the organization carry out and accept (Rogers, 2003).
This part analyses first the non-adopters, that have not used the new system, but have heard

about it and how the internal bureaucracy affected to not adopt it.
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Figure 28 The impact of internal bureaucracy to not adopt.

It can be seen, that the results of this claim are somewhat incoherent among the non-adopters,
and no clear conclusions can be made (Figure 28). The majority with 33.3 percent neither
agree nor disagree, that the internal bureaucracy affected to the adoption-decision. The 28.6
percent completely disagree and 9.5 percent somewhat disagree to this claim, suggesting that
there was no noticeable bureaucracy that would have slowed down the decision-making
process. However, 14.3 percent of respondents, who answered agree to some extent and
completely agree, suggests otherwise. Thus, based on these results, it can be stated to some
extent, that the internal bureaucracy is a challenge in making decisions to adopt an

innovation.
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Figure 29 The impact of internal bureaucracy to adopt.

Among the adopters (Figure 29), the results seem to be quite different, as the majority with
50.7 percent completely disagree, that the internal bureaucracy affected to the adoption.
Thus, it can be stated via these results, that the adopter organizations in this case do not
possess high bureaucratic processes compared to non-adopters. This strong majority also
suggests, that this might be one of the main reasons, why it is easier to make the decision to
adopt, when there are no internal bureaucratic steps hindering the decision-making.

Resistance to change and dissonance

Subsequently, the resistance to change, i.e. contradiction, among the organizations will be
analysed. As mentioned in the theory part by Recklies (2001), the first effects of making a
change are usually negative among leaders, employees and performance levels, which
include stress, frustration, fear and denial. In addition, employees usually react to the change
with resistance rather than seeing it as a possibility to improve. The employees worry to lose
something, because they do not have enough information about how the change affects them

personally regarding their responsibilities or workload.
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Figure 30 There was internal contradiction regarding adoption (non-adopters).

In the survey, the respondents were offered a claim “there was internal contradiction
regarding the adoption of the new system”. Among the non-adopters (Figure 30), the
majority (38.1 %) responded, that they neither agree nor disagree. The second largest group
with 23.8 percent of respondents completely disagree and 14.3 percent somewhat disagree.
However, also 14.3 percent agree to some extent and 9.5 percent completely agree with this
claim, suggesting that the organizations are very divided when it comes to internal
contradiction among the employees of non-adopters. However, because the non-adopters are
analysed here, the neither agree nor disagree answers can be interpreted as somewhat
negative, because it seems, that these respondents might not know how the decision-making

processes of their organization proceeds internally.
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Figure 31 There was internal contradiction regarding adoption (adopters).

Among the adopters however, the results seem quite different (Figure 31). A clear majority
of 42.3 percent completely disagree and 28.2 percent somewhat disagree, that there was
internal contradiction regarding the adoption. These results suggest, that among the
organizations, that are more positive towards innovations and accept new services more

easily, there is none or very little internal contradiction regarding decision-making.

In the theory part it was also discussed about how the decision-making and purchase process
is very different in B2B compared to B2C. In B2B, these processes take time considerably
more than in B2C, as there are more individuals connected to the processes. In addition,
there are multiple departments in the organizations, that need to be convinced about how the
new service or innovation affects to their department. This can create internal contradiction
as well. Vincent et al. (2017) stated, that an organization may have multiple individuals
involved in the buying process, who own a different background and motivation, which
results in inconsistent decision-making. Therefore, the organizational level buying decisions
are interpreted as troublesome because the judgements of the decision-makers are so diverse
and the opinions of the buyers have inconsistencies. Thus, this might be the case among the
non-adopters of the new system. However, this would need further research by conducting
interviews with larger organizations, that have decision-making processes, that involve

multiple individuals and departments.
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In addition to resistance to change, dissonance was also discussed about in the theory part.
Dissonance means, that the consumer receives information about the innovation via different
channels, for example, social media or from a friend, and forms an opinion about it.
However, the consumer can receive new information, that is dissonant with his or her prior
opinion, which then creates a dissonant state of mind, that can be reduced by continuing or
discontinuing the innovation-process (Rogers, 2003) i.e. the behaviour that causes
dissonance. For example, an individual can have a negative experience or hear negative
feedback through WOM about a brand, which results in cancellation of that brand (Marikyan
et al. 2020). Unfortunately, studying dissonance among the customers of Alpha was not
possible with this type of quantitative research method. In order to examine dissonance, there
should be a qualitative research conducted based on the data of this research, and interview
those customers, who have used A, B and C campaigns, but who have used them for example
two years or several months and after that decided to use the new system. From these
customers it would be then asked what caused the state of dissonance and which message

solved it.
Internal and external stakeholders

In B2B, the buying process usually requires satisfying the demands of the buyer, which also
has to meet the demands of the organization that is buying the product. In addition, the
decision to buy is hardly ever free of other stakeholders influencing the decision and these
stakeholders can be external or internal to the organization. Furthermore, in B2C, buying is
a standalone procedure and it usually does not need follow-up. However, in B2B, the
decision to buy consists of vast amount of emotions and fear about who is going to adopt the
adjustability of the decision (Vincent et al. 2017).

First, the impact of internal stakeholders to not adopt the new system will be analysed (Figure
32). In this case, the majority by 33.3 percent answered, that internal stakeholders affected
hardly at all to the adoption-decision and 19 percent answered not at all. Also, 19 percent of
answers were pointed to both cannot say and to some extent. Finally, 9.5 percent answered
significantly. These results suggest, that the internal stakeholders affect to the decision-
making on some level, but there is again distinguishable fluctuation among the respondents

among non-adopters.
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Figure 32 The impact of internal stakeholders to the adoption-decision (non-adopters).

By examining the adopters of the new system, the results seem to be somewhat different
regarding the respondents, who answered hardly at all or not at all. Here, the respondents
who answered not at all represent 28.2 percent of the responses, and 12.7 percent represent
the answers of hardly at all. However, 23.9 percent said, that the internal stakeholders

affected to some extent and 14.1 percent answered significantly (Figure 33).
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Figure 33 The impact of internal stakeholders to the adoption-decision (adopters).
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From these results in the cases of both non-adopters and adopters, it can be assumed, that
the internal stakeholders’ opinions affect differently in different organizations. However,
these results suggest, that internal stakeholders affect slightly more to the adopters compared

to non-adopters.

Next, the external stakeholders and their effect to the adoption is analysed. The results from
this topic are quite unambiguous among the non-adopters of the new system, as none of the
respondents answered, that external stakeholders affect significantly, to some extent or
cannot say. A strong majority with 90.5 percent of the responses answered, that the external
stakeholders did not affect at all and 9.5 percent answered hardly at all (Figure 34). From
these results among the non-adopters, it can be stated, that external stakeholders, such as

customers, shareholders and partners did not affect to the adoption of the new system.
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Figure 34 The impact of external stakeholders to the adoption-decision (non-adopters).

The results are not very different among the adopters. In this case as well, the majority by
76.1 percent of responses answered, that the external stakeholders did not affect the
adoption-decision at all, and 9.9 percent answered hardly at all. Only 7 percent answered
cannot say. However, among the adopters, 5.6 percent answered to some extent and 1.4

percent significantly (Figure 35).
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Figure 35 The impact of external stakeholders to the adoption-decision (adopters).

These results suggest, that the external stakeholders have a certain effect to these
organizations and the adopters seem to care about them slightly more than non-adopters,
whom considered internal stakeholders as slightly more important. This would be also a
potential target for future research, where it would be advisable to study more deeply how

different stakeholders are valued in the organization.

4.5 Communication

As covered in the theoretical part, communicating the value of an innovation with right
processes and through right channels and networks is crucial in order to accelerate the
adoption rate of laggards in particular. In addition, this chapter dives deeper into the concept
of interpersonal and interorganizational networks, that have important roles in spreading the
message of an innovation among different adopter groups. In addition to these networks, the
value and usage of opinion leaders among a social system will be analysed and how
important their role has been in the adoption of the new system among the customers of
Alpha.
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4.5.1 Communication channels

As mentioned in the primary literature review, communication channels have an important
role in the diffusion of innovations. There are, among others, mass media channels, such as
television, newspapers and radio where one can reach a bigger audience, but there are also
interpersonal channels, that can be more effective in nature when it comes to convincing a
person, who is, for example, socioeconomically on the same level, in accepting a new idea
(Rogers, 2003). Moreover, the positive word-of-mouth, that is given by early adopters,
drives adoption of individuals who are buying later (Bianchi et al. 2017). Thus, the diffusion
process is a very social event, because it seems that one of the most important phases of
innovation adoption is individuals being dependent on the experiences of their peers and that
the individuals, who are potentially adopting an innovation, imitate their network associates
who have already adopted the innovation (Rogers, 2003). However, word-of-mouth, that is
conducted in written and virtual mode, tends to have an enhanced impact than in face-to-
face situations when it comes to framing the innovation’s considered credibility and
usefulness (Bianchi et al. 2017). Thus, this study concentrates on both WOM from person to

person and via digital channels.

In the survey, it was asked from all the non-adopters, if they have heard about the service
from somewhere. A total of 36 respondents answered, that they have not heard about the
service, and these respondents were offered the option to close the survey. From the
respondents, who had not used the new system, but had heard about it, were asked from
which specific channels or mediums they had heard about it. Because the question offered a
chance to select multiple answers that apply to the respondents situation, the frequency of
all the answers was calculated. In the table below, where 21 respondents gave a total of 36
answers, the frequency of responses, percent of responses and percent of cases are presented
(Table 1). The table does not include two answers, that were “other”, which are analysed as

well.
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Table 1 Responses, response frequency, percent of responses and percent of cases among

the respondents who have not used the new system, but have heard about it.

Response Frequency Percent of responses Percent of cases

Sales person 15 44,12% 71,43%
Website 5 14,71% 23,81%
Customer coms 5 14,71% 23,81%
Ad (SoMe) 5 14,71% 23,81%
Ad (trad.) 1 2,94% 4,76%
Google 1 2,94% 4,76%
Colleague (same org.) 2 5,88% 9,52%

What we are going to examine more closely is the percent of cases versus responses (Figure
36). The majority by 71.43 percent of the respondents answered, that even if they had not
used the new system, they have heard about it from the sales personnel of Alpha.
Additionally, 23.81 percent of the respondents had heard about the service from the website
or via customer communication of Alpha (newsletter or other communication via email) and
from an advertisement in social media. Only one (4.76 %) had heard about the service
through traditional advertisement (television, radio, newspaper or other similar traditional
media) or via Google by conducting a search themselves. Also two (9.52 %) had heard about
the service from their colleague who works in the same organization as the respondent. None
had heard about the new system from a friend who works at a different organization, from a
peer from different organization or from a social media post of a person outside their
network.

The two other answers were (1) | applied to a job myself, where the new system was used,
and (2) | was searching open occupations myself. Thus, the own experience of the
respondents by using the new system themselves has clearly left an imprint of the service.
However, this imprint or signal of the service has not affected to the adoption of the new

system the most, which will be analysed later.
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Figure 36 Have not used the new system, but have heard about it (Percent of cases vs.

Response).

By analysing these results, it can be stated, that the sales personnel of Alpha are the main
source when it comes to informing customers about the possibility to use the new system.
The website of Alpha, customer communication via email and advertising in social media
work as significant mediums, but communication via these mediums could be improved. For
example, finding the website and the correct landing page with information about the new
system should be enhanced with effective SEO and SEM, which is also a significant factor
when people are searching something in Google. The customer communication is also done
using email alone (apart from communication between the sales personnel and the customer),
which could be enhanced by discovering new ways to communicate with them, such as a re-
marketing campaign designed only for these customers. The social media advertising could

be also enhanced by identifying the correct audiences, for whom the service is suitable.

Traditional advertising via television, radio or mainstream newspapers and similar is quite
expensive, and in Alpha, these mediums are mainly used to communicate with B2C
customers, i.e. the people who are searching for jobs. However, the employers and B2B
audiences are also regular people who use these mediums daily. Thus, mass media
campaigns designed only for these audiences could be beneficial. Finally, as two of the

respondents had heard about the new system from their colleague, the use of WOM plays a
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key role, which is discussed more in the communication networks and opinion leaders as

messengers chapters.

In the survey, it was also asked from the adopters, from which specific channels or mediums
they had heard about it. Likewise in the previous question, because it offered a chance to
select multiple answers that apply to the respondents situation, the frequency of all the
answers was calculated. In the table below (Table 2), where 71 respondents gave a total of
134 answers, the frequency of responses, percent of responses and percent of cases are
presented. In this case, the table does not include three answers, that were “other”, which are

analysed as well.

Table 2 Responses, response frequency, percent of responses and percent of cases among

the adopters of the new system and from where they heard about it.

Response Frequency Percent of responses Percent of cases
Ad (SoMe) 14 10,69% 19,72%
Ad (trad.) 1 0,76% 1,41%
Website 25 19,08% 35,21%
Customer coms 13 9,92% 18,31%
Sales person 57 43,51% 80,28%
Google 3 2,29% 4,23%
Colleague (same org.) 17 12,98% 23,94%
Friend (different org.) 1 0,76% 1,41%

In here, as in the previous table, we are going to examine the percent of cases versus
responses more closely (Figure 37). Likewise among non-adopters, the majority of adopters
by 80.28 percent of answers had heard about the new system from a sales person of Alpha.
Also 35.21 percent had heard about it from the website of Alpha and 19.72 percent from an
advertisement in social media. What is interesting here, is the amount of respondents, who
had heard about the the new system from a colleague in the same organization, which
suggests that such communication via interpersonal networks might have been an
accelerating factor among the adopters. Additionally, one (1.41 %) had heard about the new

system from a friend who works at a different organization, when none of the non-adopters
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had heard about it via this medium. None had heard about the new system from a peer from

different organization or from a social media post of a person outside their network.

The three other answers were (1) the new system was already in use when I started working
in the organization, (2) from LinkedlIn, and (3) from the advertisement agency we use also
to support recruitment. For example, the first answer could be considered as hearing about
the new system from a colleague in the same organization. The second answer could be
considered as a social media advertisement, colleague in the same organization, a friend or
a peer in a different organization or a social media post of a person outside their network.
Because this is not specified, this answer cannot be regarded as valid. The third answer might
be also considered as a friend or peer from a different organization, but here as well the

nature of the connection is not specified.
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Figure 37 Have used the new system and where they have heard about it (Percent of cases

vs. Response).

By analysing these results, it can be stated, that like in the case of people who have not used
the new system, but have heard about it, the majority of the adopters have heard about the
system from the sales personnel of Alpha. The website, social media advertisement and
customer communication have also played a key role in informing customers about the
service, but gaining traffic through these mediums, for example to a specific landing page,

that communicate the value of the new system, could be enhanced. Also, because the
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respondents have heard very little about the new system via searching in Google, SEO and

SEM should be enhanced here as well.

Because the adopters have heard about the new system from a colleague in the same
organization, but also from a friend in different organization compared to non-adopters, the
WOM marketing should be enhanced. Thus, the adopters of the new system and which
channel affected the most to the adoption, is analysed. In the survey, it was asked from the
adopters, that which specific channel affected to the adoption the most. In here, the
respondents had to choose only one medium, that affected the most. Thus, there were 71
respondents and 71 answers, from which 13 were “other”. The other answers will be
analysed later. The responses, response frequency, percent of responses and percent of cases

regarding this case are presented in the table below (Table 3).

Table 3 Responses, response frequency, percent of responses and percent of cases among

the adopters of the new system and which medium affected to the adoption the most.

Response Frequency Percent of responses  Percent of cases

Ad (SoMe) 1 1,72% 1,41%
Ad (trad.) 0 0,00% 0,00%
Website 2 3,45% 2,82%
Customer coms 6 10,34% 8,45%
Sales person 40 68,97% 56,34%
Google 2 3,45% 2,82%
Colleague (same org.) 6 10,34% 8,45%
Friend (different org.) 1 1,72% 1,41%

As in the previous cases, we are going to examine the percent of cases versus responses more
closely (Figure 38). Likewise in the previous cases, here the sales personnel of Alpha
affected the adoption the most with 56.34 percent of the answers. The second most effective
medium was customer communications with 8.45 percent. However, it is very interesting to
see, that 8.45 percent of the respondents considered colleague from the same organization
as the most effective, which indicates, that the information flows through these organizations
effectively. Only one (1,41 %) considered a friend from a different organization as the most

effective medium, which suggests, like in the previous cases, that WOM is not very effective.
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Figure 38 Which medium affected to the adoption of the new system the most (Percent of

cases vs. Response).

A certain downside rises from the research regarding the effect of different channels, as it
was not possible to obtain data about the non-adopters with this particular question, as they
have not used the service. A very interesting topic for further research regarding this topic
would be to study customers, who have used the products of Alpha extensively without the
new system, but started using it in some point. Then these customers would be asked from
which channel the message to solve their dissonant state of mind came from. This would
offer interesting information regarding the theory of laggards, as according to Rogers (2003),
laggards do not trust in traditional marketing messages or technology, but rather the

experiences of their peers.

4.5.2 Communication networks

A communication network contains individuals who are connected internally and the linking
Is done by patterned information flows. Networks are also stabilised and structured to a
certain degree, and this characteristic of networks makes it possible to predict behaviour of
humans. Studying these networks helps to explain communication structure, which means
various elements that are differentiated from one another and can be identified in the
patterned communication flows, that are part of a system. It is also possible to diffuse

innovations from an organization to another via interorganizational networks, which is the
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same kind of process as with individuals who are part of a social system (Rogers, 2003). For
this reason, the study in this thesis concentrates also to the different communication networks

and their impact to adoption-decisions.

In order to examine how different interpersonal and interorganizational networks affected to
the adoption of the new system, the percent of responses from which mediums the adopters
have heard about the new system and which of these mediums affected the most to the
adoption was compared (Figure 39). This was done, because the respondents had the
possibility to choose multiple options when choosing the mediums from where they have
heard about the new system. After this they were asked which one of these mediums affected
the most to the adoption. There were 71 respondents in both cases. From both of these cases
the “other” answers were left out and they are analysed separately. As it was possible to give
multiple responses, the sample size of where the respondents have heard about the new
system from is 131 responses and the sample size of which medium affected the most is 58

responses. The response percentage makes it possible to have the same ratio in both cases.

Heard from Affected the most

Ad (SoMe)

Ad (trad.)
Wehsite
Customer coms

Sales person

Response

Google

Colleague (same
arg.)

Friend (different
org.)

0,00% 20,00% 40,00% 60,00%

Figure 39 From which medium the respondents have heard about the new system and

which medium affected the most to the adoption (percent of responses).

It is interesting to see, that the majority (43.51 %) had heard about the new system from a
sales person of Alpha, but 68.97 % answered, that the sales person affected the most to the

adoption decision. This indicates, that even if people have heard about the the new system
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from various channels, for example, from social media, Alpha website or a newsletter, the
sales person of Alpha ultimately convinced the customer to adopt the new system. This way

of analysis can be done to the rest of the mediums as well.

Regarding interpersonal networks, we can examine the ratios of a colleague in the same
organization and a friend in different organization. However, the option of hearing about the
new system from a friend who works in a different organization is unfortunately not valid
regarding this research. This problem arises from the data as two of the respondents have
answered to both of the questions falsely. One of the respondents answered, that he or she
has heard about the new system from the website of Alpha and from a colleague in the same
organization, but chose friend from a different organization as the most effective medium.
The other respondent answered, that he or she has heard about the new system from a social
media advertisement and from a friend from different organization, but chose other answer
“like Jobilla, but not Jobilla” as the most effective medium. For this reason it cannot be said
if these answers are valid. However, examining the colleague in the same organization, 12.98
percent have heard about the new system via this medium, but 10.34 percent chose this
medium as the most effective regarding the adoption-decision. These amounts are very close
to each other, which means, that if a person heard about the new system from their colleague,
it was chosen as the most effective medium in almost every case. This indicates, that a
colleague in the same organization can be a very persuasive medium, which supports the
theory by Rogers, that when individuals decide whether to adopt an innovation or not, they
primarily rely on the communicated experiences of other individuals who have already
adopted the idea and have similar characteristics as themselves. A colleague also works as
an opinion leader inside the organization, who can, according to Van der Merwe and Van
Heerden (2009), act as a role model and direct others. The role of opinion leaders is analysed

in the next part of this study.

The interorganizational networks can be analysed from the same figure (Figure 39). In the
communication channels chapter it was discovered, when examining the adopters and where
they have heard about the new system, that none of the respondents had heard about it from
a peer working in a different organization or from a social media post of a person outside
their network. Also by examining the non-adopters of the new system, but who have heard
about it, none had heard about it from a friend who works at a different organization, from a

peer from different organization or from a social media post of a person outside their
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network. For this reason, the ratios of these answers cannot be analysed in this part. The
absence of these answers indicates, that WOM about the new system is not moving through
interpersonal or interorganizational networks very effectively (excluding a colleague from

the same organization among the adopters).

4.5.3 Opinion leaders as messengers

According to the theory part, one of the most effective ways to engage laggards in order to
accelerate their adoption rate is through opinion leaders. To analyse the effect of how
possible opinion leaders might have affected to the adoption and non-adoption of the new
system, the respondents were asked if they had heard about the new system from a social
media post of a person outside their network and if this medium affected to the adoption the
most. An opinion leader can be also a peer or a friend from different organization, but as
none of the respondents had heard about the new system from a peer who works in a different
organization, this cannot be analysed. In addition, as mentioned in the previous chapter, the
case where the respondent has heard about the new system from a friend who works in a
different organization, is not valid due to the false responses, that cannot be analysed (Figure
39).

None of the adopters nor non-adopters had heard about the new system from a social media
post of someone outside their network. The non-existent amount of persons who have heard
about the new system from a social media post of someone outside of their network indicates,
that Alpha has not used opinion leaders or influencers to spread the positive message about
the service. Thus, Alpha could profit from a good marketing strategy created to generate
WOM through opinion leaders or influencers. In order to attract laggards and accelerate their
adoption rate, it would be beneficial for Alpha to start using opinion leaders to spread the
message, because, according to the theory part, laggards do not trust in technology or mass
media messages, but the experiences of their peers, In addition to laggards, also other adopter
groups trust their peers more, and if their peers, for example, from the same industry, have
positive experiences about the service, this will have an accelerating effect to their adoption

rate. The research in this thesis also supports this theoretical view.
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5 Discussion and conclusions

This chapter summarizes all the findings by both answering to the research questions and by
underlining the most significant results. After this, the theoretical contributions are covered,
where the findings of the study are linked to the current academic literature. Subsequently,
the managerial implications are covered, and finally, the limitations and proposals for future

research are presented.

5.1 Summary of the findings

This section presents the summary of the findings, which is done by answering to the main
research question “how to accelerate the innovation adoption rate of laggards in B2B
context?” through the four sub-questions. The first sub-question “what is the process of
diffusion of innovation?” is left out, because this question was only addressed in order to
understand the background of the diffusion of innovations. Thus, it was not included in the

research part.
What is the innovation process of organizations?

First, the innovation orientation of the respondents and their organizations was analysed,
This was done in order to create a general image about the customers of Alpha and how
ready they are to adopt innovations, i.e. new services, in general. By analysing different
challenges of organizations and their readiness to accept innovation, it is possible to examine
the innovation orientation of them. The innovation orientation identifies the innovativeness

degree of the organization (Dobni, 2011), i.e. how innovative the organization is.

In the study it was found, that the adopters react to new services positively. However, the
results were somewhat similar among the non-adopters, which created an interesting setting
for the research. Thus, this might implicate that even if these organizations are generally in
favour towards new services and innovations, they still need more persuasion, and perhaps
placing them to the adopter category of late majority. Thus, an interesting question arises
regarding the non-adopters: are these organizations laggards after all? According to Apilo et

al. (2007), the late majority wants to make sure, that the new product is functional and
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suitable for them and Rogers (2003) adds, that the motivation of this group to adopt depends
on economic requirements and rising peer pressure. Thus, the new system of Alpha might
still need time to be accepted more widely among these organizations and more persuasion

is needed.

The main reason to focus on organizations and their innovation process in this research was
because the diffusion of innovations is more complex at the organizational level and
influenced by more factors than at the individual level. However, because organizations
consist of multiple individuals who are either in favour of the innovation or against it, and
who all have their own role in the innovation-decision process, adoption willingness has to
be examined from the individual point of view. In the theory there were five attributes
identified, that affect the diffusion at the individual level, which are relative advantage,
compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability. The main argument by Rogers
(2003) is, that when an innovation is compatible with existing values, offers relative
advantage, is triable, less complex and can be observed by others, will have a faster adoption
rate than other innovations. Other researches have also identified more factors, that have an
impact to the process: Apilo et al. (2007) add price and the ease of purchase and product
availability, Greenhalgh et al. (2004) add the possibility to reinvent the innovation and
Brdulak et al. (2021) add the capability to see and test the innovation and visibility, which

means how visible using the innovation is to others.

By first examining the five attributes, the study found, that the majority of the adopters of
the new system see, that when the service works better than of competitors, who offer similar
services, has a positive impact on adoption. This also applies to the non-adopters to some
extent, indicating that if the service adds more value compared to the competitors, it

accelerates the adoption.

In addition, the study found, that the needs or existing values do not affect extensively to the
adoption, but there is fluctuation among the organizations whether this is true or not. Thus,
the primary reason to not adopt the new system might lie more in functional aspects among
some organizations. Afterall, the study did find, that the policies, i.e. organization’s own
recruiting system and its compatibility to the innovation affect more than the needs and
existing values. The study also found, that if the organization has used the innovation, the

past experiences have a major impact regarding the use of it in the future.
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By analysing all the aspects regarding the compatibility of the innovation, as mentioned
earlier, there is plenty of fluctuation among the respondents about what aspects they value
the most. However, certain aspects are highlighted, such as policies and past experiences.
On the other hand, it is possible, that these are bypassed by the needs and values of the
organization if the innovation is seen creating more value even if its usage creates more

work, for example, in the form of having two separate applicant tracking systems.

According to the study, the trialability did not have a major impact regarding adoption. In
addition, the results obtained by peers did not have such a major impact to the adoption-
decision, which indicates the low level of WOM around the innovation. More effective
regarding adoption was the ease of purchase, availability and complexity, as both the
adopters and non-adopters felt, that there are no apparent obstacles when adopting the new

system regarding these aspects.

Finally, the study found, that one of the most important factors regarding adoption is the
possibility to modify the innovation to better suit the needs of the organization. In the
research, strong majority among the adopters of the new system highly valued this aspect,

which correlates with the earlier theory.

To continue the aspect of individuals and their impact on the innovation-decisions at the
organizational level, the different types of innovation-decisions were examined. These are
the optional, collective, authority and contingent innovation-decision. The study found, that
the results are very similar among both the adopters and non-adopters. In both of these
groups, the decision to adopt the innovation was primarily made by having a joint discussion
in the organization and a mutual decision was made. In the next biggest group, the decision
was made alone and finally the top management made the decision. However, regarding this
question, more extensive analysis was needed based on the background question, where it
was asked in which role the respondent operates in the organization. This analysis provided
more accurate information and it was possible to avoid some misinterpretations of the data,
because, for example, a top manager could have answered, that he or she made the decision
alone or the top management made the decision. Thus, by analysing the different variables
and variations of the questions, the study found, that the innovation-decisions made among
adopters and non-adopters were somewhat similar. It was found, that among the top
management, the top management is able to do the decision alone, which indicates, that the

top management makes authority innovation-decisions somewhat extensively. However,
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some organizations have mutual discussions even if the top management is receiving the
information about the innovation. Among the adopters, the middle management showed
more fluctuation, but the majority of specialists responded, that there was mutual decision
made in the organization. This indicates, that the respondents with a role of a specialist seem
to not have the possibility to make authority innovation decisions, thus communicating about
the innovation to their peers and having a mutual discussion. Based on these results, it seems
to depend who in the organization receives the message about the innovation first and to

whom and how it is then communicated.

Among the non-adopters, the results seemed to be quite similar compared to the adopters.
However, the results among middle management showed more even results. The responses
of the specialists were also somewhat similar compared to the adopters with the exception
of top management decision and decision made alone. The decision made alone is
particularly interesting among specialists and indicates, that when it comes to the decision
to not adopt and innovation, the specialists are more prone to do that. This might also
indicate, that if the innovation seems to be primarily non-valuable, a specialist is able to do

an authority innovation decision and not communicate about it to the rest of the organization.

Unfortunately, because the sample size was too low, it was not possible to recognize if in
certain industries the operational role has a certain role in the innovation-decision process.
Thus, it was not possible to analyse if there is noticeable internal bureaucracy in the
organizations in different industries. In addition, the contingent innovation-decision was not
analysed and it was not included in the survey, because it might have needed the respondent
to first know if there was an earlier innovation-decision made. This applies especially to the
specialists who are not part of the top or middle management. Thus, it would have needed
actions from the respondents side to ask the CEO or equivalent if a prior decision was made,

making them unable to answer to the survey and closing it.
What are the challenges of accelerating the adoption rate?

The literature review identified various factors, that hinder the innovation adoption process
of organizations. The biggest factors identified were internal bureaucracy of the
organization, resistance to change, internal dissonance and the effects of both internal and

external stakeholders as part of the buying process of organizations.
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When it comes to adopting innovations, internal bureaucracy acts as one of the largest
barriers. In the theory it was mentioned, that in bureaucratic organizations, the individuals
who possess authority are making rules and orders, which the other members of the
organization carry out and accept. At first, such controlled system works efficiently and
rationally, but bureaucracy and its effectiveness in the organization drops gradually. This
creates a long term problem when rules are monitored too much and applied to everything
inappropriately (Rogers, 2003). In the study it was found, that there is distinguishable
fluctuation regarding bureaucracy among the non-adopters as the responses were distributed
somewhat evenly. Thus, not clear conclusions can be made. However, among the adopters
the results were more coherent, as the clear majority responded, that internal bureaucracy
did not affect the adoption-decision at all. Thus, it can be stated via these results, that the
adopter organizations do not possess such bureaucratic processes compared to non-adopters.
The low bureaucracy level might also be one of the main reasons why it is easier to make
the decision to adopt, when there are no internal bureaucratic procedures hindering the

decision-making.

In the theory part, one of the factors, that acts as a barrier to adopting innovations is
resistance to change. The first effects of making a change are usually negative among
leaders, employees and performance levels, which include stress, frustration, fear and denial.
In addition, employees usually react to the change with resistance rather than seeing it as a
possibility to improve. The employees worry to lose something, because they do not have
enough information about how the change affects them personally regarding their
responsibilities or workload (Recklies, 2001). In the study it was found, that the
organizations are very divided when it comes to internal contradiction among the employees
of non-adopter organizations. The majority of the respondents in non-adopter organizations
also did not agree nor disagree that they have internal contradiction towards innovations.
This can be interpreted as somewhat negative, because it seems, that these respondents do
not know how the decision-making processes of their organization proceed internally.
However, among the adopters it was clear, that there is none or very little internal
contradiction. This on the other hand suggests, that among the organizations, that are more
positive towards innovations and accept new services more easily, there is none or very little

internal contradiction regarding decision-making.
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The resistance to change is also applying to B2B decision-making processes, which takes
considerably more time compared to B2C, namely because there are multiple departments
in the organizations, that need to be convinced about how the innovation affects to their
department. The departments also have more individuals connected to the processes, thus
creating internal contradiction as well. In the theory, Vincent et al. (2017) stated, that an
organization may have multiple individuals involved in the buying process, who own a
different background and motivation, which results in inconsistent decision-making.
Therefore, the organizational level buying decisions are interpreted as troublesome because
the judgements of the decision-makers are so diverse and the opinions of the buyers have

inconsistencies. Thus, this might be the case as well among the non-adopters in this research.

In addition to resistance to change, there can be dissonance inside the organization regarding
the adoption. Dissonance means a state of mind of an individual, when the individual has
created a certain image about the innovation, but then he or she receives conflicting messages
about the innovation through different channels (Rogers, 2003 ; Marikyan et al. 2020). For
example, if the individual has created a positive image about the innovation and decided to
adopt it, but later receives negative information about it, for example through WOM, creates
a dissonant state of mind, which can be reduced by not continuing the adoption (Marikyan
et al. 2020). However, this concept was not analysed in the research as it would have also
needed deeper investigation by conducting a separate study for the customers of Alpha who

have used the new system, but then after some time refrained from using it.

Regarding the B2B field, the study did not concentrate on the buying processes as a whole,
but emphasis was put more on stakeholders. In B2B, the buying process usually requires
satisfying the demands of the buyer, which also has to meet the demands of the organization,
that is buying the product. In addition, the decision to buy is hardly ever free of other
stakeholders influencing the decision and these stakeholders can be external or internal to
the organization (Vincent et al. 2017). The results of the study suggest, that among the non-
adopters, the internal stakeholders affect to the decision-making on some level, as the
responses were very divided. However, the majority felt, that internal stakeholders affect
hardly at all to the decision to adopt. The adopters showed similar results, but among them
the respondents felt that internal stakeholders did not affect at all, although there is again
distinguishable fluctuation among both adopters and non-adopters. From these results in the

cases of both adopters and non-adopters, it can be assumed, that the internal stakeholders’
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opinions affect differently in different organizations. However, the results suggest, that

internal stakeholders affect slightly more to the adopters compared to non-adopters.

The results regarding external stakeholders were very different compared to internal
stakeholders. The majority among both the adopters and non-adopters were very clear, that
external stakeholders did not affect at all to the adoption-decision. Only a small part among
both adopters and non-adopters felt, that external stakeholders affect to some extent or
significantly. These results suggest, that external stakeholders did not play a key role neither
among adopters nor non-adopters. Thus, the study finds, that internal stakeholders have a far

more important role in the decision-making process compared to external stakeholders.
How to communicate about the advantages of an innovation?

The academic literature recognizes the use of different interpersonal and interorganizational
networks and opinion leaders as effective mediums in order to nudge customers, i.e.
laggards, to the right direction. Nudges are referring to intentional changes that are
influencing to the behaviour of people, which is done by making different changes to the
environment, that enable and direct individuals in making virtually automatic choices
(Lehner et al. 2016). Furthermore, the model called crossing the chasm was introduced,
where there are barriers and gaps that have to be crossed in order to jump between customer
groups. The chasm is the most difficult, meaningful and largest gap, that lies between the
groups of early adopters and early majority (Brdulak et al. 2021 ; Apilo et al. 2007), and in
a situation where companies manage to create a bridge over this gap, they are on route from
a marginal product to a mainstream product, which leads to both broad profitability and
development (Brdulak et al. 2021). In this research, the chasm was identified between
laggards and other earlier adopter groups, and the goal was to identify different types of
ways, i.e. nudges, with which it is possible to accelerate the adoption rate of laggards. Thus,
the research attempted to understand how laggards could be nudged closer to, for example,
the late majority or even early majority. Thus, nudging actually means acceleration of the
adoption rate and changing the customers’ behaviour into a more favourable form from the

company point of view.

Different communication channels have an important role in the diffusion of innovations
and crossing the chasm. These channels can be mass media channels, such as television,

newspapers and radio, but the interpersonal channels can be more effective when it comes
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to convincing a person, who is, for example, socioeconomically on the same level, in
accepting a new idea (Rogers, 2003). Moreover, the positive WOM, that is given by early
adopters, drives adoption of individuals who are buying later (Bianchi et al. 2017), making
the diffusion process a very social event (Rogers, 2003). Regarding different channels, the
study found, that the sales personnel of Alpha are the main channel, where majority of the
non-adopters have heard about the new system. Other channels were the website of Alpha,
customer communications via email marketing and social media advertisement, but the
degree of these channels represented only a small portion. The adopters showed similar
results with the sales personnel of Alpha being the main source of information. However,
unlike non-adopters, the adopters had heard about the new system from a colleague in the
same organization more, but also via friend who works in a different organization. These
results suggest, that the adopters had heard about the service more through WOM compared

to non-adopters.

The channel with the largest impact regarding adoption was also analysed. Here the adopters
showed interesting results. The sales personnel was the most effective factor in here as well,
which suggests that the sales personnel of Alpha are communicating well about the value of
the new system, and persuading customers to use it even if they have heard about the service
from other sources. However, if the respondent had heard about the service via a colleague
working in the same organization or from a friend working in a different organization, this
source was chosen as one of the most important as well. These results suggest, that WOM

can be very effective when it comes to adopting an innovation.

In the theory part it was explained, that when individuals decide whether to adopt an
innovation or not, they primarily rely on the communicated experiences of other individuals
who have already adopted the idea and have similar characteristics as themselves. This is
one of the most important phases of innovation adoption. The information flows primarily
through interpersonal networks so it is essential for us to understand how these networks
work so that we can understand the whole process of diffusion. Regarding what affected the
most to the adoption decision, the majority in the study answered, that the sales person had
the biggest impact among adopters. This indicates, that even if people had heard about the
new system from various channels, for example, from social media, website or a newsletter,
the sales person of Alpha ultimately convinced the customer to adopt the new system.

However, if a person heard about the new system from their colleague, it was chosen as the
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most effective medium in almost every case. This indicates, that a colleague can be a very

persuasive medium, which supports the theory of Rogers.

In the theory, it was found, that identifying and using opinion leaders is the most common
way to use a network. Individuals often seek information about an innovation from their
peers and especially information about how their peers evaluate the innovation subjectively
(Rogers, 2003). Opinion leaders act in an increasingly significant role in providing
information, because consumers see them as more credible compared to other media and
other consumers (Lépez et al. 2022). When a product or technology is adopted by the right
people in the early stages of the diffusion, it can send a message further to potential users
and have them adopting it. In addition, starting the diffusion process from opinion leaders
speeds up the process by reducing the time that is needed to achieve the critical mass from
when the innovation is introduced (Cho et al. 2012). In the study it was found, that none of
the adopters nor non-adopters had heard about the service from a social media post of
someone outside their network. The non-existent amount of persons who have heard about
the new system from a social media post of someone outside of their network indicates, that
Alpha has not used opinion leaders or influencers to spread the positive message about the
service. In addition, regarding interorganizational networks, the study found, that none of
the adopters had heard about the new system from a peer from different organization or from
a social media post of a person outside their network. Also by examining the non-adopters,
who have heard about the service, none had heard about it from a friend who works at a
different organization, from a peer from different organization or from a social media post
of a person outside their network. For this reason, the ratios of these answers could not be
analysed. However, the absence of these answers indicates, that WOM about the new system

is not moving through interpersonal or interorganizational networks very effectively.

The results of this study indicate, that organizations in different industries have very different
decision-making and adoption processes, that are affected by various factors. The most
important internal processes and challenges of organizations, that create the most friction
when organizations are about to make an innovation adoption-decision are internal
bureaucracy of the organization, resistance to change, internal dissonance and the effects of
both internal and external stakeholders as part of the buying process. The study finds, that
the most impactful ones from these factors are internal bureaucracy, resistance to change and

internal stakeholders. These are difficult to change by the innovation provider, but if the
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innovation is compatible with the existing values, offers relative advantage, is triable, less
complex and can be observed by others, could change how the receiving organization reacts
to innovations. In addition, price, ease of purchase, product availability, possibility to
reinvent the innovation, the capability to see and test the innovation and visibility to others
have to be in line with the receiving company in order for them to make a pro innovation-
decision. However, the attributes that are highlighted regarding the adoption of the new
recruiting system in this study, are compatibility with existing values, the previously used
recruiting system and the impact of past experiences using the system. However, these can
be bypassed by the needs and values of the organization if the innovation is seen as creating

more value even if its usage creates more work.

Finally, the study finds, that all the factors affect to some extent in each organization, thus
reinforcing the theory of Rogers’ attributes affecting the adoption-decision. However, these
aspects need to be communicated effectively. In the case of laggards, the traditional media
or leaning on to superior technology is not sufficient, because laggards trust more on the
experiences of their peers. Hence, the innovation providers have to come up with new ways
to communicate the value of their innovation in order to accelerate the adoption rate. For
example, the study indicates, that WOM about the new system is not moving through
interpersonal or interorganizational networks very effectively (excluding a colleague from
the same organization among the adopters). Thus, opinion leaders are an effective way to
gain the attention of laggards and to accelerate their adoption rate. However, the use of
opinion leaders as messengers requires creating new marketing strategies and thorough

examination of the customers’ needs.

5.2 Theoretical contributions

This research offers four theoretical contributions, that are relevant regarding research about
laggards. First, there are many studies conducted about different adopter groups that connect
the studies of Rogers and how the diffusion of innovations in organizations is affected by
individuals. Thus, the evidence in this research adds value to the prior research by illustrating
how companies are adopting new innovations and which factors affect the adoption-decision
process. In the theory, Rogers (2003) argues, that the diffusion of innovations is more

complex at the organizational level than at the individual level. Subsequently, there are
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various attributes, that are present at the individual level. These attributes are relative
advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability and observability (Rogers, 2003 ; Apilo et
al. 2007 ; Brdulak et al. 2021), ease of purchase and product availability (Apilo et al. 2007),
reinvention (Greenhalgh et al. 2004) and the capability to see and test the innovation before
adopting it, and visibility, which means how visible using the innovation is to others
(Brdulak et al. 2021). One of the main arguments of Rogers (2003) is, that when an
innovation is compatible with existing values, offers relative advantage, is triable, less
complex and can be observed by others, it will have a faster adoption rate than other
innovations. This study verifies the impact of these attributes and their impact on diffusing
innovations in an organization. In addition, the study emphasises the various innovation-
decisions on how decisions are made in the organization internally. This is shown in the
implementation, which usually involves many individuals, that can include both individuals
who are in favour of the innovation and individuals who are against it and who all have their
own parts in the innovation-decision process (Rogers, 2003). Thus, this study verifies, in
addition to the attributes in the individual level, that the decision types in different

organizations affect to the decision of how innovations are adopted in different degrees.

Second, the study identifies different challenges of accelerating the adoption rate, that are
also identified in the academic literature. The biggest challenges identified by earlier
researches are resistance to change (Rogers, 2003 ; Recklies, 2001: Sanchez-Prieto et al.
2019 ; Vos & Rupert, 2018), internal bureaucracy (Rogers, 2003 ; Leroux & Pupion, 2018)
and dissonance (Rogers, 2003 ; Marikyan et al. 2020), and in B2B buying processes, the
impact of both internal and external stakeholders (Vincent et al. 2017). The evidence
obtained from the study complies with these earlier studies by verifying, that one of the

biggest challenges in adopting innovations are the internal structures of an organization.

Third, the earlier studies have concentrated more on innovators and, for example, how to
market products and services to this group. Thus, there are not many studies about how to
accelerate the adoption rate of laggards specifically. The findings of this study improve the
knowledge about laggards and how they can be addressed in a way that ultimately accelerates
their adoption rate. After identifying the biggest challenges of accelerating the adoption rate,
the study reinforces earlier research with various recommendations to companies in order
for them to overcome these challenges through different ways of communication. As Rogers

(2003) states, the diffusion process is a social event. For this reason, WOM via interpersonal



111

and interorganizational networks plays a key role, as according to Bianchi et al. (2017), the
positive WOM, that is given by early adopters, drives adoption of individuals who are buying
later. As consumers prefer to use their interpersonal sources in order to lower the risk, and
when they make choices regarding stores and brands (Flynn et al. 1996), with the correct
way of communicating the value of an innovation to laggards, it is possible to cross the
chasm between laggards and other adopter groups. By crossing this chasm, companies are
on route from a marginal product to a mainstream product, which leads to both broad
profitability and development (Brdulak et al. 2021). The findings of this study compliment
these theoretical aspects by confirming, that companies need more effective communication

strategies in order to accelerate the adoption rate of desired customer segments, i.e. laggards.

Fourth and finally, the results obtained from this study illustrate, that accelerating the
adoption rate of laggards is highly important in order for companies to diffuse their
innovations. In the theory it was identified, that understanding of innovators might help to
plan marketing a new product in the early stages, but understanding laggards might help to
increase the adoption of the late majority, laggards themselves and possibly even the group
that is typically identified as non-adopters (Uhl et al. 1970). By understanding why
innovations are not being adopted, it can be helpful in developing business plans and policies
that are more realistic in nature (Tidd, 2010). Thus, the information of how to accelerate the
adoption rate of laggards also helps companies to create marketing strategies to better serve
their various customer segments, which ultimately accelerates the adoption rate of their
products or services in general among all the adopter groups. Furthermore, the study
indicates, that the diffusion of innovations theory by Rogers, complimented with relevant
contemporary theory about laggards and other adopter groups, challenges regarding
adoption and various communication strategies, are applicable approaches to examine the

adoption of innovations.

5.3 Managerial implications

The diffusion of innovations has been studied for decades, but it remains as a highly relevant
field of study to this date. Hence, the concept itself is old, but as the field of business
advances with new ways of marketing and gaining the attention of customers becomes more

complex, a challenge emerges: which of these ways the customers are listening to?
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Regarding the innovation providers, based on the findings of this research, companies should
carefully examine how their innovations create value for their existing and potential
customers by taking to account the relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability
and observability, ease of purchase and product availability, reinvention, the capability to
see and test the innovations and their visibility to others. By carefully examining these
attributes and how they are valued among customers, the innovation providers can accelerate

the adoption rate of their slower adopting customers.

Regarding the adopters, these organizations should start solving their internal decision-
making processes, that hinder the openness to accept and adopt innovations. When it comes
to adopting innovations, the adopter companies experience internal resistance to change,
bureaucracy, dissonance and complex buying-processes, especially in larger organizations.
This creates a great challenge for the providers to communicate the value of their innovation
to the possible adopters. However, this could be managed via effective communication
strategies, and when it comes to communicating the value of the innovation to laggards, new
ways have to be developed. The research of this study emphasizes the use of opinion leaders
as messengers and the use of interpersonal and interorganizational networks in order to gain
the attention and accelerating the adoption rate of laggards. This has to be done essentially,
because laggards are only referencing to the past and the decisions they make are usually
made by referencing what has been done before by their peers. Thus, trusting to traditional
communication methods or on the superior technology the innovation owns are not effective

in attracting laggards.

The academic literature together with the study in this thesis suggest, that in order to address
the value of an innovation to laggards, the company has to implement the use of WOM and
opinion leaders to their marketing strategies. To create positive WOM, the companies could,
for example, produce testimonials with customers who have had good results using the
innovation and use influencers to spread the message and value of the innovation. Creating
engaging content for example on social media, that is easily shareable by others could be
beneficial as well. Eventually, these individuals creating positive WOM are acting as opinion
leaders on behalf of the provider company, which can have a drastic impact on how the
innovation is diffused among the social system. However, in order to use opinion leaders to
create WOM, these individuals have to be identified first, which needs internal research and

a clear strategy.
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In addition, laggards have commonly been perceived as not worth the chase, but once
laggards adopt an innovation, they will be highly loyal to the innovation provider (Matzler
et al. 2014). Thus, communicating the value of the innovation effectively to laggards makes
it possible for the provider to obtain highly valuable and loyal customers, who will not
change the provider easily. Moreover, these customers can spread the message further to

other laggards.

5.4 Limitations and future research

The research in this thesis remains as explorative, because of the somewhat low response
rate of the survey. Thus, the results of this study offer a stable base to conduct a more

comprehensive study in the future.

In this study, the sizes of companies were not included. The study included only the industry
of the organizations, where the survey respondents work in. However, as the response rate
of the survey was quite low, it was not possible to make generalizations about the different
industries and their innovation-decision processes, for example, regarding internal
bureaucracy based on the operational roles and the industry. Thus, more research should be
done to examine the organizations’ internal processes and their impact on innovation-
decision processes. In addition, together with the operational roles, it would be beneficial to
examine more in detail, how the size of the organization affects to making innovation-

decisions.

Moreover, the study was limited to examine laggards specifically and how to accelerate their
adoption rate. However, it would make an interesting contribution to academic research to
study non-adopters, that were briefly mentioned in the theory. Ma (2021) states, that because
non-adopters are usually disregarded in the innovation adoption and marketing research,
they could provide useful information, that could help overcome possible obstacles and

accelerate the adoption rate.

One of the most interesting questions this study leaves open is the dissonance inside the
organizations and how the dissonant state of mind of organizations and their members are
changed for or against an innovation. In the theory it was explained, that dissonance means

a state of mind of an individual, when the individual has created a certain image about the
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innovation, but then he or she receives conflicting messages about the innovation through
different channels (Rogers, 2003 ; Marikyan et al. 2020). For example, if the individual has
formed a positive image about the innovation and decided to adopt it, but later receives
negative information about it, for example through WOM, creates a dissonant state of mind,
which can be reduced by not continuing the adoption (Marikyan et al. 2020). However, this
concept was not analysed in this study as it would have also needed deeper investigation by
conducting a separate study for the customers of Alpha who have used the new system
extensively, but then after some time refrained from using it. This could be done using
qualitative research method, for example, by interviewing selected customers. In addition, it
was not possible to obtain data about the non-adopters of the new system regarding the most
effective medium, as they have not used the service. For these customers, the customer
journey regarding dissonance would move as follows: (1) the customer uses a campaign
level that includes the possibility to use the new system, (2) the customer refrains from using
the new system, even if it is possible, (3) after receiving a positive message regarding the
new system from a certain source, for example via WOM, the customer starts using it. Thus,
future research should be done in order to identify these specific customers and to examine
from which channel the message to solve the dissonant state of mind of these customers

came from.

The different innovation-decision types could be studied further as well. Based on the results
of this study, it seems to depend who in the organization receives the message about the
innovation first and to whom and how it is then communicated. In order to study this,
qualitative methods could be used and selected customers could be interviewed to know if
this is the case with different operational roles from specialists to middle management and
top management. In addition, one of the most visible factors revealed in this study hindering
the innovation adoption readiness of organizations is resistance to change, especially in
larger organizations. This aspect would also need further research by conducting interviews
with larger organizations, that have more complex decision-making processes, that involve
multiple departments and individuals. Likewise with innovation-decision types, interviews
should be conducted with individuals having different roles in order to gain knowledge how

resistance to change actually hinders adoption.

It has been studied, that many new products fail rapidly in both consumer and industrial

markets, which happens mostly during the time they are developed. However, the same
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amount of innovations, even if their functionalities were better compared to their
competitors, turn out to fail because the commercialization and strategies of diffusion are
poorly taken care of (Bianchi et al. 2017). Thus, one of the most critical stages in the process
of innovation is the commercialization of the innovation (Bianchi et al. 2017) and the
importance of the commercialization of the product (also known as product launch) is often
underestimated, because it is in need of the most capital in the entire process (Guiltinan,
1999). In addition, there has been a demand for concentrating more on marketing orientation,
marketing research and the launching efforts of marketing in order to stop new products to
fail (Cooper, 1979). When looking at the prevailing strategies in managing the development
of new products, it is suggested for engineering, manufacturing, design and marketing
activities to be coordinated over all of these functions in every stage of the development.
This creates an interesting area for future research on how the innovation could be launched
as effectively as possible, so that the diffusion would be as fast and effective as possible. By
researching this further would reveal more effective ways to accelerate the adoption rate of

the innovation already in the launching phase, perhaps making crossing the chasm easier.
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Appendix 1. Theoretical framework matrix.
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Research questions Theory/theories | Concepts Research design
MRQ: How to gain the | Diffusion of
attention of laggards to | innovations

accelerate their
innovation adoption
rate in B2B context?

(Rogers, 2003)

SRQ 1: What is the
process of diffusion of
innovations?

Diffusion of
innovations
(Rogers, 2003)

Innovation categories
Diffusion of innovations
Innovation decision-process
Adopter categories

Secondary data

SRQ 2: What is the
innovation process of
organizations?

Diffusion of
innovations
(Rogers, 2003)

Organization’s internal
characteristics affecting its
innovativeness

Five attributes affecting the
diffusion of innovations
Types of innovation-decisions

Secondary data
Primary data (Analysis)

SRQ 3: What are the
challenges of
accelerating the
adoption rate?

Diffusion of
innovations
(Rogers, 2003)

Innovation orientation
Factors hindering the
innovation adoption-process

Secondary data
Primary data (Analysis)

SRQ 4: How to
communicate about the
advantages of an
innovation?

Diffusion of
innovations
(Rogers, 2003)

Communication channels
Communication networks
Opinion leaders as messengers

Secondary data
Primary data (Analysis)







	1  Introduction
	1.1  Concept definitions
	1.2  Literature review
	1.3  Research questions and objectives of the research
	1.4  Theoretical framework
	1.5  Delimitations
	1.6  Research Methodology
	1.7  Structure of the study

	2  Diffusion of innovations
	2.1  Definitions
	2.1.1  Categorization of innovations
	2.1.2  Diffusion of innovations
	2.1.3  The innovation decision-process
	2.1.4  Adopter categories

	2.2  Innovation process of organizations
	2.2.1  Factors that influence the decision to adopt
	2.2.2  Types of innovation-decisions

	2.3  Challenges
	2.4  Communication
	2.4.1  Communication channels
	2.4.2  Communication networks
	2.4.3  Opinion leaders as messengers


	3  Research methods and data
	3.1  Study background
	3.2  Research context
	3.3  Structure of the survey
	3.4  Delimitations of the research
	3.5  Data collection
	3.6  Data analysis

	4   Empirical analysis and findings
	4.1  Reliability and validity of the research
	4.2  Background of the survey
	4.3  Innovation process of organizations
	4.3.1  Factors that influence the decision to adopt
	4.3.2  Types of innovation-decisions

	4.4  Challenges
	4.5  Communication
	4.5.1  Communication channels
	4.5.2  Communication networks
	4.5.3  Opinion leaders as messengers


	5  Discussion and conclusions
	5.1  Summary of the findings
	5.2  Theoretical contributions
	5.3  Managerial implications
	5.4  Limitations and future research

	References
	Appendices

