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Bien que l’Innovation Organisationnelle (IO) représente le type d’innovation le plus répandu et qu’elle soit source de performance, elle reste nettement moins étudiée que les innovations technologiques. De ce fait, aucune acception commune ne se dégage en la matière. L’objectif de cet article est double. Il s’agit, d’une part, de comprendre pourquoi l’OI reste le « parent pauvre » de la littérature sur l’innovation, et, d’autre part, de clarifier ce concept. Cela nous permet d‘envisager une analyse de l’IO, tant en termes d’output, que de processus et de suggérer des axes de recherche suivant ces deux angles d’analyse.
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Although Organizational Innovation (OI) is one of the most widespread types of innovation and source of improved business performance, much less attention has been focused in this area in comparison with technological innovations on product or process. One consequence of this is the ambiguity surrounding this concept. The purpose of this article is twofold. First, through a review of the existing innovation research, we try to understand why OI has not received due attention in academia. Second, we clarify the concept of OI. This allows us to suggest that it may be studied both as output and as process. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION

Clarifying the concept as output and as process and suggesting research avenues from these two angles of analysis
Organizational Innovation (OI) is the most widespread type of innovation in French firms. According to the French “Community Innovation Survey” (CIS 2006) which covers the period 2004-2006: 47.6% of innovative French manufacturing firms are involved in OI. The positive effect of OI on business performance or productivity has already been proven Mazzanti, Pini, & Tortia, 2006


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009)
. For the French firms, this positive effect is significant when considering the quality of goods and services (41.9%) and on response time to customers (33.4%) (CIS 2006). OI also supports technological innovation as it tends to trigger the adoption of technological innovation 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Ayerbe, 2006; Damanpour & Evan, 1984; Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981; Ménard, 1994; Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009; Molleman & Broekhuis, 2001)
. Despite this, as Keupp, Palmié, and Gassmann (2011)
 recently report, most research and writing has focused on various aspects of technological innovation leaving the OI as the neglected member of the innovation family. Indeed, according to Keupp et al. (2011)
, out of 342 published articles on innovation, only 25 included OI (p.7)
. As a result, there is currently little consensus surrounding the definition of the OI concept. Even the papers of Wolfe (1994)
, Rachivadran (2000)
, Lam 2005()
 and Birkinshaw, Hamel, and Mol (2008)
, essential references on this subject, either do not precisely define this concept or focus only on one aspect of it. In any case, they fail to provide a common definition.
Therefore, the focus of this article is this relatively under-researched type of innovation, OI, also referred to as administrative innovation or management innovation Damanpour, Walker, & Avellaneda, 2009()
, that has neither conceptually nor empirically been explored as much as technological innovations (product and process). We seek to examine three specific questions here. The first one is: why research on OI has not received due attention. The existing literature on OI allows us to explain and comment on this issue. The second one is: what is OI? How can we define it in order to limit confusion in research papers, to distinguish it from other types of innovations and to allow the development of research about it? It seems crucial to respond to this question for several reasons. First, the persisting confusion about this concept makes it difficult to evaluate academic papers and compare research results. In fact, when we speak about OI, what do we mean? Should we consider organizational, administrative, and management innovation to be synonymous? Second, results, namely on determinants of OI, are not stable due to the “great conceptual ambiguity and confusion surrounding the term of OI” Lam, 2005()
. Third, by failing to recognize the distinctive features of the OI, there is a risk of obscuring results and generalizing those relating to technological innovations on which there has been the most research. The third question that we address is about the adoption process of OI. Is the process of technological innovation relevant to OI? Is the process as linear and sequential as it seems to be in the literature? Birkinshaw et al. (2008)
 have proposed a framework for the generation of an OI. In this paper, we focus on the following stages: those concerning the adoption of an OI. An in-depth understanding of this adoption process is necessary for several reasons. First adopters or replicators are becoming increasingly dominant Winter & Szulanski, 2001()
. So, understanding the process of adoption is even more important than understanding the process of generation and little research has been done in this area Damanpour & Schneider, 2006


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Wolfe, 1994)
. And those that were performed have replicated the adoption process of technological innovation. Second, adopting innovation is not an automatic process. It is not a matter of applying a simple formula but of discovering and refining “a model” and developing and maintaining routines. The level of adaptation to a specific context could be as high as the process of generating OI. Third, exploitation is as important as exploration when it comes to long-term survival of the organization Levinthal & March, 1993()
 and, fourth, adoption could also lead to an adaptation or hybridization of a previous model. In this case, it could be considered as a form of generating OI which has not been explored by Birkinshaw et al. (2008)
.
Through a large review of the existing research, we are able to explain the inadequate attention to OI in academia. We put forward four main reasons. First, the terminology difficulties around the OI concept are still an obstacle: not only is there polysemy around the term of OI, but there are also different terms for the same concept of OI. Second, the notion of newness, which is central to the concept of OI, is too often suggested as absolute or without any precedent Birkinshaw et al., 2008


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Rachivadran, 2000)
 which is not only difficult to guarantee in empirical studies but is also quite scarcely observed in firms. Third, the theories and models used for OI are largely based on those developed for technological innovations (most of the time product, and rarely process). However, our work highlights significant distinguishing features of OI compared to technological innovation. So, specific studies seem to be necessary in the specific field of OI. Fourth, OI is a complex concept which encompasses several types and several components that the existing typologies do not really allow for distinguishing them. Our study contributes also by providing a clear and operational definition of OI and by suggesting new avenues for future research which take into account the complexity of this concept, and the fact that it can be studied as both output and as process.
 This paper is organized as follows. First, we provide an overview of the field of OI highlighting the reasons why it is under-researched. Second, we propose a clarification of the OI concept. We then contrast the approach of OI as output and as process, focusing on the adoption process. Based on these considerations, we conclude by suggesting some areas for further research following these two angles of analysis.
1. ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION: TWO MAIN PERSPECTIVES, several terminologies
There are two main perspectives of OI in the literature, and for the second one, several terminologies are used. This requires some clarifications to make the concept of OI less complex and more operational for research.
1.1. innovation in the context of organizations
The first perspective uses the term “organizational innovation” to mean the adoption of various types of innovation in organizations. The unit of analysis is thus the organization and its characteristics (size, age, structure…) examined to assess their effect on the propensity to innovate. If studies in this vein are useful, their results are still ambiguous in that a factor which is positively related to innovation in one research is negatively related to in another and even stated as insignificant in a third. According to Downs and Mohr 1976()
 this results from a problem of focus on organization rather than specifically on innovation. Indeed, various characteristics of the organization, such as its size, its structure, its managerial type, may play different roles depending on the type of innovation, but also depending on the stage of the process. So, three important critiques can be made about this research perspective. First, it generally focuses on one type of innovation: technological (product and process). Second, it has a static orientation: most of the time, the focus is on adoption decision. Yet innovation determinants may differ depending on adoption process phases 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Damanpour, 1987; Damanpour & Schneider, 2006)
. And third, the data come solely from the head of organizations and do not necessarily represent the innovation behaviour of the organizations’ relevant members. 

1.2. Organizational innovation as unit of analysis
The second perspective defines OI is itself the unit of analysis but it can be analysed as a result or an output (concrete new practices, concepts, forms, structures) or as a process within which new practices and concepts are considered, decided, put into use and sustained. 

When analysed as result, the core research question is: How is OI associated with performance? The limited research on this specific type of innovation shows that OI effects performance in terms of technological innovation, problem-solving Damanpour & Evan, 1984()
, subsequent productivity growth 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Mazzanti et al., 2006; Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009)
, competitiveness, profitability, and product quality Mazzanti et al., 2006()
, and this effect can be long-term Damanpour & Evan, 1984()
. 

When OI is analysed as a process, research investigates its sequences and their corresponding activities as a way to better explore this poorly understood complex social process Birkinshaw et al., 2008()
 in order to give coherent advice to managers. 
Table 1 summarises the two perspectives (the second one being subdivided into two) giving the definitions of OI, as well as the corresponding core questions and representative papers.

It seems that authors have recently provided a clearer distinction between the two main perspectives. We notice a turning point namely in the Damanpour & Gopalakrishnan  paper of 2001  ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1" ExcludeYear="1" Hidden="1"><Author>Damanpour</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>82</RecNum><record><rec-number>82</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="rzf0v9ttfzx2rzeepaz5ttpttadferfvarzz">82</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Damanpour, Fariborz</author><author>Gopalakrishnan, Shanthi</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The dynamics of product and process innovations in organizations </title><secondary-title>Journal of Management Studies</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Journal of Management Studies</full-title></periodical><pages>45-65</pages><volume>38</volume><number>1</number><keywords><keyword>PRODUCT management</keyword><keyword>INNOVATION adoption</keyword><keyword>TECHNOLOGICAL innovations</keyword><keyword>MANAGEMENT</keyword><keyword>INDUSTRIAL management</keyword><keyword>NEW products</keyword><keyword>ORGANIZATIONAL change</keyword><keyword>INDUSTRIAL efficiency</keyword><keyword>SERVICE industries -- Management</keyword><keyword>COMPETITION</keyword><keyword>PERFORMANCE -- Management</keyword><keyword>TECHNOLOGY attitudes</keyword><keyword>PRODUCT life cycle</keyword></keywords><dates><year>2001</year></dates><publisher>Wiley-Blackwell</publisher><isbn>00222380</isbn><accession-num>4110447</accession-num><work-type>Article</work-type><urls><related-urls><url>http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&amp;db=buh&amp;AN=4110447&amp;lang=fr&amp;site=ehost-live</url></related-urls></urls><remote-database-name>buh</remote-database-name><remote-database-provider>EBSCOhost</remote-database-provider></record></Cite></EndNote>in which the authors  ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1" ExcludeYear="1" Hidden="1"><Author>Bierly</Author><Year>2009</Year><RecNum>71</RecNum><record><rec-number>71</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="rzf0v9ttfzx2rzeepaz5ttpttadferfvarzz">71</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Bierly, Paul E.</author><author>Damanpour, Fariborz</author><author>Santoro, Michael D.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Application of External Knowledge: Organizational Conditions for Exploration and Exploitation</title><secondary-title>Journal of Management Studies</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>Journal of Management Studies</full-title></periodical><pages>481-509</pages><volume>46</volume><number>3</number><keywords><keyword>ORGANIZATIONAL learning</keyword><keyword>COMPETITIVE advantage</keyword><keyword>ACADEMIC-industrial collaboration</keyword><keyword>MANAGEMENT research</keyword><keyword>ENVIRONMENTAL scanning</keyword><keyword>ABSORPTIVE capacity (Economics)</keyword><keyword>THEORY of the firm</keyword><keyword>MANAGEMENT science</keyword><keyword>EXPLOITATION</keyword><keyword>THEORY &amp; practice</keyword><keyword>KNOWLEDGE transfer (Communication)</keyword><keyword>TACIT knowledge</keyword></keywords><dates><year>2009</year></dates><publisher>Wiley-Blackwell</publisher><isbn>00222380</isbn><accession-num>36965847</accession-num><work-type>Article</work-type><urls><related-urls><url>http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&amp;db=buh&amp;AN=36965847&amp;lang=fr&amp;site=ehost-live</url></related-urls></urls><electronic-resource-num>10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00829.x</electronic-resource-num><remote-database-name>buh</remote-database-name><remote-database-provider>EBSCOhost</remote-database-provider></record></Cite></EndNote>propose the terms “adoption of innovations in organizations” for the first perspective when they (Damanpour) previously used “organizational innovation” to signal the same meaning. This clear distinction is very important to avoid confusions or amalgams between results that do not address the same concept. 
1.3. the terminology difficulty: “a rose is a rose”

The literature uses “organizational innovation”, “management innovation” or “administrative innovation” interchangeably for the second main perspective of OI as Damanpour et al. 2009()
 recently pointed out (p.654). To contribute to the development of a more cumulative knowledge base, it seems necessary to clarify the meanings of these different terms and to check that they do point to same concept. 
	Table 1 - Perspectives on organizational innovation: Distinctive features

	PERSPECTIVES
	UNIT OF ANALYSIS OR FOCUS


	DEFINITION OF ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION


	CORE QUESTIONS
	REPRESENTATIVE PAPERS

	INNOVATIONS IN THE CONTEXT OF ORGANIZATION
	Organization and its attributes
	Adoption of innovations in organizations

Adoption of an idea or behaviour, pertaining to a product, service, device, system, policy or program, that is new to the adopting organization.
	Why one organization is more likely than another to adopt innovation of various types?

What are the relationships between organization attributes and innovation? 

What are the organizational properties that enhance or hinder organizational innovativeness?
	Balbridge & Burnham, 1975


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Damanpour, 1991; Damanpour & Gopalakrishnan, 2001; Frambach, 2002; Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981; Liao, Fei, & Liu, 2008; Sorensen & Stuart, 2000)


	ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION
	Organizational innovation itself
	New managerial and working concepts, new  practices, processes and structures
	How is organizational innovation associated with performance? 

How can we measure and monitor organizational innovations? 

Under what conditions do firms introduce organizational innovation?
	
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Armbruster, Bikfalvi, Kinkel, & Lay, 2008; Birkinshaw et al., 2008; Black & Lynch, 2005; Damanpour, 1987; Lynch, 2007; Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009)


	
	Organizational innovation process
	Social process which can be divided into various phases
	What is the sequence of events from input (variables predisposing organizations to adopt organizational innovation) to output of innovation (organizational innovation itself)?
	Becker & Whisler, 1967


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Birkinshaw et al., 2008; Carroll, 1967; Daft, 1978)



As it is summarised in table 2, their definitions overlap significantly and highlight the same major features. First, newness is a central characteristic. Second, they are all defined as the invention, implementation and use of new managerial practices and process and new organizational structures and forms. Third, empirical research uses similar variables for the three concepts such as quality circles, Total Quality Management or job rotation. These similarities in terms of definitions and variables used in empirical studies allow us to confirm that they do cover the same concept. 
We believe that this multi-terminology around the OI concept represents a barrier to the development of research. In order to limit ambiguities in future studies and encourage them, it is necessary to use a single and generic name for this concept
. We propose “organizational innovation” for four main reasons: 1) This term covers the different aspects included in all definitions (new managerial and working practices, processes, organizational structures or forms) more broadly than managerial or administrative innovations which focus, the former, on managerial aspects, and, the latter, on aspects linked to the social system; 2) It is the closest term to the seminal typology of innovation made by Schumpeter (1934)
 in which the fifth innovation type is “New way of organizing”; 3) It is used in the mainly accepted typologies of Edquist, Hommen, and McKelvey (2001)
 and Meeus and Edquist (2006)
; 4) It is the term consensually chosen by the Oslo Manual OECD, 2005()
 and CIS surveys. To our knowledge, CIS surveys represent the only structured and continual data collection that includes OI since 2005. It is important to note here that before its latest version 2005, the Olso Manual, guidelines for the collection of the CIS data, focused only on technological innovations. OI was simply evicted from the word of innovations in Europe. We hope that its introduction in the CIS data and our article, which aims to clarify the OI concept, will stimulate further research on this complex but fascinating topic.
	Table 2 - Common features of organizational, management and administrative innovations

	
	ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION
	MANAGEMENT INNOVATION
	ADMINISTRATIVE INNOVATION

	Main definitions

Main authors
	*New structure affecting rules, routines, tasks Ménard, 1994()

*Implementation of new organizational method in the firm’s business practices, workplace organization or external relations OECD, 2005()

*Innovative practices in work organization Mazzanti et al., 2006()

*Use of new managerial and working concepts and practices Armbruster et al., 2008()

	*Marked departure from traditional management principles, process, and practices or a departure from customary organizational forms that significantly alters the way the work of management is performed Hamel, 2006()

*Invention and implementation of new management practices, processes or techniques and organizational structures. Birkinshaw et al., 2008


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009)

	*Occurs in the social system of an organization. The social system refers to the relationships among people who interact to accomplish a particular goal or task. It also includes rules, roles, procedures and structures 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Damanpour & Evan, 1984; Damanpour, Szabat, & Evan, 1989)

*Innovations that change an organization’s structure or its administrative processes. They are more immediately related to the management Damanpour, 1987()



	Variables used in empirical research
	Team-work, quality circles, just-in-time, job rotation, total quality management Mazzanti et al., 2006()

Lean Production, quality circles, team work…Armbruster et al., 2008()

	Data from CIS 3 (which is based on the OECD definition of organizational innovation, e.g. col. 1 of this table). Implementation of advanced management techniques e.g. knowledge management, quality circle and implementation of new significantly changed organizational structures Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009()

	 ‘service planning and budgeting’, ‘improvement’ via quality management and ‘management processes’ as new job description, establishing new teams Damanpour et al., 2009()

Automated personnel records and skill systems, management by objectives, zero-based budgeting, job rotation, incentive systems 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Damanpour & Evan, 1984; Damanpour et al., 1989)


	Definition emphasis
	workplace innovation, workplace organization, new working concepts
	managerial aspects
	in social system

	Common features
	Novelty

New managerial practices, process

New organizational structures or forms

Similar variables used in empirical researches: quality circles, Total Quality Management (TQM), job rotation




2. ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION: towards a better understanding of the concept and a working definition
2.1. return to the innovation typologies for a working definition of organizational innovation
The literature proposes several typologies of innovations. The best known and most-often studied typologies are those which distinguish between product and process innovation Abernathy & Utterback, 1978()
  and technical (or technological) and administrative innovations Evan, 1966()
.
Product innovation is defined as new products or services. It has an external focus and is primarily market driven. It is introduced to meet customer need. Process innovation is defined as new elements introduced into an organization’s production or service operations. It has an internal focus and aims to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the organizational process Utterback & Abernathy, 1975()
. Process implies a strong emphasis on how work is done within organization and product emphasis on what Davenport, 1993()
. OI is a process innovation. 

The definition of technical or administrative innovation adopted in most studies is taken from Evan (1966)
. Technical innovation occurs in the technical system of an organization and is usually related to technology. It can be a new product, or service or process. Administrative innovation occurs in the social system of an organization. It pertains to recruitment, authority, rewards, and the structuring of tasks or allocation of resources. Following the ‘Dual-Core conceptualisation’ of Daft (1978)
, OI takes place in either technical and social system (p.206), and each system or core can affect the other. Furthermore, according to Daft, OI is more successful when the technical core is tightly coupled with the administrative core. OI is a socio-technical innovation.
Edquist et al. (2001)
 juxtaposed the product/process and technical or technological/organizational typologies and propose an integrated one. They distinguish between two types of product innovation (in goods and in services) and divide process innovations into two categories: technological and organizational. They define the organizational process innovation as new way to organize work or way by which a new organizational form is introduced. OI has “no technological elements as such”, is not based on R&D activities and has to do with the coordination of human resources. If new technological components are introduced in the new process of work, then, it is no more OI, but technological process innovation Meeus & Hage, 2006()
. Inspired by this mixed typology, figure 1 positions the two types of OI: output and process
In summary, OI is a non technological process innovation which encompasses the generation and/or the adoption of working and managing practices, techniques, processes and structures which take place in either the technical and social (or administrative) system, and which are new to the adopting firm and are intended to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of organizational process.
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This definition of IO is operational for future research for several reasons. Firstly, it retains the concept of newness relative to the adopting organization Aiken & Hage, 1971


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Evan & Black, 1967; Knight, 1967; Mohr, 1969)
. In this case, authors consider that if the practices, processes or structures are perceived as new by the organization and its members, it is an OI “even through it may appear to others to be an imitation of something that exists elsewhere” Van de Ven, 1986()
. This understanding of newness is more operational for empirical research because it is easier to check. Indeed, newness here is analysed at the level of the firm without reference to other organizations as it is the case of the newness relative to a set of organizations with similar goals Becker & Whisler, 1967()
 or even “to the state of art” Birkinshaw et al., 2008


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Rachivadran, 2000)
. In these two other understanding of newness, researchers would have to ensure that the new practices or structures are not adopted by any other organization with similar goal (the ambiguity of the notion of “similar goal” is in addition) or even in the world. Secondly, this definition introduces the idea that OI can be analysed as concrete new elements (new working and managing practices, new structures) or as a process of generation or adoption of them. Thirdly, it makes the necessary distinction in terms of generation or adoption. This will enable to address the problem of inconsistent results of organizational innovation research Downs & Mohr, 1976


( ADDIN EN.CITE ; Drazin & Schoonhoven, 1996; Wolfe, 1994)
.
2.2. distinctive features of organizational innovation
This return to the main existing typologies of innovation allows us to distinguish OI from technological innovation. First, OI is less visible Damanpour & Evan, 1984()
 or more tacit Birkinshaw et al., 2008()
, certainly because it has an internal focus and it is not market driven. Because of its tacit feature, it is “difficult if not impossible to protect it by patent” Teece, 1980()
. Because of its lack of visibility, it is perceived to influence performance less readily than technological innovation Damanpour & Evan, 1984()
. Furthermore, the cost reduction of the organizational processes seems low compared to potential revenues that can be generated by successful new products Ettlie & Reza, 1992()
. Second, it is considered more complicated to implement Damanpour & Evan, 1984()
 because it involves modifications in the social system such as reassignment of tasks and fundamental changes in routines Teece, 1980()
, it affects a greater number of individuals than most of technological innovations Alänge, Jacobson, & Jarnehammar, 1998()
 and its weak observability makes it difficult to imitate. Third, it would be less costly or has low initial costs Damanpour & Aravind, 2011()
. Its cost is more closely linked to the “set-up” phase whereas the cost of technological innovation is closely tied to the R&D spending (equipments, scientists, and experts). Fourth, because of the difficulty to protect OI and its less concrete return on investment, organizations have less incentive to allocate resources Alänge et al., 1998()
. So, less experts are dedicated to OI, no unit is specialized in development of OI by analogy with the R&D, and OI also receives less managerial attention and lower priority than technological innovation. 

In the light of the distinctive features of OI and knowing that theories and models of innovation are mostly shaped from the research widely based on technological innovations, we can ask ourselves if they are appropriate for studying OI. Furthermore, our definition of OI highlight that OI encompasses several types that we will try to identify in the following section.  
2.3. typologies of organizational innovation
Whereas two primary types of technological innovations (product and process) have been established and empirically explored, there is no established typology for OI. As stated above, we suggest that OI can be analysed as process and as output. Existing studies on OI most often examine it as output rather than as process. OI is then often an independent variable and two main questions are considered: what are the antecedents of OI and how OI is associated with the firm performance. However, beyond the distinction between radical and incremental innovations which may be applied to OI, several other types have been proposed. For instance, Ménard (1994)
 distinguishes OI (also named OI in form) and intra-organizational innovation. According to him, OI is primarily an innovation in forms which concerns the structure change. It leads to modifications in the hierarchical relationships, in the way the organization divides its activities and achieves coordination. The intra-organizational innovation affects the rules, routines and tasks. More recently, Armbruster et al. (2008)
 takes up and develops this perspective suggesting a complementary dimension. They differentiate OI into structural and procedural and along an intra-organizational and inter-organizational dimension. The first differentiation is close to the Ménard’s proposition, and the second one introduced the idea that OI can “occur within an organization or company or can include new organizational structures or procedures beyond a company’s boundaries” (p.646). If these propositions of OI typologies are laudable, they are still hardly operational in empirical research. Indeed, the differentiation between structural and procedural OI is often tenuous and most OI address both aspects at the same time. So, to our knowledge, the fact remains that the little empirical research that exists on OI does not use this typology. Following the dual-core model of Daft (1978)
, and accepting the idea that OI may also be studied as output, we suggest another typology which may have implications for future research and for the understanding of the success or failure of OI.
3. ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION AS OUTPUT: A SOCIO-TECHNICAL INNOVATION
If OI is primarily part of the process innovations category, a new organizational form or a new organizational system is the output of such a process. This output can be theorized and labelled Birkinshaw et al., 2008()
 and even sold as service by consulting firms, agents or even spin-off. For instance, the Toyota Production System Ohno, 1988()
 has been analysed, theorized and even later labelled as “Lean Manufacturing” by Womack, Jones, and Roos (1990)
 which has been adopted by more and more firms often accompanied by consultants.
According to the dual-core model Daft, 1978()
, OI as output is a combination of new practices, techniques, processes which take place in either technical and administrative (or social) cores or sub-systems. As with most innovations, it involves new technical and administrative components Van de Ven, 1986()
. So, OI can be considered as a socio-technical system Emery & Trist, 1969()
 with some practices taking place in the social system and others in the technical system. It would  not only have socially- or administratively-oriented practices. As figure 2 highlights, we suggest that it could be more technically-oriented or more socially-oriented or mixed.             
A system is defined as a model of reality comprising elements that interact with one another and are interdependent Markard & Truffer, 2008()
. Systems are made up of components, relationships,
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and attributes. Components are the operating parts of the system such as actors, social and technical artefacts, regulatory laws or norms. Relationships are the links between components. Attributes are the properties or characteristics of the components Carlsson, Jacobsson, Holmen, & Rickne, 2002()
. In the OI as system, there are two principal components. First, the social sub-system includes attitudes, beliefs, contracts between employers and employees, relationships between individuals Pasmore & Sherwood, 1978()
. It is made up of practices, processes, techniques in connection with recruitment, authority, rewards, and the structuring tasks or allocation of resources Evan, 1966()
, job design and control structure Molleman & Broekhuis, 2001()
. So, it is composed of new human resource management practices and we could speak about a human resource management system Guthrie, 2001()
. Second, the technical sub-system may be defined as a set of techniques, associated technical tools (but not technological) used to achieve specified outcomes and the activities or processes that make up the methods of production and are necessary for performing the work Fox, 1995(; Hatch, 1997)
. 

Concerning the Total Quality Management (TQM) which has been taken as OI variables in most of the empirical studies (see Table 2), Cua, McKone, and Schroeder (2001)
 identified nine practices as TQM components that are commonly cited. They proposed differentiating the ones which are technically-oriented from the ones which are socially or “human” oriented. As shown in figure 3, the TQM organizational innovation would be composed of both new technical and social practices. The discriminant analysis realised by Cua et al. (2001)
 on 163 plants located in the United States, Japan, Italy, Germany, and the United Kingdom shows that implementation of both 
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socially-oriented and technically-oriented practices of three organizational innovations including the TQM has resulted in better performance.
So, the success of OI (which can be analysed from different points of view: such as positive effects on performance or sustainability of the use of new practices) could be a function of the appropriate joint adoption of practices from both the technical and social systems. As modifications appear to be feasible in the two sub-systems, it would be possible and advisable to organise and compose them in a coherent way. Following this idea, even if an OI would be more technically-oriented or more socially-oriented, managers have to think about the complementary sub-system and its new components (new practices or techniques) if they want its adoption to succeed. About the relationships between the different components of the socio-technical system, we can also put forward the idea that the various new practices in each subsystem are also interrelated and complementary. Following MacDuffie (1995)
 results, human resource practices (which could be the social practices in a potential OI system) contribute to performance if they are “internally consistent” in the social system or the human resource “bundles”. 

From the latter statements, it appears that the socio-technical system and the joint optimisation concepts can be used to analyse and compare OI and even to design it. So, this framework of analysis could be useful for future research as well as for OI management.

4. ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION AS PROCESS
If OI can be studied as concrete new elements of managerial and work practices, it can also be studied as a process of generating or adopting them. Indeed, the most important advance from the great volume of literature on innovation has been the increasing awareness that innovation is primarily and essentially a process and must be studied as such King, 1992(; Rogers, 1995)
. 

The process of innovation is defined to encompass multiple decisions and activities around multiples patterns, sub process and phases Tornatzky & Fleischer, 1990()
. As an analogy with the life cycle of products, the authors propose a life cycle of innovation which has been divided into two main sub-processes: the prenatally one (or generation- or sourced-based process) and the postnatal one (or adoption- or user-based process). Each one is a set of specific activities and involves different actors. The two are intertwined. The former results in innovation as outcome which may be product, service, or process. The latter delineates how the adopting organizations assimilate these outcomes.
For OI, the process of generation has been recently and thoroughly developed by Birkinshaw et al. (2008)
 in a theoretical way. The framework that they have developed opens up some very interesting considerations, namely by pointing out the dual role of internal and external actors. However, to our knowledge, no empirical research using their OI generation model exists at this time. We suggest two main reasons for the phenomena. Firstly, Birkinshaw et al. (2008)
 use the understanding of newness as absolute or “new to the state of the art” which means without “known precedent” and it is empirically difficult to guarantee. They moreover used another understanding of the newness, more relative, in their empirical study on antecedents and performance consequences of OI Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009()
. Secondly, in the field of innovation, adopters and replicators are becoming dominant relative to innovation “generators” or pioneers Winter & Szulanski, 2001()
. But despite this dominance, the process of adopting OI has not been the subject of much attention. In this paper, we focus only on this specific sub-process: adoption.
The literature on innovation adoption generally suggests that this process follows a linear progression through various stages and that the OI process would be similar to the technological innovation process Damanpour & Aravind, 2011()
. However, on the one hand, certain firm experiences show that it is not so linear, and, on the other hand, OI has so many distinctive characteristics with respect to technological innovation that we may expect that its process could be affected. For instance, Daft (1978)
 posits that technological innovation pursue a bottom-up process for adoption decision when the organizational  ones follow a top-down process. 
Few authors have focused on the adoption process of the specific type of innovation that is OI. Table 3 gives an overview of their models which are effectively inspired by adoption models of technological innovations Hage & Aiken, 1970(; Tornatzky & Fleischer, 1990)
.

	Table 3 - Adoption Sub-process of Organizational Process Innovation

	                  Phases

Authors
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	Wolfe (1994)

	Idea Conception
	Awareness
	Matching

Appraisal
	Decision
	Implementation
	Confirmation

Routinization

Full potential application

	Damanpour and Schneider (2006)

	Initiation
	Decision
	Implementation
	

	SYNTHESIS

4 KEY PHASES
	PHASE 1

INITIATION
	PHASE 2

DECISION
	PHASE 3

IMPLEMENTATION
	PHASE 4

CONTINUED USE


In these models, adoption is defined as a linear and sequential succession of different phases They can be grouped into four general phases: (1) initiation is concerned with the activities that pertain to becoming aware of a problem, recognizing a need, searching for existing organizational innovation, seizing opportunities, evaluating them in terms of costs, benefits, suitability and recommending the best ones (2) decision reflects evaluating the proposed solutions from different points of view (financial, technical, human, strategic perspectives) and allocating the resources (3) implementation consists of activities, events, tactics that pertain to the internal actors’ acceptance of the OI, being skillful and committed in its use, adapting it or part of it until it becomes a routine (4) continued use refers to the routinization of the practices which make up the OI 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Damanpour & Schneider, 2006; Damanpour & Wischnevsky, 2006; Klein & Sorra, 1996; Meyer & Goes, 1988; Rogers, 1995; Wolfe, 1994)
.
Few empirical studies have been carried out on the entire adoption process. They focus more on the decision stage and its obstacles or determinants or they do not specify the specific phase upon which investigation focuses. However, this lack of specification is one of the obstacles to the advancement and accumulation of knowledge  in OI research Wolfe, 1994()
. However, it seems important to distinguish the phases as they require different abilities Damanpour & Schneider, 2006()
. Therefore, to extend the best possible understanding of OI process, several points must be considered. First, adoption is considered a linear and sequential process. However, it is also defined as a long, complex, closely linked to the learning process Scozzi & Garavelli, 2005()
 which requires sense-making at an individual and collective level Alter, 2010(; McCabe, 2002)
. It is not an automatic process and various obstacles can result in failure Wagner, Morton, Dainty, & Burns, 2011()
. So, we expect that it is more an iterative process with trial and error. Second, most of this literature focuses on the internal actors and namely the managers. As Birkinshaw et al. (2008)
 proposed in their OI generation framework, we expect that external actors also play a role on the OI adoption. Third, the definition of the various phases suggests that the process is viewed in rational way or from an “efficient perspective”. Counter-assumptions have been made that are interesting to consider. Fourth, the last phase “continued use” or “routinization” has less emphasis on actors and on actions, tactics that are necessary.  However, we expect that achieving routinization is not automatic. 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Building on existing literature on OI, this paper allows understanding the reason why OI has received less attention than technological innovation, while it is one of the most widespread type of innovation, namely in France (CIS 2006). The first reason is that the term of OI has been used to express two different perspectives: innovation in the context of organization and OI as object of analysis. Recognition of these two perspectives is essential in order not to confuse them and compare their results. For instance, the results of the meta-analysis realised by Damanpour (1991)
 should not be understood as the antecedents of OI but antecedents of innovations in general or to be more precise, innovations all types combined. The second reason is that there are several terminologies for the same concept: OI, administrative innovation, management innovation or managerial innovation. This multi-terminology around the single concept of OI maintains the confusion and represents a barrier to the development of knowledge about it. So, our suggestion is to adopt a single name: OI because it is coherent with the main accepted and used typologies of innovations and the only instrument for data collection on OI (CIS). The third reason is that several authors opt for a radical, absolute understanding of newness. By doing so, empirical researches are more difficult to operationalize and this understanding is not coherent with the reality of most of the innovations. In other words, it is quite scarcely observed in firms. Indeed, according to Winter and Szulanski (2001)
, adopters or imitators are dominant. So, we suggest choosing a relative idea of newness, as new for the adopting firm. The fourth reason is that theories and models used for OI are largely based on those about technological innovations. However, by situating OI in the typologies of innovations, we highlighted distinctive features from technological innovations. Theories and models should be questioned with regard to these distinguishing features. The fifth reason is that is that OI has been neglected in the most important data collections on innovations. For instance, it has been included in the CIS data only recently. At last, the sixth reason is that OI encompass several types, several components and that the existing typologies do not allow really distinguishing them. We suggest, on the one hand, accepting the idea that OI is a complex concept which may address different aspects in a same time (structural and procedural, social and technical) and, on the other hand, considering that it may be analysed both as output and as process. 
5.1. organizational innovation as process: the adoption process questioned
The main models of adoption process adopt a rational perspective. For instance, at the initiation and decision phases, internal actors are supposed to have a rational approach to diagnosing the problem, identifying the possible solutions, and evaluating them in order to maximize their decision. They seem to be in the best position to become aware of problems or shortcomings between the organization’s current and potential performance and to recognize the need of new solutions. This approximates the “efficient choice” perspective Abrahamson, 1991()
 which could produce a “pro-innovation” bias: innovation is a good think Downs & Mohr, 1976(; Kimberly, 1981)
. However, other important perspectives exist. Two main counter-assumptions to the “efficient perspective” have been developed in the literature of innovation diffusion stating the role of external actors. 

First, according to the “forced-selection perspective” Abrahamson, 1991()
 or the “coercive isomorphism” DiMaggio & Powell, 1983()
, external actors can have sufficient power to strongly urge the organization to adopt an OI. For an OI such as Lean manufacturing (Lean) for instance, the main clients of subcontracting firms strongly encourage them to adopt it through a somewhat roundabout way (Dubouloz, 2011). They imposed a high standard of quality, with quality labels and delivery in small and repetitive series, and obviously, to reduce their prices. They also proposed the Lean solution which allows us to do so while developing their own performance. Beyond the proposed solution, they invite them to visit some factories which operated on the Lean principles, propose them to train their managers and employees to the Lean principles and practices in their own training centre and even give contacts of consultants who could help them in this kind of step. 

Second, according to the mimetic processes DiMaggio & Powell, 1983()
 or the “fad and fashion perspective” Abrahamson, 1991()
, some firms tend to imitate others who seem to better cope with the uncertainty, economic difficulties and requirements related to the market evolution. They can be influenced by business mass media, local media which promote results or performance gains obtained with a specific OI in comparable firms. Public or parapublic organizations which support innovation or industry clusters can also play a “fashion setter” role in this phase Abrahamson, 1991()
. Via meetings, conferences, information letters, local media, they can disclose information about OI that they have selected and tested, promoting their good performance. The common lineage and specific industry heritage of the firms in a cluster enhance the information diffusion and the absorptive capacity Cohen & Levinthal, 1990()
 of the members. When firms obtain from earlier adopters, clusters, consultants knowledge that reduces ambiguity about the OI and its effects, they are prone to adopt it. In the Dubouloz’s research (2011), five of the six firms studied are members of the industry cluster Arve Industries Haute Savoie Mont-Blanc
 and all have been supported by consultants or have participated in group programs proposed via the cluster. Indeed, the Lean is an important part of its industrial program. Conferences, meetings, exhibitions are organised by the cluster Arve Industries or by its governance members in addition to the different intervention programs that provides a diagnosis as well as meetings, trainings and Lean coaching. 

These “fad and fashion” and “forced selection” perspectives suggest not only that institutional and mimetic forces affect the adoption process but also that the role of external actors may be important. It could be even more important for OI that firms do not generally have experts (see 2.2) with proven OI skills. However, the role of external actors should not completely overshadow that of  internal actors, namely the role of the managers which has been highlighted several times in the creation of a favourable climate Klein & Sorra, 1996()
 by developing participation, persuasion or incentives tactics Nutt, 1986()
. 
Organizational innovation, perhaps more than any other innovation, responds to the idea of “creative destruction”. Indeed, it “destroyed” social rules whose stability was a source of meaning and resulted in routine, in order to “create” new ways of thinking, new modes of operation that would in turn become routine. According to the “path dependency” concept Combs, Liu, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006()
, the adoption process could also be constrained by past learning and past events experienced both by the collective and the individuals. As shown by Wagner et al. (2011)
, failures in other attempts of past organizational changes can affect the OI perception, causing scepticism or even resistance to change. We observed that this resistance to change is one of the most important barriers to OI and that it can have a blocking effect during the implementation phase (Dubouloz, 2011). In such a case, it may require a change back to the decision phase in order to reconsider some aspects of the OI design and management. 
These different perspectives and few examples from previous qualitative empirical studies highlight that, first, OI adoption process would not be a so rational process, and second, it could include false starts, change back and detours. So, it would be more an iterative process than a linear one. This new outlook on the OI adoption process could influence the direction of future research. 
5.2. implications for futures researches of the organizational innovation as socio-technical output.
The socio-technical perspective of the OI as output offers also a new approach. It suggests that OI is not systematically only social (or administrative) oriented and that the interdependence and complementarity of the two sub-systems are crucial. So, future studies could investigate the joint implementation of the new social and technical practices which compose the OI and analyse their compatibility or complementarity and its effect on the success of OI. The success of OI could be considered in terms of continued use (in this case, we consider the success of the OI as the achievement of the final stage of the adoption process) or in terms of effects on the performance of the firm. The research questions could be: Does a high level of adoption of both social new practices and technical new practices of an OI provide more chance of sustainable use or higher performance? Do different configurations of social and technical new practices affect the success chances and the level of performance? Different tests of fit or complementarity Drazin & Van de Ven, 1985(; Milgrom & Roberts, 1995)
 could be realized through quantitative methodologies. These results could have high managerial implication because they could result in some recommendations for designing or manage OI.
5.3. other angles for future research
Results differentiation according to the type of innovation
As the majority of studies on innovation involve the technological innovation, it seems to be interesting to compare determinants and barriers depending on whether the innovation is organizational or technological, and the performance effects of the two. Studies in this field are really scarce. For the Europe, data from the CIS surveys could allow for this knowing that it provides variables about both technological and organizational innovations since 2005. 
Organizational innovation as process
Using theoretical counter-arguments and examples from previous research, our framework provides another angle from which to view the adoption process as a not-so rational and linear process in the hands of both internal and external actors. Organization could be affected by institutional factors or influenced by external actors. Research on the role of external actors is also needed. Furthermore, we still know too little about the process of OI to give clear advice to managers. It would be interesting to pursue research in order to understand why some firms succeed in adopting OI while others failed. While the success or the failure of innovation is often evaluated in terms of performance, it is important to note that performance consequences of OI cannot be truly analysed before its sustained implementation Klein & Sorra, 1996()
. So, we suggest that research on OI adoption process could focus on the success in terms of sustainable use of the new managerial and working practices by the internal actors, before evaluating the OI consequences on performance.
Multi-individuals levels

The adoption process is intertwined with both internal and external actors. Among the internal actors, the perception of the top managers is not sufficient for clearly understanding this process. However, the majority of the research is based solely on their sole perception. We advocate that future research collect data from internal actors of different positions and from external actors. Furthermore, future research should consider and analyse the influence of external actors in the OI adoption. They play a crucial role but their activities are mainly ignored in the research on the OI. 
Longitudinal studies or panel quantitative studies 

The study of OI as a process which occurs over time requires data that allow for an examination of its sequencing and phasing over time. Several methodologies are possible. Preliminary qualitative research seems to be essential to an in-depth understanding of the adoption process and its process-oriented and dynamic nature. The retrospective qualitative methodology could be a possible pathway. It is less time consuming than longitudinal study. But, on the other hand, it presents several risks. First, actors can remake the process in order to make sense of it. Second, it could be difficult to clearly isolate the units of time (phases). The boundaries of the different phases might be unclear. So, longitudinal research realised on contemporary cases and followed in real time could solve the problem of retrospective sense-making bias. But the problem of the ambiguity of the phase limits remains.
Secondly, to gather data from multiple firms from multiple actors over multiple periods, the use of repeated quantitative survey data will allow for conducting statistical tests within and between firms variability in terms of level of innovation use or innovation effectiveness (performance). Panel methodology could be useful. It allows to follow firms over time and, for instance, to analyse the evolution of the determinants and obstacles of the OI over time. One of the major difficulties is to make sure that the database do contains the same firms on the different periods. Some French or European surveys such as COI (“Changements Organisationels et Informatisation) or CIS could allow for this kind of methodology because the first one has been realized in 1997 and 2006 and the second one has been realized every two years and since 2005 it includes data on OI.

Determinants and barriers of organizational innovation in the various phases
Studies that focus specifically on OI are scarce and focus on the decision phase. An angle of research would be to identify its determinants and barriers depending on the process phase. This will allow for analysing the differences of effects of determinants and barriers upon the phases under consideration and for taking account of specificities of the innovation phase.    
Comparative research on types of organizational innovation
Several typologies of OI are proposed in the literature (procedural/structural; intra-/inter-organizational) in addition to the one that we suggested (social-/technical oriented). Future research could investigate the differences between their antecedents and their possible complementarity, in other words, their combined effect on performance in quantitative and qualitative terms. 
Relationships between different types of innovations
Organizational and technological innovations are closely related and even inter-related Edquist et al., 2001()
. They both provide to each other with option to either initiating  or responding to each other Benner & Tushman, 2002()
. OI can be required for successful technological innovation (TI) and it also can be a necessary consequence of a technological innovation. But this relationship is neither simple nor deterministic. However, while the relationship between product innovation and technological process innovation has been quite largely studied showing a strong interrelation at the firm level Edquist et al., 2001()
, studies on the relationship between OI and TI are scarce. So, this topic requires more researches to depth understand this possible interrelated phenomena without falling in the trap of “technological innovation bias” according to which technological innovation require organizational adjustments. In this vein, technological innovation would be the entry point and OI the required consequence or, in other words, OI would be a support innovation and not a catalyst of technological innovation Ayerbe, 2006()
. We suggest that this main direction of the relationship between OI and technological innovation has to be questioned and requires new research. Theories such as the socio-technical one Emery & Trist, 1969()
, the resource-based view Penrose, 2009()
 or the complementarity developments Milgrom & Roberts, 1995()
 could be mobilized in this perspective. 
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� The 342 articles were published in the United States from 1992 to 2010 in the seven following management journals : Academy of Management Review, Academy of Management Journal, administrative Science Quarterly, Journal of Management, Strategic Management Journal, Management Science, and Organization Science. 


� “A rose is a rose is a rose. And a rose by any other name would smell just as sweet.” Gertrude Stein and William Shakespeare (Cited in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Garcia</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>326</RecNum><DisplayText>Garcia, R., &amp; Calantone, R. 2002. A critical look at technological innovation typology and innovativeness terminology: a literature review. <style face="bold italic">The Journal of Product Innovation Management</style>, 19: 110-132.</DisplayText><record><rec-number>326</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="rzf0v9ttfzx2rzeepaz5ttpttadferfvarzz">326</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Garcia, Rosanna</author><author>Calantone, Roger</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>A critical look at technological innovation typology and innovativeness terminology: a literature review</title><secondary-title>The Journal of Product Innovation Management</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>The Journal of Product Innovation Management</full-title></periodical><pages>110-132</pages><volume>19</volume><dates><year>2002</year></dates><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�Garcia, R., & Calantone, R. 2002. A critical look at technological innovation typology and innovativeness terminology: a literature review. The Journal of Product Innovation Management, 19: 110-132.�). I thank the Professor Damanpour for this idea.


� This cluster includes 283 firms of which 93% of SME mainly industrial subcontractors. It is specialised in mechatronic, cutting, complex machining and precision engineering. Its governance includes members of firms, universities, an industrial technical centre, a dependant entity of the General Council and an innovation centre.
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