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Introduction
A number of factors, which have emerged over the
past decade or so, have shaped the telecommunication
industry. A driving force has been technological
developments, which have altered the shape of the
industry. Increasingly wireless technology, on-line
transactions, value-added content, and application
offerings are changing the telecommunications
landscape. In addition, there is increasing conversions
of technologies and markets. Privatization and
competition is also dramatically changing the industry
and there has been a significant increase in the number
of service providers in this industry. The twin forces of
technology change and a highly competitive industry
environment means that the service providers have to
continually look to introduce innovative products and
services and improve their operating efficiency and
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service levels. Telecommunication service provider are
under tremendous pressure to provide a wide range of
innovative products and service at internationally
competitive prices and with increased value for money.

The pace of global, economic, and technological
development makes change an inevitable feature of
organisational life (Andriopoulos and Dawson, 2009).
It appears that in this changing liberal policy
environment, the development of technological
capability is essential in the telecom sector. In spite of
the crucial role of technological capability in enhancing
the competiveness of the firms very few studies on the
question of how technological capability of the
organisations can be improved. Organisational change
and Innovation have become management "buzz-
words" in the past two decades (King and Anderson,
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2002). The concepts of change, creativity and
innovation have never been more topical, especially
given the commercial context of fierce business
competition, shorter product life cycles and customers
that are more demanding. Increasingly, long-term
commercial success is based on an ability to manage
change, to nurture creativity and to promote innovation
(Andriopoulos and Dawson, 2009).

In general, innovation is defined as the adoption of an
idea or behaviour that is new to the adopting
organization (Rogers, 2003). The innovation can be a
new product, a new service, a new technology, a new
way of doing things, or a new market. Innovation is
production or adoption, assimilation, and exploitation of
a value-added novelty in economic and social spheres;
renewal and enlargement of products, services, and
markets; development of new methods of production;
and establishment of new management systems. It is
both a process and an outcome. Innovation provides
the firm not only with the immediate results in terms of
a new service, product or process, but also in terms of
the increased long-term knowledge base of the firm,
that in turn can be a source of further innovations,
performance improvements and competitive advantage.

The growing importance of Innovation in telecom
industry mainly stems from the recent growth of
demand and competitiveness in this sector, and from
the rapid advances in the technologies available for
telecom organizations. Survival and success of telecom
companies highly depends on their ability to quickly
provide the required amount of services to the
customers and products that can satisfy customers
changing needs in an effective way, to adequately react
to competitors' innovations, to take advantage of the
new technological developments available in the
marketplace, and to guarantee high quality and safety.
In order to be competitive and meet these requirements,
companies operating in the telecom sector need to

become more innovative and increase their technology
capabilities (Hjalager, 2002; Rodriguez and Burguet,
2003).

With advances in research, the concept of Innovation
has also been refined and a more comprehensive
understanding of Innovation has been emerged.
Innovation has emerged as a resource or competence
that enables organizations to change as the environment
changes and thus to obtain long-term, lasting
competitive advantages (Panayotopoulou and
Papalexandri, 2004). Organisations must be aware of
the need to develop a perception of support for
Innovation where the management's values become
employee practices. Perception of support for
Innovation is a measure of the organizations orientation
toward Innovation. Organisations can nurture
perception of support for Innovation by means of
different dimensions of the organizational climate.
Organizational climate can be described as the shared
perceptions of organizational members who are
exposed to the same organizational structure.

Given the current paradigm of a rapidly changing
business environment in which success relies heavily
on human capital, it is of paramount importance that
organisations create a workforce that can continually
create and implement Innovation. One way for
organisations to do this is through the establishment of
a strong climate for innovation. (Van de Ven, 1986)
suggests that in order for innovation to occur in
organizations, employee attention needs to be directed
toward creating new products, processes, and services
crucial to the organizations survival. A strong climate
for innovation may act as a way of focusing employee
attention and creating a collective mentality that is
supportive of innovation. Several studies reported that
the most frequently cited reason given for change
initiatives failure such as Business Process Re-
engineering or TQM, etc. was due to a neglect of the
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organisations climate (Cameron and Quinn, 2006).

A commonly used definition of organizational climate
describes it as employees shared perceptions about the
environment in which they work, and the general sense
of which behaviours will be rewarded (Schneider, 1990).
In addition, organizational climate can be examined in
terms of a particular referent such as innovation
(Schneider and Reichers, 1983). A climate for
innovation, therefore, is the perception employees hold
about innovation in the organization and it consists of
workers' feelings, attitudes, and behavioural tendencies
measured by their perceptions (Payne & Pugh, 1976).
It can also believe climate for organisational innovation
is a useful proxy when it is difficult to get direct
behavioural measures of innovation across diverse
organisations and industry sectors. In a strong climate
for innovation, workers feel like innovation is valued
and believe they will be rewarded for innovative
behaviours. In a weak climate for innovation, workers
do not feel innovation is valued and fear they will be
ridiculed if they suggest a new idea. Given the
importance of having a workforce that is continuously
creating change and innovation, there is an advantage
for companies, which establish strong climates for
innovation. To create Innovation, organisation must
focus employees' attention on developing new products,
processes, and services. Several researchers have
indicated that a climate for innovation may act as this
continual instigator and redirect employees' behaviour
toward innovation (Amabile, 1988; Isaksen, 1987;
Kanter, 1988). Thus, when a crisis hits, a company with
a strong climate for innovation might excel at focusing
employee attention toward the developing problem in
order to quickly generate solutions. Conversely, when
an organization with a weak climate for innovation
faces a crisis, it may take longer to focus employee
attention towards finding potential solutions.

In sum then, a strong climate for innovation aids in

directing employee attention toward Innovation.
Organisations seeking to create innovation, therefore,
could potentially benefit from the establishment of a
strong Climate for Innovation. In business organizations,
the structure of the market (competition, concentration),
technological dynamism, and market growth are
considered the prominent environmental factors
influencing technological product/service and process
innovations (Cohen and Levin, 1989; Nohria and Gulati,
1996).

In this modern age, technology is the most important
resource of any nation. The fierce competition situation
is arising because of globalization and privatisation and
forcing the organizations across the globe to realize
that their survival is not feasible in the absence of
Innovative practices. The industries should invoke and
gear up for Initiatives to build technology capabilities.
Competition and long-term growth can be achieved
through Innovation Climate, efficient technology
management, and technology progress. Technological
developments are also occurring very rapidly.
Continuous renewal and adaptation is required to stay
in business. The current dynamic environment demands
organizations to change. Sustainable development
cannot happen without innovation. It is very essential
for an organization to change the way it operates and
change the products and services it provides.
Technologies are continuously changing and are a
critical contributor to the turbulent markets.

Innovation Climate and technological capability of a
firm are widely recognized as critical factors contributing
to the firms' performance, competitive advantage and
sustained commercial success in the market and,
therefore, they have been extensively investigated from
different perspectives for a long time now. Technology
capability encompasses the organisation ability to
identify its technological needs and to select the
technology to fulfil the needs; operate, maintain, modify
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and improve the selected technology; and promote
technical learning (Kumar et al., 1999). The major
mechanism of Building Technology Capability of a firm
is Innovation Climate. Although there are a number of
recent studies investigating Innovation in the telecom
industry (Fache, 2000; Hallenga-Brink and Brezet,
2005; Hjalager, 2002). The existing literature is still in a
relatively early development phase and does not address
the issue of Technology Capability Building through
Innovation Climate, despite its importance and need
for a better understanding of this process in Telecom
context.

Review of Literature
Research has called for organizations to be more
flexible, adaptive, entrepreneurial, and innovative to
effectively meet the changing demands of today's
environment (Orchard, 1998; Parker & Bradley, 2000;
Valle, 1999). Many studies have been carried out on
change processes on the individual and groups levels
(Poole, Van de Ven, Andrew H. 2004). The change
and Innovation research has been carried out by
psychologists (King and Anderson, 2002), management
scientists and organisational sociologists (Graetz et al.
2006), (Henry, Mayle, 2002), (Paton, McCalman, 2001),
(Senior, 2002), organization behaviour specialists
(Mowday and Sutton, 1993) in addition to scholars from
other disciplines (Clarke, 1994). The thorough literature,
though remarkable and inspiring, lacks cohesiveness
and integration. Innovation is not simply developing new
ideas, but rather is "the generation, acceptance and
implementation of new ideas, processes, products or
services" (West and Altink, 1996). 'Creativity' is
commonly used as a synonym of 'Innovation'. Although
the two terms are greatly connected to each other, they
refer to two different but related concepts. "At its
simplest, creativity is the thinking process that drives
employees to generate new and useful ideas. Without
the development of new ideas, the ability to respond to
dynamic market pressures, or to imagine alternative

ways of doing things, organizations may lose their
competitive position and become staid and unresponsive
to the shifting demands of their customers"
(Andriopoulos and Dawson, 2009).

Studying innovation has received increased attention.
The pressure to present new products mainly triggers
this increased interest in 'Innovation' for customers.
Innovation refers to the introduction of any new product,
process, or system into an organization (Suranyi-Unger,
1994). The word innovation is derived from the Latin
word Novus, or new, and is alternatively defined as "a
new idea, method or device" or "the process of
introducing something new" (Gopalakrishnan and
Damanpour, 1994). West and Farr (1990) define
innovation as the intentional introduction and application
within a role, group, or organization of ideas, processes,
products, or procedures, new to the relevant unit of
adoption, designed to significantly benefit the individual,
the group, organization, or wider society. Hamel (2006)
described innovation more broadly as a marked
departure from traditional management principles,
processes and practices or a departure from customary
organizational forms that significantly alters the way
the work of management is performed.

Innovation is divided into two types: Technical
Innovation, which is related to "the implementation of
an idea for a new product or a new service, or the
introduction of new elements in an organizations
production or service operations", and Administrative
Innovation, which "occurs in social systems of an
organization, like the implementation of a new way to
recruit personnel, allocate resources and structure
tasks, authority and rewards. It comprises innovations
in "organizational structure and in the management of
people" (West and Altink, 1996). The adoption of
innovation means that the innovation is new to the
adopting unit (Angle and Van de Ven, 2000); it intends
to derive anticipated benefits from changes that the



40 Pacific Business Review International

innovation may bring to the organization (West and
Anderson, 1996).

The adoption of innovation can be the direct result of
managerial choice or can be imposed by external
conditions. For instance, the adoption of a new strategy,
structure, or reward system may be stimulated by a
performance gap because of internal inefficiency or
stimulated by environmental change. Regardless of the
internal or external origin of the impetus for change,
innovation adoption is a means of creating change in
the organization to ensure adaptive behaviour and is
intended to change the organization so that it maintains
or improves its level of performance or effectiveness.
The adoption of innovation can be a means of changing
the organization in response to environmental demands
and constraints by exploiting environmental
opportunities. Innovation scholars have often posited
that the primary stimulus for organizational innovation
and change come from the external environment; hence,
characteristics of an organization's environment may
be critical to its ability to innovate (Camison-Zornoza,
Boronat-Navarro and Segarra-Cipes, forthcoming;
Pierce and Delbecq, 1977; Tornatzky and Fleischer,
1990).

Innovation is often expressed through behaviours or
activities that are ultimately linked to a tangible action
or outcome. Examples of this include the implementation
of ideas surrounding new product/services or
modifications to existing ones (product or market focus),
restructuring or cost savings initiatives, enhanced
communications, personnel plans (process related), new
technologies (technology/research and development
based), unique employee behaviours (behavioural
based), or organizational responses to opportunities
(strategic) and unscripted situations (Martins and
Terblanche, 2003; Robbins, 1996; West and Farr, 1990).
In these situations, the metric for success is dependent
on the nature of the outcome itself and is often measured

against changes in performance. Barrett and Sexton's
(2006) view that innovation is both an end and a means
in achieving sustainable competitiveness.

According to (Buckler and Zien, 1996) Innovation is
the purpose of the whole organisation a broad activity.
In this kind of culture, new ideas come forward into an
atmosphere of enthusiastic support and a desire to
contribute to them, even though everyone knows that
the majority of these ideas will not make it to market.
Innovative companies are on the lookout to continually
refresh this climate, because it can be undermined.
Thinking "outside the box" is certainly a major
characteristic of an innovative climate (Buckler and
Zien, 1996). Schneider and Reichers (1983) define
organizational climate as shared employee perceptions
of organizational policies, practices, and procedures.
Climate is shared among employees and therefore
defined by how employees collectively experience the
organization. Damanpour and Schneider (2006)
asserted that strategic leadership research indicates that
top managers influence organizational outcomes by
establishing organizational culture, influencing
organizational climate, and building the capacity for
change and innovation. In this context, the climate for
innovation is a direct result of top managers' "personal
and positional characteristics" (Damanpour &
Schneider, 2006, p. 220).

Organisation climate plays an important role for the
innovation of an organisation. (Ekvall and Ryhammar,
1999) have found that there are important connections
between innovative organisations and a creative
climate. The innovation climate that is the degree to
which an organisation offers its employees support, and
encouragement to take initiative and explore innovative
approaches that influences the degree of actual
innovation in that organisation (Martins and Terblanche,
2003; Mumford and Gustafson, 1988). Many authors
(Van de Ven, 1986; Amabile, 1988; Smith, 2000;
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Unsworth and Parker, 2003) have found that individual
innovation helps to attain organizational success.
Employee innovative behaviour depends greatly on their
interaction with others in the workplace (Anderson et
al., 2004; Zhou and Shalley, 2003). According to
(Damanpour and Schneider, 2006), the climate for
innovation is a direct result of the top manager's
personal and positional characteristics. Innovative
organisations have the capacity to adapt to constantly
changing environments in order to survive, and these
adaptive organisations require a climate that stimulates
creative behaviour (Ekvall, 1999).

According to (Ekvall, 1990), innovative organisations
score high in the following dimensions challenge/
motivation, freedom, idea-support, trust, dynamism,
humour, debate, risk-taking and idea-time. According
to (Nystrom, 1990), a climate that supports innovation
can enable its members to generate and implement
creative ideas more effectively. Mumford and
Gustavson (1988) stated that organizational innovation
depends on the climate for innovation. Different
arguments have been advanced on the relationship
between size and innovation. Some scholars propose
that large organizations are more innovative because
they have more financial resources, diverse facilities,
professional and skilled workers, higher technical
potential and knowledge and better scale economies
for raising capital (Fennel, 1984; Hitt, Hoskisson and
Ireland, 1990; Nord and Tucker, 1987). Others argue
that small organizations are more innovative because
they can make quicker decisions to go ahead with new
and ambitious projects, have less bureaucratic and more
flexible structures and greater ability to adapt and
improve, and have less difficulty in accepting and
implementing change (Damanpour, 1991; Nord and
Tucker, 1987).

Studies of organizational innovation have found that
senior executives influence the adoption of innovation

by creating a favourable climate toward innovation
(Damanpour, 1991; Dewar and Dutton; 1986; Hage
and Dewar, 1973). Top executives' favourable attitude
toward innovation facilitates the initiation of innovation
by building feelings of confidence and providing support
to organizational members for proposing new ideas
(Mumford, 2000). It also facilitates adoption decision
because strategic decision-makers with a more
favourable attitude toward innovation would more likely
decide to adopt innovative ideas that depart from
existing practices, instead of those that are more
consistent with current practices, and allocate resources
to acquire and implement them. Successful
implementation of innovation requires laying the social,
technical and intellectual groundwork, building coalitions
among different constituencies and helping coordination
and conflict resolution among units and members
(Damanpour, 1991; Mumford, 2000). An innovation
climate occurs when top managers decide to go ahead
with the new idea and allocate resources to it. Initiation
and implementation, on the other hand, require
cooperation and commitment of non-managers.
Successful implementation requires continued
commitment of top managers to the innovation,
involvement and support of middle managers, and
motivation of organizational members or clients to use
the innovation (Dougherty and Hardy, 1996; Klein and
Sorra, 1996).Organisation heavily influence
organizational capabilities by establishing organizational
climate, motivating and enabling managers and
employees, and building capacity for change and
innovation (Daft, 2001; Elenkov, Judge and Wright,
2005; Yukl, 1999). Witt and Beorkrem's (1989), measure
identified nine organizational characteristics that
influence and promote innovation and creativity: 1)
freedom to decide work assignments, 2) good project
management, 3) sufficient resources, 4) encouragement
of new ideas, 5) organizational norms of cooperation,
innovation, and freedom to fail 6) recognition/reward
of innovation 7) sufficient time to think creatively 8)
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challenging work and, 9) urgency/pressure from outside
sources to accomplish something important. Top
managers affect innovation adoption because they
modulate the process of scanning the environment and
formulating policy to respond to environmental change;
they control resources and influence major decisions,
especially strategic decisions. Top managers are a
potent force for or against innovation, especially if
decision-making power is concentrated in their hands
(Dewar and Dutton, 1986), and are largely responsible
for the cultural values that prevail in support of
innovation within the organization (Bantel and Jackson,
1989; Elenkov, Judge and Wright, 2005). Thus, top
manager's personal and positional characteristics,
functional and general management expertise, and
attitude toward change influence organizational climate
conducive to innovation (Ekvall, 1996; Hoffman and
Hegarty, 1993; West and Anderson, 1996).

Greater environmental complexity leads to more
numerous, specialized and interconnected organizational
parts, stimulating higher rates of innovation and change
(Daft, 2001; Huber et al., 1993; Meyer and Goes, 1988).
The availability of financial resources promotes
organizational innovation and the lack of resources
inhibits it (Damanpour, 1991; Nohria and Gulati, 1996).
Access and ability for contact and information exchange
with external organizational systems are also essential
for innovation (Fennel, 1984; Kimberly, 1978).

According to (Khandwalla, 1984), the management of
an innovative organisation should be willing to take risks
and must believe in flexibility and adaptability.
Nagabrahmam (1980) observed that departmental
climate and commitment of leadership to the innovation
were crucial for the success of innovations in
organisations. In a study of an Indian scientific research
organisation, Dayal (1991) noted lack of open
communication, resulting in the predominant feeling of
distrust and insecurity, as one of the main factors

inhibiting innovations. Tesluk, Farr, and Klein (1997)
focused on how organizational culture and climate
influenced creativity at the individual level. Drawing
on the work of the scholars described above, among
others, Tesluk et al. identified five dimensions of
organizational climate that influence creativity, including
goal emphasis, means emphasis, reward orientation,
task support, and socio emotional support. Kanter (1988)
states that innovation is most likely to occur in
organizations that (a) have integrative structures, (b)
emphasize diversity, (c) have multiple structural linkages
inside and outside the organization, (d) have intersecting
territories, (e) have collective pride and faith in people's
talents, and (f) emphasize collaboration and teamwork.
Amabile (1998) identified six support scales that they
hypothesized would differentiate between high-
creativity climates and low creativity climates, including
(a) organizational encouragement, (b) supervisory
encouragement, (c) work group supports, (d) freedom,
(e) sufficient resources, and (f) challenge. Nystrom et
al. (2002) observed that organisations with more
resources are more likely to invest in innovation because
they can afford to take innovation related risks and
absorb the loss caused by failures.

As a response to increasingly intensified globalisation
accelerated technological updating and continuously
increasing demands for new products or services,
opportunities constantly arise in the market, stimulating
firms involved to respond. Innovation scholars confirm
that the stimulus of firm-level innovation can come from
external environment (Damanpour & Schneider, 2006;
Thornhill, 2006). Van de Ven (1986) suggests that in
order for innovation to occur in organizations, employee
attention needs to be directed toward creating new
products, processes, and services crucial to the
organization's survival. A strong climate for innovation
may act as a way of focusing employee attention and
creating a collective mentality that is supportive of
innovation. Given the importance of having a workforce
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that is continuously creating change and innovation,
there is an advantage for companies, which establish
strong climates for innovation.

Owing to the above literature review on Innovation
Climate and Technology capability building, it can be
concluded that there are rare arguments concerning
the relationship between Innovation Climate and
Technological Capability Building. Honouring this
argument with respect to Innovation supportive climate
and Technology Capability Building, it should be
worthwhile investigating the relationship between
Innovation climate and Technology Capability Building.
Based upon above review on the innovation climate
and the importance of organizational technological
capability building, it can be safely concluded that there
need to be more arguments concerning the relationship

between Innovative climate and Technology Capability
Building of organizations. Although many studies have
been conducted individually either on Innovation climate
or on technology capability of the firm but this research
is an effort to study the relationship between Innovation
Climate and Technology Capability Building of the
organization in Telecom sector.

The Proposed Model
A model of the relationship between Innovation Climate
and Technological Capability building is proposed based
on the review of the Technology Capability Building
and Innovation Climate literature. The model developed
for this study postulates that innovation Climate
contributes in Technology Capability Building is
presented in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1. Conceptual Model

Figure -1: Proposed Model Showing the Effect of Innovation Climate On Technological
Capability Building.
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Objectives
The objectives of the study are as follows:
1. To study the relationship between Innovation

Climate and Technology Capability Building.
2. To analyze the effect of Innovation climate on

Technology Capability Building in the select
companies.

3.  To suggest a model for enhancing Technology
Capability of the Organization.

Research Methodology
The scope of the study extends to the Telecom Sector.
For the purpose of the study, 2 Telecom organisations
are chosen namely BSNL and Aircel. The study has
been conducted in Jammu and Kashmir. The
respondents are the employees working in these
organisations.

Sample of the study: To study the relationship between
Innovation Climate and Technological Capability, in total
60 employees were selected. The sample was

randomly selected.

The research study was conducted by collecting both
primary and secondary data. Primary data have been
collected by a means of questionnaire. Secondary data
was obtained from various books, journals, published
papers, newspapers, websites etc. A standardised
Innovation Climate questionnaire (Source: Isaksen &
Ekvall, 2007) contained 62 (55+7) items was used. Each
of the items was rated on the Five-point Likert type
scale anchored by "strongly agree", "agree", "neutral",
"disagree", "strongly disagree" respectively referred to
points 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1.

Data Analysis and Results
Table 1 Summarizes Value of Cronbach's' alpha of the
items. Hence, we could conclude that the items were
valid and reliable measurement for the study. Mean
ratings that indicated perceived importance of variables
idea time, debate and idea support are the important
one.

DIMENSIONS Mean Standard Deviation Cronbach’s Alpha 

Challenge/Involvement 3.35 0.924 .86 

Freedom 3.38 0.043 .74 

Trust/Openness 3.13 .159 .83 

Idea-Time 3.87 .252 .93 

Playfulness/Humour 3.51 .151 .91 
*Conflict 2.17 .113 .76 

Idea-Support 3.46 .079 .95 

Debate 3.60 .141 .88 

Risk-Taking 2.80 .152 .71 

 *Negative variable

Table 1
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Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient:
For the purpose of the study, the two variables viz.
Innovation climate and Technological Capability
Building has been taken. By using spearman's rank
correlation method, the obtained value in table 2 of r =
.742. It shows that the relationship further between
innovation climate and Technological Capability Building
is positive (r=.742)

Table 2

R t Sig 

.742a 8.431 .000 
 

Both the variables show a positive relationship among
themselves so; the purpose of studying these two
variables simultaneously has been served. The two
variables are related to each other and mutually
dependent on each other. For testing the significance
of the relationships, t test has been used. The value of
t is 8.43. The relationship between the innovation
climate and Technological Capability Building is
significant. Therefore, on the basis of rank correlation
the relation was observed to be positive between the
Innovation Climate and Technological Capability
Building. On the basis of t test, it is found to be
significant.

Effect of Innovation Climate on Technological
Capability Building
On the basis of previous research results, the innovation
climate has been taken as an independent variable
which has further 9 sub factors: Involvement, Freedom,
Trust, Idea-Time, Humour, Conflict, Idea- Support ,
Debates And Risk Taking can be named as X1, X2 . ..
X9. An effort has been made to find out the sub-factors,
which have marked influence on technology capability
building.

Regression analysis for Innovation Climate and
Technology Capability Building

Innovation climate has 9 sub-factors Involvement,
Freedom, Trust, Idea-Time, Humour, Conflict, Idea-
Support, Debates and Risk Taking, Now the effect of
9 sub-factors on technology capability building (Table
4). The results are as under:

Here r2 is equal to .551, which indicates the fit is better.
Calculated value of F is 71.083, which shows that
regression analysis as a whole is significant.

Table 3

R 2 F Sig 
.551 6.083 .000a 

 

In order to investigate the process of building
technological capability through innovation climate, the
regression analysis was done, with technological
capability as dependent variable and following
independent variables: Involvement, Freedom, Trust,
Idea-Time, Humour, Conflict, Idea- Support, Debates,
and Risk Taking. The regression results in table 3
indicate that the variables together explain 55% of the
variation in technological capability (R2=0.551) and the
model is statistically significant at the 0.000 level (F-
test).
According to table 4 X7 ( Idea Support) has the highest
coefficient value i.e. = .207 and proclaims that, for
building the technological capability, the climate should
be supportive, ideas and suggestions are received in an
attentive and professional way by bosses, peers, and
subordinates. Possibilities for trying out new ideas are
created. The atmosphere should be constructive and
positive when considering new ideas. Next factor X5
(Playfulness/Humour), the value of coefficient is .170.
The spontaneity and ease displayed within the
workplace. A relaxed atmosphere, People having fun
at work. The atmosphere should easy-going and light-
hearted effects the technological capability in
organisations. Further factor X8 (Debates) the value
of coefficient is .145, the debating, many voices are

2



46 Pacific Business Review International

heard and people are keen to put forward their ideas
for consideration and review. People can often be seen
discussing opposing opinions and sharing a diversity of
perspectives and thus enables and improves building
of technological capability through innovation.
However, at the same time X3 (Trust) the value of
coefficient is .090 revealed that the degree of emotional
safety in relationships, When employees trust each
other, individuals can be genuinely open and frank with
one another. People can count on each other for
personal support enables and improves technological
capability through innovation. If we see significance
column at 5% level of significance all factors X1, X2,
X3, X4, X5, X6, X7, X8, X9 are significant statistically,
out of them X6 i.e. conflict have negative effect but
significant with technological capability, which makes
it clear that the presence of negative personal and
emotional tensions in the organization effect the
technological capability of the organisation.

Main Findings and Suggestions
The spearman's rank correlation method, points out that
there is positive relationship between Innovation Climate
and Technological Capability Building. This relationship
found to be significant also on the basis of t test.

The multiple regression analysis shows that on the basis
f-test, the regression as a whole is significant for
Innovation Climate and Technological Capability. Out
of the 9 factors of Innovation Climate, Conflict has
significant but negative effect with Technological
Capability. Idea Support, Humour and Debates also
have great influence on Technological Capability
Building.

The findings of the study are useful for identifying the
problems of employees related with creating proper
organisational climate for innovation in telecom sector.
Particularly, it is helpful for 2 companies of this industry,

VARIABLES B Coefficient Std. Error t Sig 

X1 .112 .065 1.726 .031 

X2 .122 .015 1.060 .024 

X3 .090 .047 1.876 .056 

X4 .118 .084 1.399 .018 

X5 .170 .059 2.877 .006 

X6 -.120 .077 -1.549 .028 

X7 .207 .075 .366 .016 

X8 .145 .086 1.688 .040 

X9 .116 .062 1.867 .008 

 

Table 4 Regression analysis for Innovation Climate and Technology Capability
Building
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taken up for study purpose. It also prepares the ground
for working out relevant remedial measures to
strengthen the system. In this study, the correlation and
regression analysis gives overall positive results so, a
management must take up both the variables i.e.,
Innovation Climate and Technological Capability
simultaneously if we want the better results and
improved performance of the organisation. For
Technology capability building and innovation to occur
at a faster and continuous rate, the presence of an
innovation climate should be encouraged which effects
the technological capability building of the organisation.
In this regard, the case organization should be looking
into ways of building its Technology Capability by: (1)
giving more freedom for employees to try out ideas
and voice out opinions, (2) making the climate more
open and trustworthy by having emotional safety in
relationships, (3) giving more time for members to
elaborate new ideas, (4) displaying more spontaneity
and ease in actions, (5) reducing the presence of
emotional tensions (conflicts), (6) supporting new ideas
brought up, (7) injecting liveliness within the workplace
and, (8) having more courage to take risks on
opportunities.

Two main areas for future research are recommended.
First, the study was focused on explaining the process
of achieving high technological capability, not on
company's economic performance. The study would
therefore benefit from detailed analysis of relationship
between technological capability and performance.
Secondly, a study of a larger sample of companies could
be conducted in order to include in the analysis greater
number of independent variables that can possibly be
related to technological capability.
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