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Abstract
There is a growing body of literature in the field of new innovation approaches, which
importance has also garnered the interest of policymakers around the world. Various policy
initiatives have been introduced, and some of them have proven to be successful, reaching
millions of people worldwide. The primary motive of implementing these initiatives is to generate
more effective and sustainable solutions to cater to the increasingly complex socio-economic
challenges. However, despite the significant contributions, previous studies revealed that these
innovations received comparatively less attention in public policy as compared to conventional
innovations, resulting in limited prioritisation in public policy agenda. Therefore, the purpose of
this paper is to explore the factors behind the low policy recognition of new innovation
approaches. Based on the literature review carried out, several factors limiting the policy
recognition have been identified, in which, to some extent, have consequently limited the
potential of such innovations to thrive. The role of the government, particularly the
policymakers, is to respond to current issues and chart future directions supported by other
stakeholders. Henceforth, their commitment to developing more balanced policy measures is
indeed imperative to optimise the benefits of innovations to society and tailor them to the
Sustainable Development Goals.
Keywords: innovation, new innovation approaches, policy

1. Introduction
The world today is facing the magnitude of formidable challenges, including poverty
and inequality, which can result in various socio-economic problems. In some parts of the
world, these challenges have become more apparent in the past few years. The efforts to
grow a sustainable and inclusive future are becoming even more difficult. Although the
global poverty rate has successfully halved from the 1990s, five years ahead from the
Millennium Development Goals’ (MDGs) target, the World Bank pointed out that people
who live in extreme poverty remain unacceptably high globally [1]. Following this event,
ending extreme poverty poses a significant challenge in efforts to achieve the Susta inable
Development Goals’ (SDGs) target and requires more significant efforts [2]. According to
the World Bank, there are still major globally poor concentrated in some parts of the world
[1].
Over the years, in pursuance of the ongoing socio-economic issues, governments
worldwide have increasingly placed innovation agenda as one of the essential policy
agendas to achieve sustained economic growth and well-being through the provisions of
various policy and support measures. Investments in innovations have resulted in various
developments, including the introduction of the latest technological innovations in various
areas, such as transportation, education, and agriculture, which have helped to ease
people’s way of life. However, despite the worldwide’s recognition of the innovation role
as the key driver to economic growth and social improvements [3], the current trends
demonstrate that the improvements appear to be insufficient and uneven. The scholars
generally accepted that inequality is the result of innovation and technological change in
which the benefits have been widely said to be unevenly spread, contributing to increasing
inequality [4], [5]. The conventional approach to innovation brings negative distributional
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effects in which only small parts of the society benefit from the innovation, but the
taxpayers share the costs [6].
Responding to this, several new forms of innovations have been introduced and
implemented to cater to the gaps by paying closer attention to benefitting the excluded
members of society in a fair manner. In parallel with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, where inclusion and sustainability are central to growth, these innovations
combined the new and traditional approaches to cater to social issues. Among the
commonly cited new innovation approaches in the literature are grassroots innovation,
social innovation, inclusive innovation, and frugal innovation. In principle, the
fundamental notion of these innovations is that they promote fairer sharing of innovation
benefits through which they involve diverse ways of doing and utilising Science,
Technology, and Innovation (STI) in addressing social needs [7]. These innovations have
also increasingly given more persuasive words in public policy agenda in many countries,
where various policy measures have been introduced and implemented worldwide in
pursuit of addressing the varying socio-economic challenges.
Notwithstanding, it is generally accepted in the literature that these new innovations
received much less recognition as compared to conventional innovations for profit or
economic purposes in public policies. The predisposition has resulted in a considerable
lack of prioritisation of these new innovation approaches in the public policy agendas.
Indeed, this also illuminates why there is a lack of policy climate that could enable such
innovations to flourish, in which several scholars have identified a number of
implementation issues occurring at the local level. In this regard, it is necessary to
comprehend what contributes to this shortcoming. Therefore, the main aim of this paper is
to explore the factors that limit policy recognition towards new innovation approaches. To
attain the stated objective, several relevant previous studies were reviewed.
This paper is organised into four main sections. The first section briefly describes the
relevant concepts followed by the discussion of theoretical perspectives in section two.
Next, section three provides a review of the previous studies pertinent to the topic. In the
following section four, a discussion with several policy recommendations is provided.
Finally, section five concludes the article.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Innovation
Innovation is a term that is defined in various ways with no distinct definition attached
to it. As per [8], innovation can never be accurately defined. Nevertheless, the core
concept of innovation is ‘novelty’ [9]. Conventionally, the analysis of innovation was most
often in the perspectives of the newly created or improved products and processes that are
driven by scientific knowledge and technology [10]. Schumpeter, one of the fathers of
modern innovation theory, puts the term innovation as the combination of new elements,
namely, (i) introduction of a new good; ii) introduction of a new method of production; iii)
opening of a new market; iv) conquest of a new source of supply or new materials or
manufactured goods, and v) carrying out of a new organisation of any industry [11]. The
OECD and Eurostat define innovation “the implementation of a new or significantly
improved product (good or service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new
organisational method in business practices, workplace organisation, or external relations”
[12]. Briefly, in [13] describe innovation as the “successful exploitation of new ideas.”
OECD and Eurostat outline four types of innovation, namely, (i) product innovation is
the introduction of a good or service that is new or significantly improved concerning its
characteristics or intended uses; (ii) process innovation is the implementation of a new or
significantly improved production or delivery method; (iii) organisational innovation is the
implementation of a new organisational method in the firm’s business practices, workplace
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organisation, or external relations; and (iv) marketing innovation is the implementation of
a new marketing method involving significant changes in product design or packaging,
product placement, product promotion, or pricing [12].
Innovation is subdivided into two strategic approaches. One is incremental innovation,
and the other is radical innovation. Incremental innovation refers to the innovation that is
built on existing knowledge and resources or the adaptation of the existing categories [14],
[15]. This type of innovation does not involve significant modifications of the existing
product and is less dramatic. Radical innovation, on the other hand, refers to an innovation
that involves a substantial change from the original practice, aimed for systemic change. It
can be either disruptive, the innovation that disrupts the existing patterns of production,
consumption, and distribution, or generative, which means that ideas and innovations are
further generated in their wake [14].
2.2. New Innovation Approaches
The new innovation approaches aimed at better addressing the unmet challenges where
the market and traditional approaches failed to address. These new approaches of
innovation primarily accentuate the development of novel solutions to achieve equal social
and economic benefits across society, in which the marginalised can have equivalent
access to affordable services and products that are previously unattainable. The innovative
solutions can either be developed for or by the marginalised themselves by empowering
them. The combination of the new and traditional approaches of innovation diverges from
the conventional top-down approach where the governments, private sector, and
organisations work to provide solutions to the neediest and bottom-up, with people from
the bottom of the pyramid can also contribute to community development.
Among the frequently cited new forms of innovations in the literature are social
innovation, grassroots innovation, inclusive innovation, and frugal innovation. The
following briefly outlines the terms’ concepts and definitions offered by several scholars;
Social innovation – Driven by the desires to cater to the unresolved social issues due to
market and state failures, social innovation is defined by TEPSIE as “the new approaches
to addressing social needs. They are social in their means and in their ends. They engage
and mobilise the beneficiaries and help to transform social relations by improving
beneficiaries’ access” [16]. Briefly, in [17] describes social innovation as the “innovations
that are social in both their ends and their means.” The term social innovation is regularly
used interchangeably with social enterprise and social entrepreneurship [18].
Grassroots innovation – in [19] suggest the term grassroots innovation as the innovative
solutions developed by people who are active in grassroots settings for sustainable
development. In [5] describes the term as the innovation developed by the low-income
groups as the innovators, which often occurs from and focuses on local development.
Briefly, in [20] depicts this type of innovation as “innovation for the poor by the poor.”
This innovation typically commenced by individuals, especially the poor in the informal
economy and beyond the mainstream innovation setting.
Inclusive innovation – It refers to the initiatives aimed at serving the welfare lowincome groups, including the poor and the excluded groups, directly [15]. Inclusive
innovation also deliberately refers to the “inclusion within some aspects of innovation of
groups who are currently marginalised” [21]. Whilst grassroots innovation is an innovation
developed by low-income groups, inclusive innovation is the innovation with the low income groups as the target consumers [5].
Frugal innovation – The term frugal innovation is frequently used the same way with
inclusive innovation and sometimes used interchangeably [22]. It is commonly referred to
as the modification of existing technologies, products, or services to supply the lower and
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middle-income groups at a lower price so that they are able to purchase [15]. In [23]
describe this innovation as the systematic effort to curtail the dispensable and affluence
characteristics of the products created, aimed at the high-income market.

3. Theoretical Perspective
In discussing the factors influencing the adoption of a policy, the theory of diffusion of
innovation by Everett Rogers serves as the underpinning theory employed as the basis.
This theory is commonly employed to explain the patterns of adoption, explicate the
mechanism, help to calculate whether and how innovation is successful, and determine the
consequences [24].
Diffusion involves the widespread adoption of innovation [14]. From Rogers's
perspective, diffusion of innovation is “the process in which an innovation is
communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social system”.
Rogers suggests four key elements to the diffusion of new ideas, namely, innovation,
communication channel, time, and social system [25].
The process of diffusion occurs along a particular process starting from knowledge,
followed by persuasion, decision, implementation, and end with the confirmation. As per
[26], this process involves information seeking and processing where an individual is
encouraged to eliminate uncertainties about the advantages and disadvantages of an
innovation. The two most critical processes are knowledge and persuasion. Knowledge
refers to the individual’s first exposure to innovation but has a lack of knowledge about
innovation with no inspiration to search for more information concerning innovation.
Knowledge can be obtained from communication channels such as the mass media. In
continuation, based on the knowledge presented, an individual is convinced to accept or
reject the innovation and continues to gain more information related to such innovation
before a decision is made. This stage is the persuasion stage where an individual shapes his
or her attitude towards the innovation based on the knowledge he or she gained.
In terms of adoption, Rogers identifies five attributes that influence adoption, namely,
relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability, and observability [25].
According to Rogers, the relative advantage, compatibility, trialability, and observability
are attributes that influence the adoption of innovation more rapidly. Meanwhile, the
complexity attribute negatively influences the decision to adopt innovation and serves as
an important obstacle to the adoption of innovation [26].
Rogers classifies five innovation adopter categories, namely i) innovators - willing to
take risks, high social status, financial and closest contact to sources and other innovators;
ii) early adopters - having the highest degree of opinion leadership and more discreet in
adoption choices; iii) early majority - adopt an innovation after some time that is
significantly longer than the first two categories; iv) late majority - having a high degree of
skepticism about innovation; and v) laggards - showing little to no opinion leadership that
typically have an aversion to change agents. Policymakers, in this context, fall in the
category of early adopters as they hold the leadership role in the social system. Henceforth,
as the role models, their attitudes towards innovation is critical that can influence the
diffusion process [26].

4. Support for New Innovation Approaches
Appropriate attention and sufficient support are necessary for the effective adoption and
implementation of a policy on innovation. However, the deprivation of adequate
recognition on the potential of the new innovations would result in the lack of priority in
the broader policy agenda. The adoption of such innovations would also be limited as the
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provisions of the environment that can enable the implementation may not be well put in
place.
Evidence from other studies suggests that the governments’ have insufficiently
embraced and recognised the new innovation approaches as the source of innovation
despite having the capability to provide value to a more significant segment of society [27],
[28]. Partly, the lack of recognition could be due to the new innovations being viewed as
less compelling than the conventional ones with an economic value.
In contradiction to the conventional approaches of innovation, the output of the new
ones is fundamentally different from the traditional linear model of innovation and
innovation with underlying motives to generate profit or economic value [29], [30]. These
innovations, too, are driven predominantly by the motivation to meet the needs of the
people rather than for-profit maximisation, such as in business innovations. Some may
involve economic activities and values, but the end goal is to provide social value and
serve the society.
In terms of support, the new innovation approaches have also gained little for them t o
grow and prosper. In [31] asserted that strategies to support social innovation are typically
absent as compared to the innovation in business and technology at the national level. A
study by [32] found that as compared to technological innovation for co mmercial activities,
support for social and not-for-profit innovation appears to be limited. The arguments
aligned well with a more recent study by [33] in which they studied inclusive innovation in
Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa (BRICS). The authors also found that no
specific public policy that supports innovation for inclusive development is available.
These arguments imply that the innovation trajectory remains on mainstream innovation,
overlooking beyond any trickle-down effect of economic innovations to society [33].
4.1. Factors Limiting Policy Recognition
In the previous section, several past studies established that new innovation approaches
received less support from the government as opposed to conventional innovation. The
following sub-sections highlight a few factors that have been associated with the failure in
producing the intended outcomes based on these studies.
4.1.1. Lack of definitions and unclear boundaries
This area of study is an evolving area of research with a plethora of definitions found in
the literature [34]. Thus far, there is no standard and universal definition of the terms that
have been established [35]. In fact, the differences of the existing definitions merely reflect
the contexts and perspectives where the terms are used [36], [37], and interpreted
differently across diverse research fields [38]. The scholars generally agree that confusion
does exist over the terms and concepts, thus defining them is a challenging task as the
terms and concepts are considered as weakly understood [39] and fuzzy [40], [41].
The accuracy and distinctive descriptions, with explicit boundaries of the relevant
concepts, assist the policymaking and implementation process in many ways. One of them
is that it allows everyone involved to have a common understanding of the subject matter,
which later can influence the decision-making process. Besides, the clarity of the terms’
definitions and boundaries could help the policymakers to develop sets of standardised
criteria that are important for the policy implementation process from end to end. In this
regard, the absence of this not only restricts the policymakers to develop policy measures
but also from providing the support needed for such innovations to thrive.
4.1.2. Lack of learning culture

ISSN: 2005-4238 IJAST
Copyright ⓒ 2020 SERSC

523

International Journal of Advanced Science and Technology
Vol. 29, No. 7s, (2020), pp. 519-530

In [42] asserted that due to the nature of innovation that involves an experimental
process, the culture of the policy has yet sufficiently matured to recognise it as a positive
process. This issue, hence, hindering the potential of such innovations from receiving
equal attention in the policy agenda. Securing risks is a significant challenge, particularly
under the challenging financial climate, and therefore such policy experimentation is
considered not a priority. For some governments, they are very thoughtful in supporting
such innovations, where there are possibilities of failures and successes. Thus, the
governments tend to leave the innovations to the market to decide on what should be
adopted. Being averse to risks impedes the openness to learn from failures [32], and this is
common in innovation.
Though the new innovations are mostly incremental in nature where they do not involve
a significant departure from the existing, the existing policy culture is yet to be sufficiently
matured in recognising such innovations. The lack of climate inevitably signifies that the
current culture fails to recognise the potential contribution of such innovations to nation’s
development.
4.1.3. Absence of data and information
Scholars agreed that data and information on the new innovation approaches seem to be
lacking. In [43] pointed out that the lack of information has resulted in the dearth of data
and measurement. Besides, in particular to inclusive innovation, in [39] asserted that there
is a gap of robust data to support the development of an evidence-based policy agenda. As
per [17], the lack of required data to assess the innovation impact in the social innovation
sector is attributable to, among others, the absence of definition.
The availability of data and information is central in decision-making as they serve as
pieces of evidence needed by the policymakers to provide answers to any arising issue
before appropriate policy decisions are made to cater to those issues. Better and more
quality data could, in turn, result in improved policy decisions and facilitate transparency
and accountability of government policy. As per [44], the unavailability of credible data
would be risky for policy implementation, evaluation, and formulation of new pol icies on
public sector innovation.
4.1.4. Outcomes are hard to quantify
The difficulty in quantifying outcomes of the new innovation approaches serves as one
of the reasons that limit the supports needed for such innovations. In [32] contended that
an innovation that is not technical is hard to quantify, especially concerning its potential
savings as it is not aligned with the existing policies, regulations, institutional frameworks,
and infrastructures. In [17] also maintained that the impact of social innovation is difficult
to be measured and financially quantified. Moreover, in [43] asserted that insufficient
information has resulted in the lack of measurement of social innovations in Latvia. In the
same vein, in [18] argued that when it comes to non-financial effects, investing in such
innovations is, to some extent, complicated by the common difficulty to quantify the
effects of investment.
Quantifying outcomes is critical to ascertain whether any policy intervention has
successfully achieved the intended policy objectives and created a positive effect on the
target group. However, these innovations’ projects are often intangible, complicated, hard
to quantify, and may emerge over time [45]. The subjective values of such innovations
where the end goals are to address social challenges somehow limit the capacity and
capability to quantify the outcomes and may lead to a variety of interpretations.
4.1.5. Lack of measurement framework
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In terms of measurement of such innovations, there exists the misalign ment of
conventional innovation indicators. These new innovations aimed at addressing social
issues, but the current statistical and measurement frameworks do not address these types
of innovations [46], [47]. This is because innovations for social is mult itudinous, unlike
the technological innovations that can be measured with growth. As per [48], the lack of
common frameworks has affected the development of indicators. In terms of the
mechanism for evaluating the effectiveness of such innovations, the lac k of measurement
framework might inhibit the development of programmes at the policy level [33].
This fact has sparked the upsurge need for specific indicators to be developed that not
only focus on the input or output, but also the impact measurement. A consistent and
standardised measurement that captures multiple dimensions, particularly in combining
social and economic elements, could help to compare the performance and, in the end,
assist the policymakers in deciding what kind of supports should be provided. In these
recent years, there have been increasing efforts to develop the impact measurement
framework for such innovations.
4.1.6. Insufficient skills and competencies
Several scholars agreed on the existing issue of the lack of competencies requ ired
among the policymakers. The inability to see the loopholes in the existing provisions
hinders the initiation of such initiatives [31]. Specifically, in developing countries, in [7]
asserted the existence of limited skills required for the development and implementation of
the policy amongst the specialist and non-specialist policymakers. As of the authors, the
priorities are different from one country to another. Besides, the replication of one country
policy instrument may not fit the others. These include the set of skills needed to cater to
stages of the innovation system and complementary policies [7]. In [49] pointed out that in
developing countries, particularly, the imitation of policy strategy and instruments serves
as one of the problems to which it is supposed to be addressing the country-specific issues.
In addition to this, a study by [50] found that distributive implications of innovation policy
are often ignored by the policymakers. The necessary capabilities are also found to be
lacking in supporting and promoting such innovations as a mechanism for inclusive
development [33].
Policymakers’ prominent role is to respond to current issues and chart future directions,
which also include planning for financial investments and resource allocatio n. As they are
the main actors in policymaking, sufficient skills, and competencies among the
policymakers are imperative to identify the policy gaps. The absence of such competencies
could lead to ineffective policy development and implementation.

Figure 1. Factors influencing policy recognition of new innovation approaches

5. Discussion

ISSN: 2005-4238 IJAST
Copyright ⓒ 2020 SERSC

525

International Journal of Advanced Science and Technology
Vol. 29, No. 7s, (2020), pp. 519-530

Based on the reviewed literature, several significant factors limiting policy recognition
towards the new innovation approaches have been identified. All six factors identified have
a substantial influence on policy recognition towards the new innovation approaches.
Generally, the factors identified revolve around two main issues, namely i) the lack of
understanding of the role and potential contributions of the innovations in addressing
social challenges and ii) insufficient learning culture and competencies which relate to
individual attributes. These have consequently resulted in the lack of prioritisation of such
innovations in the public policy agenda.
It is accepted in the literature that among the critical hindrances to innovation are
uncertainty and risks [51]. In policymaking, the uncertainties and risks related to the
feasibility of the policy, with the lack of information and knowledge about future events,
as well as, the unclear return on the investment being made, make people become more
complacent and not eager to change the status quo. These facts serve as the brake on any
innovation to thrive. Moreover, when it comes to innovation that aims at attending social
challenges, it is seen as unappealing enough as other existing policy measures are
attending to such issues in other sectors. This, henceforth, explains why the existing
support seems to be piecemeal, and the climate appears to be less encouraging for such
innovations to flourish.
For an innovation to be accepted and diffused, information must be communic ated
through channels over time. Partly because the potential of such innovations has yet to be
widely communicated despite having existing initiatives on the ground, carried out in the
informal settings, have proven to be successful in solving community problems. Some of
the solutions, though localised, with proper support, can be replicated elsewhere and
provide maximised social impacts. In this regard, the availability of data and information is
indeed, the critical elements influencing the recognition and adoption of the policy.
However, this is hampered by the absence of the standardised definition of the terms
making the capacity to develop suitable indicators and measurement framework a
challenging task. As per Rogers, visibility of innovation results will positively influence
the rate of adoption [25]. In this regard, the foremost measure that needs to be undertaken
is the development of standardised definitions and boundaries of the concepts to allow the
development of indicators and measurement framework.
Moving on, policy recognition is also influenced by the policy learning culture among
the policymakers and their capabilities to make use of the information to develop a
balanced policy measure. A fundamental change of the policymakers’ mindset and attitude
towards innovation is imperative to encourage the culture of policy experimentation and
openness to failures. The policymakers act as role models that have the capacity to
influence other members in the organisation to innovate. Their willingness and
commitment to innovate would enable the learning culture through policy experimentation.
By experimenting, the policymakers could consider what works and what does not and
develop appropriate measures for mitigating risks.
Nevertheless, the ability to develop such measures requires policymakers with adequate
skills and competencies. It is central to have sufficient human capital who possess the
capacities and capabilities to optimise the available data and information, as well as,
resources in designing policies to best benefit the people. The possession of relevant
knowledge and skills-set by the policymakers would enable them to aptly utilise the data
and information coupled with the resources they have to prioritise policy agenda.
Subsequently, by considering the wide range of positive and negative impacts of
innovations on various social issues, as well as, adapting to the worldview perspectives,
the policymakers would be able to propose policy measures and interventions that can
benefit the society members equally.
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Furthermore, the policymakers are responsible for consulting with stakeholders not only
to obtain buy-in and promote sharing of resources but also to minimise the possibility of
failure that may take place via the selection of the best course of actions based on the
inputs given by the stakeholders. As Rogers has mentioned, individuals should be informed
about the consequences of an innovation, both its advantages and disadvantages. Hence,
one of the central elements of innovation effectiveness is the accuracy of information
communicated to everyone involved. In this regard, the policy should embark more
engagement with community representatives as these innovations directly involve the local
community and enable the optimisation of the available resources, including financial,
technical knowledge, and experiences. The private sectors should actively be en gaged to
open up for marketing opportunities in efforts to help the community enhance their product
and reach the market. The academia, as well, is equally important. The research output
could also benefit the community members in improving their well -being.

6. Conclusion
Albeit the worldwide’s increasing recognition on the potential of the new innovation
approaches to cater to the pressing global challenges, the previous literature shows that
they have a different position in public policy as compared to the economic and
technological innovations. This fact has resulted in the limited prioritisation of the new
innovations directed towards addressing social challenges as part of the public policy
agendas. Based on the review of the literature carried out, the factors identified revolve
around the issues of lack of understanding in the potential contributions of such
innovations and insufficient learning culture and competencies which relate to individual
attributes. Undoubtedly, the government has a vital role to play in creating an environment
that can foster these innovations by recognising them as solutions to socio -economic
challenges facing it. Though the innovations may start small, with appropriate measures,
they could multiply and spread, thus, provide a more substantial impact on society.
Policymakers are the leading actors in policymaking and have a substantial influence on
others in promoting innovation culture. In this regard, the recognition of innovation highly
depends on the willingness and commitment of the policymakers, which then influences
their decision-making. Therefore, to maximise the new innovations’ potentials, the
policymakers should actively consult the relevant stakeholders, particularly those who are
directly affected by the policy and those who have resources, experiences, and technicality,
as well as, tacit knowledge to identify the needs in developing policy interventions. A
more balanced approach in public policy is vital for equal sharing of the innovation
benefits.
The authors acknowledge that some limitations may arise from this paper. However, the
discussion above would help to shed light on some areas that are relevant to public policy.
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