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Abstract

The literature on the topic has typically focused on the drivers, motivations, and performance effects of adopting quality management standards.
However, over the past ten years, a significant increase in decertification has occurred as a result of the voluntary abandonment of quality-
management standards by a growing number of businesses without recertifying. The motivations behind the decision to initially adopt quality-
management standards have been widely discussed, but the motivations behind the decision to decertify are distinctive enough to be noticed. We
contend that radically innovative businesses are more likely than incrementally innovative businesses to abandon quality management standards
and, as a result, quality certification. However, innovative businesses tend to keep their quality-management certification and, as a result, do not

abandon it.
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Introduction

Despite the fact that many businesses choose to carry out these audits to
ensure recertification and compliance with a quality standard, an increasing
number of businesses have decided to voluntarily end the auditing process
and cease certification. As a consequence of this, there has been a noticeable
rise in the number of abandonment decisions over the past ten years, in
which businesses abandon quality standards. This may be in opposition to
the reasons for implementing quality management. The most widely used
quality management standard has seen an increase in withdrawals in recent
years, with an average of year worldwide also coming to the conclusion
that "a growing number of businesses are withdrawing from certification" in
accordance with quality standards for a perspective on the prevalence of the
decertification phenomenon and coworkers. The decertification decisions
made by individual businesses add up to observable macro-level trends. The
first time worldwide certifications decreased. In addition, emphasize that, with
the exception of "East Asia and the Pacific," the number of certifications in
Europe has steadily decreased since then. Academics have complained for a
decade that little research has been done on the decertification phenomenon,
despite the widespread decision to abandon quality management certification.
Quality standards research focuses on the initial adoption decision rather than
the factors that led to decertification or recertification. We should also point
out that very few studies have investigated the issue of what happens when
businesses decide to abandon the standard and the costs.

Description

When they say, "our understanding of this phenomenon is very limited,"
make a similar observation. The recent literature review and investigation
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of decertification motivations only identified nine studies that examine the
factors that contribute to quality-standard abandonment. The majority of
these studies are published in practice-based journals, which supports these
assertions. The literature attempting to explain quality-standard decertification
notably neglects analysis factoring organizational characteristics. Mention how
important organizational influences are in relation to decertification tendencies.
Follow the literature on the use of quality standards to the following conclusion:
We are unable to definitively determine which internal characteristics of
businesses increase their likelihood of seeking certification. While the impact of
standardization on innovation has received a lot of attention, little research has
been done on how innovation affects standardization due to the complicated
nature of the relationship between innovation and standards. Quality standards
are widely acknowledged to stifle innovation, but the degree to which an
organization is innovative is a particularly important consideration. As a
result, a comprehensive study of how the degree of innovativeness influences
organizational decertification tendencies [1] focuses on an organizational driver
of decertification and examines the impact of innovation on standardization.

Our research was inspired by the need to gain a deeper understanding of
how organizational innovativeness affects decertification, the relative lack of
attention paid to this current topic in the academic literature, and the decade-
long rise in decisions to abandon quality management standards. With this
background in mind, we make the case that innovative businesses tend to
recertify to quality standards while radically innovative businesses tend to
decertify. Before formulating these priors, we first examine the underlying costs
and benefits that are residing behind organizational recertification decisions, in
accordance with the cost-benefit approach that is typically used in the literature
on quality-standard abandonment. After laying out the relevant costs and
benefits that have been highlighted as pertaining to recertification, we take into
consideration the characteristics of innovative organizations and how these
characteristics might affect the cost-benefit calculations for recertification.
The foundations of quality management standards provide the basis for two
theoretical priors. By strictly observing facility recertification decisions and
lagging all explanatory constructs in our estimation model, we use the data's
panel properties to gather measures of quality certification and other premise-
level characteristics [2].

This procedure generates a dataset for empirical analysis of certified
facility choices to decertify or recertify during the following period. We
sequentially account for year-, country-, and industry-specific fixed effects in
order to estimate the impact of an organization's innovativeness on a focal
facility's probability of decertifying from a quality-management standard.
Before we can make predictions regarding the decertification tendencies of
innovative organizations, the greater literature on standards and innovation
needs to be framed within our analysis. First of all, the majority of research


mailto:alisonsmith5@gmail.com

Smith A

J Entrepren Organiz Manag, Volume 11:12, 2022

on the relationship between standards and innovation views innovation as an
endogenous construct. In light of the fact that their "review of the literature
benefits from structural innovation," emphasize this point. Therefore, rather
than focusing on how standardization influences innovation, our research
examines how an organization's innovative status influences standardization.
The mixed empirical findings in the literature on the effects of standardization
on innovation must also be emphasized. In a review of the literature, it was
discovered that half of the studies found no correlation at all, while the other
half were split between studies that found a negative and positive correlation

[3].

It is essential to emphasize this sobering empirical reality because many
observers incorrectly assume that standards unambiguously involve a negative
impact on innovation. They make a good point when they say that anecdotally,
standards are heard. | like this way of putting it. Because they frequently
demonstrate that standardization has both positive and negative effects on
incremental innovation, studies that distinguish between radical innovation and
incremental innovation may offer a solution to the mixed empirical findings.
The distinction between organizations that innovate business incrementally
and organizations that innovate radically will serve as the foundation for our
conceptual framework, and our investigation is pertinent to this distinction
between radical and incremental innovation. As a result, we are aware that
producing richer theoretical and empirical analysis necessitates distinguishing
between organizations that have not achieved innovation, those that have
achieved incremental innovation, and those that have achieved radical
innovation. Therefore, we ought to briefly investigate organizational innovation.
Most of the time, an organization has recently introduced a new innovation
that can be developed or adopted. According to this definition, the ability of an
organization to successfully navigate the challenging process of bringing an
invention into existence, whether it is process- or product-oriented, is the focus
of product innovations and process innovations. Consider the completion of
steps in a multi-step procedure when considering how technology affects an
organization. A company's dedication to education is demonstrated by other
observers by its capacity to successfully transform ideas into product and
process innovations [4].

Despite the fact that our conceptual framework begins by distinguishing
between establishments that have attained a base level of innovativeness by
implementing an innovation and non-innovative organizations, we extend our
analysis to take into account the decertification tendencies of organizations
committed to radical-innovation and incremental-innovation endeavors.
Businesses that are radically innovative make an effort to significantly alter their
current technological trajectory in order to generate fundamentally new technical
competencies. On the other hand, businesses that are incrementally innovative
typically make incremental modifications to their technological trajectory that
are based on their existing technical capabilities. by highlighting the distinction
between innovations that occur outside of the current technology cycle and
those that occur within a technology life cycle. Declare that the inappropriate
adoption and implementation of quality standards can lead to decertification,
as the standard's internal benefits simply will not manifest when implemented
poorly. According to an analysis of managerial motivations, the absence of
internal benefits was found to be the second most important business reason,
after the cost implications, for abandoning quality standards. Additionally, the
decision to recertify is not entirely unimportant to the benefits that will accrue
to the company internally in the future. Some initial extensive and complete

Page 2 of 2

adoption of the quality standard may result in significant internal benefits. If
the internal benefits of quality standards are separated from recertification,
a milk-for-free decertification rationale emerges due to the presence of non-
trivial recertification costs. As a result, if an organization's internal benefits of
maintaining a quality-standard certificate are limited, rational managers will be
less likely to recertify as the costs of recertification rise [5].

Conclusion

How innovative organizations might fare in general with regard to the three
primary reasons for abandoning certification is followed by how organizations
compare to non-innovative organizations in terms of their characteristics:
expenses in time and money, in addition to a dearth of internal and external
advantages. Second, we list three specific disadvantages that distinguish
organizations that are radically innovative from those that are incrementally
innovative: reduced exploration, impeded investment, and led to static lock-in.
These drawbacks are especially relevant to innovative organizations that favor
decertification in quality standards and influence recertification calculations.
For innovation to occur, an organization's capital and labor resources must
be sufficient. As a consequence of this, innovative businesses appear to
have sufficient human and financial resources, indicating that they place less
emphasis on the potential savings that could be achieved by abandoning
quality-standard certification. Because they are less concerned with the
business recertification costs that frequently result in decertification, innovative
organizations will be less motivated to abandon quality management standards.
This is due to the fact that innovative businesses have a propensity to incur
any necessary costs in order to pursue innovation in addition to having ample
capital and labor resources.
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