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This study emphasizes R&D as a management strategy for small and medium-sized manufacturing enterprises (SMEs) to achieve
competitive advantage and aims to analyze the impact of innovation resistance, prior knowledge, and technological capability
on the intention to adopt R&D. The research targeted 403 decision-makers from SMEs that have not adopted R&D. The analysis
revealed the following key findings: As a result, both technical capabilities and prior knowledge had a negative effect on innovation
resistance. In addition, technological capabilities and prior knowledge had a positive effect on adoption intention, and innovation
resistance had a negative effect on acceptance intention. The indirect effects of technical capabilities and prior knowledge both
had a positive impact. In addition, we tested whether dependency on partners and trading organizations that accepted R&D had
a moderating effect, but it was not significant. The academic implications of this study provide a detailed analysis of how prior
knowledge and technological capability affect innovation resistance in SMEs and verify the intention to adopt R&D. The practical
implications suggest a direction for small and medium-sized enterprises to reduce innovation resistance in accepting R&D, and
companies need to recognize the suitability of R&D and recognize the importance of technological capabilities and prior knowledge
in order to reduce innovation resistance.
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{Table 1> Operational Definition
Variables Operational Definition Prior
Research
TC1 | Are our technology and systems superior to those in the same industry?
TC2 | Whether many patents are held in relation to core technology
TC3 | Whether efforts are being made to diversify products
TC4 | Whether the latest production/operation techniques are effectively implemented
TCS | Possessing excellent production/operations personnel.
Technological | TC6 | Efforts to diversify products. I\/IIJ(;:gn[z[g%j
Capability | TC7 | Trying to improve unproductive processes Ahn, et al [’1]
TC8 | Securing manpower and systems for process improvement.
TC9 | Reflection of after-sales service (A/S) performance and quality improvement
TC10| Striving for production innovation
TC11| Good cooperation between the development department and other departments
TC12| Organic communication between organizations to improve technology development
PK1 | Predict that the technology development plan and technology level will match
) PK2 | Product quality is expected to be consistent with development direction Hutchinson
Kn(l));;ﬁe rdge PK3 | It is expected that the direction and level of manufacturing process improvement will be consistent. [18],
PK4 | Predict that it will meet customer requirements Brucks(6]
PKS5 | It is expected that the direction of the technology and development correlation will be consistent.
DPI | Degree of dependence on trading companies that are highly dependent on technology
DP2 | Degree of cost when changing a trading company that is highly dependent on technology Park et al
Dependence DP3 | Degree of difficulty in changing trading companies that are highly dependent on technology Setygz\je]m ot
DP4 The degree to which it is difficult to find replacements for trading companies that are highly dependent on al.[28],
technology. Ganesan [12]
DP5 | Impact of trading companies with a high dependence on technology on sales
IR1 | Low engagement
] IR2 | Resistance to technological innovation
g];?:;llzz IR3 | Absence of will to develop technology Chu et al.[7]
IR4 | Absence of will to learn new technologies for development
IRS | Additional work pressure
All | Future acceptance plan
donti AlI2 | Company-wide expansion plan beyond the research department after acceptance Ram[25]
ﬁltzgttilgr? AI3 | Continued R&D plan after acceptance Shin et al.
Al4 | Recommended to other companies that do business with [30]
AIS | Degree of confidence that it will be accepted in the future
3.2 YA 4. 24 Zn
B ATE 9T AR 2024 49 199 449 302 41 AFSHEN #M
A, B g Leeldt ozmees E8) Sgahd
R&DE FEAAY 78T Aol A= T2l A4 A= <Table 2>l A ATaH oM, A 4037
= FolH R&D F& JAHEAC] Thsd A9, txE o AR ZARRAEA oA EAE 370Hﬂ(918%)g§ o]z}
S GFLE SYIE Dol L ADAE e BILVOU B 2 LES usi. AW 22 ue
Z ek AEe UAE 74 HER FASen & W 40~49A47F 1648(40.7%) O & TP =S BEE A
43079 &9 & BT SHE A 403708 AHE H&Ddoﬂ T 20~29A41E TH(1.I%) o2 M ve By E
stk A el SPSS 21.07 AMOS 21.08 AREste]  AASIGITh A9 BEE BH 2p/5-7do] 1837(45.4%) S
AR, QA F2uAs, 2489 A5S A4 =2 7P B2 S5 AA T e, dEE 14%(3.5%) >
s}, 27V S RS AXsglen, A9 xe A
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o AR, gols), Y9, HE o2 AolE uelrh Aol Btk HAH aApd A% wlow Fg 29
e BEXE B 20 ool 120(29.8%)22 7 QX AXIF 0.6712 7 skon, 0.73 AT
=L, 3 VIR 28%(6.9%) 0.8 7P W2 XS AA] CR. A =R 0.686S A9lskal B 0.9 o]
Shich 9 BEE 0 Ve A 2 gl Azel  glom, AgnE duble RF 088 Wel Ayl
21978(54.4%) 0.2 M wotom, 13 54 Axe 4% wthaL Al
(5.9%)o.2 7 vk BXE AAEen, dE X
AAH oz 7et 714 2 A Az, A7) - AA} - AZE <Table 3> Correlation Analysis
o og . S & . AEAZA A=zt 2 A JHEHZA
H]?’ i ]“TO:’ /j;ﬂ*‘j’ b2 P A2, Mean | SD TC PK IR Al
12 55 AEXY o
- H TC 4.7265 | 1.23641 1
. - PK | 4.8486 | 125195 | 417" 1
<Table 2> Demographic Characteristics
IR 3.3097 | 0.94536 | -311 -308 1
Frea. % o e P
Al 5.1052 | 1.06208 415 407 -.346 1
Gend Male 370 91.8
ender Notes: SD= Deviati < 0.01.
Female 3 52 otes: SD=Standard Deviation, p< 0.0
Under 29 7 1.7
30~39 11 27.6 {Table 4> Factor Validity and Reliability Analysis
Age
£ 40~49 164 40.7 _ EFA CFA Cron-
Variables CR !
Over 50 121 30.0 1 2 3 4 5 |Estimate bach's
Below exaggeration 110 273 71 .900 | .106 | -.149 | .142 | .041 | 0.923
Deputy/Manager 183 454 9| .895 | .095 | -.074 | .154 | -.018 | 0.899
spot Exccutives 9% 238 4] 895 | 129 | -104 | 156 | 009 | 0.910
representative 14 35 Technological| 10| 886 | 205 | =133 | 148 | 022 | 0926
Under 3 years 28 6.9 Capability | 8 | 885 | .174 | -.103 | .132 | .045 | 0.908 |0.955|0.975
35 2% 6.5 (TO) 1| 869 | .161 |-.114 | .146 | .057 | 0.891
510 2 203 11| 868 | .166 | -.099 | .151 | .044 | 0.887
career
10~15 7 176 12| 867 | 142 | -.123 | .128 | .071 | 0.884
1520 p” 189 5| .863 | 171 | -.104 | .164 | .067 | 0.888
3| .183 | 897 | -.120 | .158 | .079 | 0.933
Over 20 years 120 | 298 o7
- - ) 51194 | 893 [ -137 | .161 | 078 | 0.935
Primary metal manufacturing, etc. 24 5.9 Prior
- - Knowledge | 1| .225 | .884 | -.115 | .145 | 061 | 0.905 |0.927 | 0.959
Electrical, electronic, software 66 16.4 (PK)
- - 41 200 | 862 | -.106 | .188 | .033 | 0.881
IAutomobile and car parts manufacturing 33 8.2
Sectors |—— — : 2| 228 | 852 | -.139 | .164 | .060 | 0.881
Medical, distribution, food manufacturing 61 15.1
: : 1|-149 | -143 | 909 | -.111 | -.003 | 0.93
Other machinery and equipment 279 544 2| -125 [ -112 | 901 | -131 | 063 | 0.907
manufacturing Dependence
Towl 03 1000 (DP) 40 -117 | -112 | 901 | -.141 | -031 | 0.909 |0.952 |0.954
3]-170 | -.098 | .885 | -.147 | -.029 | 0.895
Sl Tl A e 50 -150 | -.114 | 858 | -.142 | .006 | 0.852
1 -
42 Et3d A HEE 24 30 .179 | 176 | -.130 | 901 | .033 | 0.933
. 2| 188 | 155 | -.133 | .884 | -.037 | 0.904
Qol= o] Wi W3 AT AE BAE A Innovation
== Aet, TR FABAE AT AHe Resistance | 1| .188 | .152 | -.142 | .876 | -.002 | 0.895 |0.946 | 0.959
<Table 3>9} 2t} 2dW4Q o|EA S Alejst BE M (R) 4| 247 | 156 | -170 | 864 | 065 | 0.909
S7He) AAAAE 04 W E Y4 01 o= 3 5| 224 | 183 | -.151 | .857 | 066 | 0.897
BgaS srae 1]-.038] .060 | 012 | 011 | .823 | 0.774
B A4 AFL S8 B BB, FAR | agopion | 4] 072|066 | 031 | 015 [ 789 | 0739
E—?_T"i‘ﬁ, ﬂ%ﬂ}i %ﬁ]_ 7:”3]:% __,?‘“6‘]-%]\9«11‘1 <Table 4> Im(e:gon 30 .129 | .074 | .013 | .031 | .769 | 0.707 | 0.686 | 0.839
W Py BAR QoRA Ay, mav|acdwe] T 50-021 ] .022 | -073 | -028 | 755 | 0.683
om 2| .054 | .013 | .023 | .061 | 748 | 0.671

Notes: EFA=Exploratory Factor Analysis, CFA=Confirmatory Factor Analysis,
CR=construct reliability.
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<Figure 2> Result of Structural Equation Analysis

2 AT 7M. F HI-TS TS o] gste] A
sk ds 23 =99 882 A3 <Figure 2>
o Zrom wmo] A= <Table 5> A5t}

{Table 5> Model fit

X2 df | P x/df IFI | TLI | CFI | RMSEA | PCFI
582.832 | 246 |.000 | 2396 | 971 |.968|.971 | .058 | .866

Notes: df=degree of freedom, IFI=Incremental Fit Index, TLI=Turker-Lewis
Index, CFI=Comparative Fit Index, RMSEA=Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation, PCFI= Parsimony Comparative Fit Index
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<Table 6> Result of H1-5

Hypothesis |Estimate| S.E. P |S.Estimate] Result
H1| TC—IR -0.163 | 0.039 | .003 -0.226 Accepted
H2| TC—AI 0.221 | 0.044 | .005 0.259 Accepted
H3| PK—IR -0.154 | 0.037 | .005 -0.225 Accepted
H4| PK—AI 0.201 | 0.042 | .006 0.247 Accepted
HS5| IR—AI -0.23 | 0.058 | .004 -0.194 Accepted
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