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Abstract  

Based on previous research related to innovation at different levels, this paper will try to 
define an integrative model of academic innovation. In other words, we will propose a model 
which includes antecedents, dimensions and outcomes of academic innovation in business 
schools in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA). 

This research is based on 140 questionnaires from different business schools in KSA. In this 
case, our objective is not only exploratory. We can say that this research must provide us with 
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an integrative model of academic innovativeness, but this concept seems to be an objective 
and a variable here.  

It is an objective because we are looking to explain its determinants based on organizational 
learning capacity. At the same time, if this innovativeness exists and is defined in business 
schools, what is its importance and its tangible effect? For this, we must consider 
innovativeness as a moderator variable with different dimensions, which can improve 
academic performance in both teaching and research. 

This study shows that creativity and the need for collaboration are considered to be specific 
attributes of innovativeness in this field, and  academic performance is one of the major 
outcomes of this dynamic process of innovation, appreciated at two levels: individual and 
organizational. 

Keywords: academic innovation, academic performance, integrative model, organizational 
learning capacity 

1. Introduction 

The basic objective of this research is to discover and explore academic innovativeness 
across an integrative model of its antecedents, determinants and outcomes, because this 
construct is considered a crucial notion for every organization (Wang and Ahmed, 2004). In 
other words, whatever the field of activity, innovation is important for survival and prosperity; 
especially for education, which has to deal with an important social dilemma and economic 
facts (Lauder et al., 2006). 

In general, innovation can be defined as “the implementation of a new or significantly 
improved product (good or service), or process, a new marketing method, or a new 
organizational method in business practices, workplace organization or external relations” 
(Oslo Manuel, 2005). 

According to our literature review, the difficulty of measuring innovation (Lam, 2005) 
complicates its implementation. Here, innovation is considered a final output of the 
innovation process, based on many other elements which can be more important than 
innovation, because they determine its possibility to occur.  Our point of view considers that 
the availability of some factors is enough to automatically generate innovation such as 
innovativeness, which is defined as a fundamental propensity to innovate; there is “cause 
(innovation) and effect (quality and effectiveness)” (Nabi and al., 2017, p.23). We are 
therefore looking for innovativeness (not innovation), especially academic innovativeness. 
The objective here is to define this approach of innovation in the academic field and to 
identify its components. The theoretical framework developed here can become a user`s 
guide for academics to innovate. 

The literature review related to academic innovativeness is very limited. To define this 
concept, we have to define innovativeness in general, then present organizational 
innovativeness, and finally discuss the specificity of this innovativeness in education as a 
special field of research in this study. 
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Dealing with innovativeness, its importance and its determinants requires a theoretical review 
of innovation that refers to the generation or adoption of new ideas and behaviors (which can 
be a new product, service, technology, operation, procedure or a new strategy) (Liao et al., 
2008). Here we have to identify academic innovativeness, its antecedents represented by 
organizational learning capacities (OLC) and its outcomes appreciated by academic 
performance (teaching and research).  

Then, we will try to verify the importance of academic innovativeness such as a moderator 
variable between its antecedents and outcomes.  

Three parts will be presented in order to clarify concepts and relationships. 

2. Academic Innovativeness 

To develop a definition of this construct, we have to first define innovation, then 
innovativeness, in order to identify how this construct can be related to the academic field, 
and how it can serve it according to the education sector’s different specifics. 

In fact, contrary to a popular idea that education is a sector not prone to innovation and 
change (Cerna, 2013), recent research by the Centre for Educational Research and Innovation 
shows that “education systems are much more complex […] And many innovations are 
happening at the frontline of the system, in schools and classrooms, with pioneering teachers 
and inventive school leaders creating innovative learning environments” (Oslo Manuel, 2005, 
p32).  

In other words, we must redefine innovation and innovativeness through the lens of the 
education system, represented by teachers and schools. But we must remember that education 
must integrate change and social needs. Additionally, this sector has a double role in society, 
because it must innovate as an organization and also adopt teaching, learning and 
organizational practices related to skills for innovation (Winner et al., 2013).  

According to Cross and Cross (1998) innovation as an object includes some important 
components:  

Novelty: related to the nature of innovation  

Phenomenon of change: innovation means change in order to accept the new situation  

Finalized action: innovations are reflected by a new product or by the improvement of certain 
methods.  

Process: innovation is above process, with its stages. 

So, innovation is a voluntary action which stems from a desire to change rather than a need to 
respond to a difficulty. 

“Innovation resembles mutation, the biological process that keeps species evolving so they 
can better compete for survival” (Hoffman and Holzhuter, 2012, p.3). It also means “[…] the 
successful introduction of a new thing or method” (Brewer and Tierney, 2012, p.15). In 
essence, “[…] innovation seems to have two subcomponents. First, there is the idea or item 
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which is novel to a particular individual or group and, second, there is the change which 
results from the adoption of the object or idea” (Evans and Leppman, 1970, p.16).  

Based on this, innovation seems to be a positive change which is very important to maintain.  

Like any human activity, education must innovate to improve students' level of education and 
educational outcomes (Vieluf et al., 2012). 

Thus, academic innovation must be a process with important traits such a response to change, 
the necessity of a better situation and voluntary action. This is evidenced by the state of 
continuous change in which we are living. But is this process the same as the innovation 
process adopted by other organizations?  

We can hypothesize that this process is different because, as detailed in the first part of this 
research, the education sector must innovate and stimulate innovation through the generation 
of innovation skills.   

The Stanford Research Institute presents academic innovation as a necessity to meet the 
"”school of the future" and the contemporary world (Vieluf et al., 2012), based on the 
creativity discovery and the ability to develop a creative idea (Csikszentmihalyi, 2013) of 
teachers and groups.  

It can relate to actors, techniques, organizations or context (Charlier and Peraya, 2003), and 
affect “educational system: theory and practice, curriculum, teaching and learning, policy, 
technology, institutions and administration, institutional culture, and teacher education. It can 
be applied in any aspect that can make a positive impact on learning and learners” 
(Serdyukov, 2017, p 415) and which emphasizes the change process much more than its 
product (Cross and Cross, 1998). 

Process, levels and actors seem to be invariants of academic innovation and as a process it 
needs an input, an output and transformation activities. In this way, innovativeness can be 
considered a particular form of behavior (input) that drives innovation activity and produces 
dynamic capabilities able to enhance the development of innovations (output) (Serdyukov, 
2017). 

Here, we are looking for innovativeness considered as a multidimensional concept; it 
represents the strategic and competitive orientation of an organization providing a vivid 
mental vision of an output (Manu, 1992). It is the precursor to innovation and represents a 
firm`s ability to innovate (Wang and Ahmed, 2004). 

Hult et al. (2004) consider it the capacity to introduce new processes, products or ideas; it is 
an organization`s intention to be innovative (Kundu and Katz, 2003). 

Furthermore, innovativeness can be divided into two dimensions: technological and 
behavioral. The first is the technological capacity to innovate, and the second supposes a 
willingness and commitment to innovate (Avlonitis et al., 1994). 

As a result of this brief theoretical analysis, academic innovativeness - the object of this study 
- is defined as the capacity of actors to stimulate innovation and to develop a positive 
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perception of innovation in the educational sector. It can be technological and behavioral.  

This definition will be refined at the end of the research. In fact, the definition of academic 
innovativeness is one of our theoretical objectives. The dimensions of the innovativeness 
concept still lack clarity (Ellonen et al., 2008), and the concept of academic innovativeness is 
almost absent from the literature. 

The conceptual framework, presented below, is based on three elements: antecedent, 
determinants and outputs, through which we will be able to identify the composition of 
academic innovativeness. 

The definition of these components is related to the concept of the Innovative Learning 
Environment (ILE). The rest of the paper will be devoted to the ILE framework. Elements 
related to academic innovativeness will be deduced step by step, in addition to some 
theoretical references. 

2. Innovative Learning Environment (ILE)  

The innovative learning environment can be considered a holistic concept. "It embraces both 
the learning taking place and the setting in which it occurs: an eco-system of learning that 
includes the activity and outcomes of learning " (OCDE, 2013; De Corte, 2010). 

This framework, as shown in Figure 1, contains three components: the pedagogical core 
(learning leadership and design, evaluation, feedback and redesign), relationships and 
dynamics (leadership, organizational strategy, partnerships with businesses, cultural 
institutions) and partnership (connections) (De Corte, 2010).  

 

Figure 1. The Innovative Learning Environment framework 
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Source: OECD, 2013 

ILE follows seven principles for innovative learning: 

1. Learners must be at the center of what happens in the classroom 
2. Learning is a social practice and cannot happen alone 
3. Emotions are an integrative part of learning  
4. Learners are different  
5. Students need to be stretched, but not too much 
6. Assessment should be for learning, not of learning 
7. Learning needs to be connected across disciplines 

For more details, and with reference to innovativeness as defined here, the academic 
environment is based on learning through a special content and a relationship between 
educators and learners. Resources are provided by some partnerships, and indicators facilitate 
the evaluation of the result of this process of learning.  

Returning to innovativeness and the process of innovation, we can suppose that innovation 
can happen on learning content and/or methods. It can be an output of efforts entertained by 
educators, considered as a pioneer of innovativeness. They must be innovative as a response 
to evaluative social needs. The educational sector's role and importance have changed. 

We can also suppose that academic innovativeness is behavioral, because it is conducted by 
educators, who influence learners, (knowledge, reflection and behavior); and technological 
because of the use of different methods and tools to innovate. 

The benefits of such system of innovativeness are multiple for both society and the 
educational system. For this study, we will only consider the benefits on the educational 
system.  

ILE is important, as it underlines interaction between different levels of the educational 
system to provide innovativeness. Based on this, learning must be defined as capacities which 
are developed by individuals according to the context in which they operate.  

To understand its effect, we will use the concept of organizational learning capacities (OLC) 
defined as “organizational and managerial characteristics, practices, skills or factors that 
facilitates the organizational learning process or allows organizations to learn” (Jerez-Gomez 
et al., 2005, p.56) and to develop, distribute and use new technologies to innovate (Alegre 
and Chiva, 2008). 

Akgun et al. (2013) argue that OLC stimulate innovation and provide information from 
outside to develop new products, process and management techniques. 

 

           OLC                      academic innovativeness 

 

Figure 2. Direct effect of OLC on academic innovativeness 
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Like any process of innovation, academic innovativeness can stimulate performance.  

Academic performance must be evaluated from the two sides of this process: educators and 
learners. We considered teaching performance for the first and research performance for the 
second.  

Our framework has the following elements: 

a. Antecedents 

Antecedents, or drivers, are factors or stimulators which can highlight a need for 
innovativeness and trigger its occurrence.  These are essential elements for the generation of 
capacities and competencies able to facilitate innovativeness.  

Our literature review show that many factors can contribute to this process. We can find 
so-called individual factors, such as management and leadership styles that place value on 
creativity (Burns and Stalker, 1961).  

Second, we have organizational factors such as management procedures and resources 
(Atuahene–Gima and Ko, 2001), firm-specific competencies (Souitaris, 2002), organizational 
context (e.g., size, age, and resource slack (Nystrom et al., 2002) and networks (Holmen et al., 
2004)  

The third factor is external organizational context. Here, we can consider an organization’s 
external environment (Calantone and al., 2002), socio-economic and country-specific factors 
(Souitaris, 2002). 

Another approach related to drivers for innovativeness can be detected through the 
educational system model defined by Johnson (2008). This presents four factors for academic 
innovativeness: economic, social, political and technological.  

Economic factors relate to globalization and the growth of economics. Social factors are 
represented by special skills. Political factors are adopted and defined national and 
international policies. Technological factors consist of the use of the new technology 
(Hennessy and London, 2013). 

All of these factors considered as antecedents are represented by OLC. In fact, these 
capacities can contribute to enhance organizational members’ ability to understand 
information and to recognize new opportunities which can foster new innovations (Martins 
and Terblanche, 2003) 

Additionally, the notion of pragmatic creativity is strongly linked to innovation, it is related to 
learning organizational culture (Hussein et al., 2016). It involves finding, individually or 
collectively, solutions which deal with situations and problems. In this sense, it seems that 
innovation and problem solving are related. 

b. Outcomes  

Innovativeness leads to a deliberate effort to improve the function of systems or devices 
(Develay and Godinet, 2007), and that drives performance based on “core value creating 
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capabilities” (Dulger and al., 2016) 

 

Academic innovativeness 

 

   OLC                                                Teaching performance  

Figure 3. The moderator effect of academic innovativeness 

Figure 4 represents the theoretical framework related to this study. All dimensions mentioned 
will be measured and quantified. This process will be detailed in the second part of this 
article, where items used will also be defined. 

 

Figure 4. Theoretical framework 
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3. Methodology  

A quantitative approach is adopted here. For the data collection we used a questionnaire 
distributed to 140 educators in business schools in different area on KSA. All analyses use 
structural equation modeling by LISREL 8.51. The response rate was 100%. 

Our principal objective is to determine a critical path for academic innovativeness based on 
organizational learning capability. At the same time, we must demonstrate the role of this 
innovativeness as a moderator variable between learning capability and teaching 
performance. 

The first step here is thus to determine the dimensions of each concept to facilitate its 
measure, based on the literature related to our three concepts: organizational learning capacity 
(OLC), academic innovativeness and performance (teaching and research). 

Seven dimensions related to OLC were adopted: items defined by Goh and Richards (1997), 
Jerez-Gomez et al. (2005) and Chiva et al. (2007).  

Twenty items for academic innovativeness are added from Wang and Ahmed (2004), 
represented by five dimensions. 

Academic performance is based on the same scale of job performance presented by Herpen 
and al. (2003) 

All items used are detailed in Table 1. 

Table 1.  List of items 

Variables Number 
of items 

Alpha Authors  

Knowledge Sharing  8 0.69 Goh and Richards (1997), Jerez-Gomez et al. 
(2005) and Chiva et al. (2007).  

Dialog 6 Goh and Richards (1997), Jerez-Gomez et al. 
(2005) and Chiva et al. (2007).  

Participative decision 
making  

4 Goh and Richards (1997), Jerez-Gomez et al. 
(2005) and Chiva et al. (2007).  

Managerial 
commitment 

4 0.86 Goh and Richards (1997), Jerez-Gomez et al. 
(2005) and Chiva et al. (2007).  

Experimentation and 
openness 

6 

Knowledge transfer 3 
Risk taking  3 
Market 4 0.75 Wang and Ahmed (2004) 
Product 4 Wang and Ahmed (2004) 
Process 4 Wang and Ahmed (2004) 
Behavioral  4 Wang and Ahmed (2004) 
Strategic  4 Wang and Ahmed (2004) 

A structural equations model was used to test our hypothesis. This methodology requires two 
levels: exploratory and confirmatory. The first stage was carried out by SPSS 16.0 to verify 
the multidimensionality of constructs, and in the second stage, we used LISREL 8.51 to 
confirm this composition and its degree of fit. 
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Our hypothesis related to the moderating effect of academic innovativeness is now 
represented by nine hypotheses defined at the different levels of analysis below. 

Table 2. Hypothesis of moderating effect 

Moderating 

H1. Behavioural innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
knowledge sharing and teaching performance 
H2. Behavioural innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
participative decision making and teaching performance 
H3. Behavioural innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between risk 
taking and research performance 
H4. Product innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between knowledge 
transfer and teaching performance 
H5. Product innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between knowledge 
sharing and teaching performance 
H6. Process innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
experimentation and openness and research performance  
H7. Strategic innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between knowledge 
sharing and teaching performance 
H8. Strategic innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between dialog and 
teaching performance 
H9. Strategic innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between risk taking 
and teaching performance 
H10. Market innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between knowledge 
sharing and teaching performance 

According to Ping (1995), the moderating effect must be treated at six steps after proceeding 
to the exploratory approach and the confirmatory one.  

The confirmatory analysis is established at the first and second level. For each hypothesis, all 
steps were conducted. The measure model for each variable and its fit was also measured. 

4. Results 

In this part, we summarise the results for each step. First, the multidimensionality of the 
construct was treated according to the exploratory approach, then we examined the fit of the 
measure model related to each variable as recommended by Wacheux and Roussel (2001). 
Finally, the results related to the moderating effect were presented for each hypothesis, and 
added to the estimation of the multiplication indicator. 

Table 3. Exploratory analysis of organizational learning capacity 

Dimension Variance Contribution  
Individual dimension  4,862 43,51 % 
Organizational dimension 1,033 8,6% 

The results in Table 3 show that the individual dimension of OLC is the most important 
element, with 43% of total variance explained. Organizational dimensions contribute to 8% of 
total variance. 
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The second part of this analysis relates to academic innovativeness and its practices. 

Table 4. Exploratory analysis of academic innovativeness 

Dimension Variance Contribution 
Behavior  4.55 26.77% 
Process 1.74 10.23% 
Product 1.37 8.10% 
Strategic  1.19 7.05% 
Market  1,676 13,96 % 

Table 4 shows that behavior is the most important dimension for innovativeness, meaning 
that the first step of innovativeness is wanting it, followed by implementing it based on 
learning and knowledge. We can therefore conclude that innovativeness is a voluntary action 
which can be translated into a product, process or strategic manner. All of this can affect the 
market and our position. 

Academic innovativeness is thus, at the same time, an objective and a solution which can 
stimulate teaching and research performance in business schools and then provide the best 
student quality.  

In spite of its presumed importance, training seems to be optional for learning. It explains 
only 7% of total variance. This means that training does not strongly influence learning, and 
team working constitutes a basic element which can define and elaborate organizational 
learning. 

Finally, principal component analysis with varimax rotation was used to determine the 
composition of organizational innovativeness (Table 5). 

Table 5. Exploratory analysis of teaching performance 

Dimension Variance Contribution 
Teaching performance 7.78 35.54% 
Research performance  3.18 14.93% 

Here, the question was to verify if the items used to measure this variable can be grouped on 
two axes as defined in the literature review. The analysis yielded two factors, as explained 
above.  

As Table 5 indicates, teaching performance explains 35% of the variance, while research 
performance represents 14 % of the total variance.  

Performance due to academic innovativeness is represented here by the manner used to 
communicate and disseminate information to students, added to research performance, which 
relates to teachers as researchers, able to study and to improve themselves. 

The second step for the hypothesis test was the test of fit for each model variable. The results 
confirm that items adopted after the exploratory approach fit with the principal variable to be 
measured. 

Finally, the hypothesis of the moderating effect of academic innovativeness, as dimensions, on 
the relationship between organizational learning capacity and teaching performance was tested.  
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In this stage, six steps were conducted. Table 6 summarizes the results. The most important 
step was a determination of the interaction term. Three hypotheses were rejected and two 
represent a total effect. 

Table 6. Results of hypothesis test of mediating effect 

Result Hypothesis 
Rejected H1. Behavioral innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 

knowledge sharing and teaching performance 
Accepted 

(total effect) 
H2. Behavioral innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
participative decision making and teaching performance 

Accepted H3. Behavioral innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
risk taking and research performance 

Accepted H4. Product innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
knowledge transfer and teaching performance  

Accepted 
(total effect) 

H5. Product innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
knowledge sharing and teaching performance 

Rejected H6. Process innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
experimentation and openness and research performance 

Accepted H7. Strategic innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
knowledge sharing and teaching performance 

Accepted H8. Strategic innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
dialog and teaching performance 

Accepted H9. Strategic innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
risk taking and teaching performance 

Rejected H10. Market innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between 
knowledge sharing and teaching performance 

Behavioral innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between participative 
decision making and teaching performance. This hypothesis represents a total effect. This 
means that academic innovativeness in its behavioral dimension stimulates the relationship 
between participative decision making and teaching performance. In other words, a personal 
approach of innovativeness facilitates openness and communication with others, which 
makes the teaching process easier, faster and more efficient. 

Product innovativeness has a moderating effect on the relationship between knowledge 
sharing and teaching performance. We can say that if academic innovativeness as a product is 
defined and exists as a new way for teaching, this can automatically improve the importance 
of knowledge sharing and make teaching more interesting and easier. 

The last observation based on this research is related to the dimension of process and market. 
Here the hypotheses related to their effect were rejected, as these two dimensions do not 
affect this process of teaching performance. As defined at the beginning of this study, this is 
due to the nature of academic innovativeness, which is an internal and personal process 
related directly to a voluntary action taken by the institution itself, and this is related to the 
nature of innovation in service. 
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5. Conclusion 

Like each innovative process, academic innovativeness needs an adequate learning process. It 
seems important to define an environment in which innovation can take place more easily and 
quickly.  

The innovative learning environment as presented here depends on organizational learning 
capacity, based especially on knowledge at individual and organizational levels.  

The impact of innovation on organizational performance is guaranteed and has been 
discussed by many researchers. The factor analysis in this study also demonstrates a positive 
effect of innovativeness on performance. Added to this, the results show the relative 
importance of organizational learning capacity and confirm that academic performance is 
affected by innovativeness of teaching performance. 

Finally, this study demonstrates that the product and behavioral dimensions of academic 
innovativeness have a total moderating effect on the relationship between learning and 
academic performance. 

We can conclude that academic innovativeness can be an objective and a stimulator. In the 
first case, it is a result of another process, and in the second it is an actor. 
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