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Abstract

Innovation has been recognized as the primary strategy to attain competitive sustainable
advantage. The current dynamic environment has impelled organizations to adopt a new
business model based on creativity and innovation. Although the researchers realized the
significance of innovation, organizations have to focus on organizational learning to enhance
theirinnovativeness. The present study attempts to study the effect of organizational learning
on innovativeness in the public and private universities in Damascus. The sample consisted of
383 workers at the universities' Administrative and Academic system and two scales were
used in this study; (Jerez-Gomez et al, 2005) scale to measure the Organizational Learning and
(Gadot, Ruvio, and Schwabsky ,2012) scale to measure the Innovativeness. The study found
significant impact of all Organizational Learning dimensions on Innovativeness. The results of
regression analysis also showed that four elements of organizational learning explained the
changes in the Innovativeness.

Keywords: Organizational Learning, Innovativeness, Higher Education, Damascus

1. Introduction

The rapid changes firms have to face today means their knowledge becomes obsolete and do
away with their existing competences. In this context, firms need to be able to continuously
renew their knowledge. The literature has highlighted the role of organizational learning in
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that renewal (Sinkula, 2002). One of the reasons why learning is considered to be critical for
company success is that it facilitates the development of new products and processes (Baker
and Sinkula, 2002). Organizational learning and its output, knowledge, are frequently cited as
antecedents of innovation (Kogut and Zander, 1992; Leonard-Barton, 1995; Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 1995; Carneiro, 2000; Darroch and McNaugton, 2002; Crossan and Apaydin, 2010).
The basic assumption here is that companies which are able to renew their knowledge stand
a better chance of understanding the consequences of the changes in their environments and
are better suited than competitors to respond faster and better to them (Sinkula, 1994; Slater
and Narver, 1995; Tippins and Sohi, 2003). Given the relation between organizational learning
and innovation and the recognition that innovation is important as a source of competitive
advantage (Stata, 1989; Dodgson, 1993; Garvin, 1993; Brockmand and Morgan, 2003). "In
fact, considering the increasing rate of changes and scientific, technologic, social, and cultural
variations, only the organizations which, in addition to arrangement with today society's
variations, can predict the direction of change and variation in future and are able to arrange
these positive variations in order to make a better future, are considered as successful and
efficient" (Akhawan, Abu Ali, 2010). To avoid the death and stability and adapt to the outside
instable and variable environment, organizations require the variation and innovation. The
slogan "Ruin is waiting for you, unless you'll be innovative," is ahead of the managers of
organizations.

Today's problems cannot be resolved with yesterday's solutions, and environmental
conditions are so complicated, dynamic, and uncertain that without innovations, organization
can't any more guarantee their long life. The most important tool that can help the
organizations with this is the learning factor; because, it not only gets you prepared for change
leadership, but also may be the only competitive advantage for the survival and development
of organizations. In fact, it can be said that not such a long time ago were the organizations
acting under a constant and stable environment and it was nearly possible for them to predict
the future events, so that managers could manage and organize an organization with certain
conditions. But little by little, kinds of variations in science and technology, economy, culture,
and politics influenced quickly on the organization. Organizational leaders found out that they
should consider "learning" as a valuable phenomenon and, to succeed in realizing a better
future, they should train the kind of organization which is constantly and effectively looking
for learning and don't act impressionable against the challenges, so that it manages to survive
(Gohe, 2003).

In fact, the increasing rate of development and innovation in all scientific and technical fields
and their effect on all the organizational processes as well as the dominance of competitive
conditions over the varied environment of business has changed the learning process in an
organization into the most fundamental factor in preserving the organizations' competitive
advantage in the present century, so that a lack of attention to the learning process in
organizations and ignoring its advantages will cause a dark future full of challenges. Today, it
can be said that creating a learning environment and increasing the competence and
capability of human resources are the prerequisites for forming any organization, each
member of which is looking for information about the need for change. This information leads
to satisfying the needs and using the learned knowledge, in practice, for adapting a person
and organization to the created changes in outside environment; because, learning enables
the organizations to react more quickly and effectively to the dynamic and complex
environment. The innovation performance in small and medium firms has caught many
attentions. It sounds like one of the differences among the organizations in utilizing the
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advantages taken of innovation is related to the organizational learning culture and ability. As
knowledge and technology and business fields like virtual and under-network organizations
developed, the economic entities grew, the business environment changed into a competitive
and challenged one, and new paradigms emerged, so that the survival has become a serious
problem for many entities. In such an environment, it's usual for the competitive advantages
to change. It's said that learning in the new business paradigms is the most important
competitive advantage (Ahmadi&Pishdar, 2010).

To date the relationship between organizational learning, and innovation have scarcely been
examined together in the literature, particularly from an empirical perspective. There is some
evidence that organizational learning is associated to innovation (Forrester, 2000; Darroch
and McNaugton, 2002; Jang et al., 2002; Scarbrough, 2003). The lack of research on these
issues is even more evident in the Syrian context. Thus, studying the relationship between
those two variables in Syrian universities would be the contribution to the literature on how
to foster innovation in this context. The purpose of this paper is to fill this gap. First, it reviews
the literature on the relationship between organizational learning and innovation. Then this
study empirically examines the relationship using a sample of of 383 workers at the
universities' Administrative and Academic system.

The Concepts of the study

1.1.1 Organizational Learning Factors:

In the present changing world, learning is considered as the only sustainable competitive
advantage (DeGeus 1988), and the organizations that learn better than other competitors are
more successful. Therefore, organizational learning and learning organization have recently
been taken into serious consideration as new organizational paradigms. The challenges faced
by higher educational institutes in the recent decades such as reduction of employment rate
of university graduates, increase in student enrollments, demand for more effective role of
universities (Patterson 1999), globalization followed by increasing competition and market-
orientation activities (Bowden and Matron 1998; Sporn 2003) have caused decision makers
and professors to adopt changes in the methods and tools employed in educational institutes.
Miller (1996) defined OL as acquisition of new knowledge by employees who are able and
willing to apply that knowledge in making decisions or influencing others in the organization.
Sanchez (2005) defined that organization learning can be said to occur when there is a change
in the content, conditionality, or degree of the belief shared by individuals who jointly act on
those beliefs within an organization. Jerez-Gomez et al. (2005) defined OL as the activities
which organizations do in transformation of learning capability including individuals and
competitors. It is considered to be of four dimensions management commitment, system
perspective, openness and experimentation and knowledge transfer and integration. Facing
the current uncertain environment, business must keep learning to maintain its
competitiveness. According to Garratt (1990), the organizational learning is the application of
organizational development and learning, therefore, it is necessary for the organization to
develop it's personal and group learning abilities. Moreover, OL is considered as a dynamic
process based on knowledge, implying moving along the different levels of action, from the
individual to the group levels, and then to the organizational level and back again (Huber,
1991).

Khanderkar and Sharma (2005) found that work-based learning strategies involving people
can help in developing strategic capabilities for sustainable competitive advantage. Sanchez
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(2005) introduced a general model of OL—the five learning cycles model- to represent how
individuals, groups and the overall organization are linked in an OL process.

Prior studies (Goh and Richards, 1997; Hult and Ferrell, 1997, Jerez-Go’'mez et al., 2005)
proposed differences dimensions to measure organization learning capability in the firm.
Organization learning can be measured in terms of top management towards learning, a
shared vision, open-mindedness towards change and intra-organizational sharing of
knowledge (Sinkula et al., 1997). Hult and Ferrell (1997) suggested four variables to measure
organizational learning including: team orientation, systems orientation, learning orientation,
and memory orientation. More recently, Jerez-Gomez et al. (2005) established a
measurement scale of organizational learning namely managerial commitment, systems
perspective, openness and experimentation, and knowledge transfer and integration that
supported by the results of validation study covering a sample of 111 Spanish firms from
chemical industry. Chiva et al. (2010) develops a five dimensional model for measuring
organizational learning capability including: experiment, ability to take risk, interaction with
environment, dialogue and participatory decision making. This paper uses Jerez-Gomez et
al.’s measurement scale as dimensions to measure organization learning capability in
Damascus Universities. The Jerez Gomez et al.’s measurement scale was tested and adopted
in subsequent studies and found to be valid and reliable (Panayides, 2007, Liao and Wu, 2009).
Jerez-Gomez et al.’s measurement scale aims to determine the organizational propensity to
learn or determine the organizational learning capability. This model is based on four
dimensions of organizational learning as follows;

* Management Commitment.

First dimension is managerial commitment that refers to the production of knowledge and
organizational culture as an underlying activity, Because of the key to gain long-term
outcomes in organization is organizational learning. Management should ensure that the
concept is understood by staff and providing the basis for removal beliefs that are destructive
to provide organizational learning (Garcia-Morales, Lloréns-Montes, & Verdu-Jover, 2007). So
Management Commitment is to recognize the relevance of learning and to develop a culture
that promotes the acquisition, creation and transfer of knowledge as fundamental values
(Emden et al., 2005).

e System Perspective.

Second dimension refers to have a clear system perspective for all staff toward organizational
objectives which are expressed as the key to the development of organizational goals. The
organization should be considered as a system composed of different sectors to work
collaboratively together. Organizational attitude as a system implicitly caused to identify the
communication in organization that leads to development of a shared mental model, Because
of organizational learning uses knowledge, understanding and common principles (Garcia-
Morales et al., 2007). Usually, new ideas in intra-organizational and extra- organizational are
given in the open environment. This dimension is necessary aspect for creative learning. So
System Perspective entails bringing the organization’s members together around a common
identity (Emden et al., 2005).

¢ Openness and Experimentation.

The ability of creativity, learning from the mistakes of others and support of controlled risks
are enhanced by creating experimenting culture that refers to the importance of third
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dimension of organizational learning that is openness and experimentation (Nikbakht, Siadat,
Hoveida, & Moghadam, 2010). Openness and Experimentation is a climate that welcomes the
arrival of new ideas and point of view, both internal and external, allowing individual
knowledge to be constantly renewed, widened and improved (Emden et al., 2005).

¢ Knowledge Transfer and Integration.
Fourth and the last and most important aspect are the knowledge transfer and integration.
Knowledge management is the process of creating, recording, refining, distribution and use
of knowledge. These five factors of knowledge management in an organization provide the
basis for training, re-training and feedback (Nasr Esfehani, 2007). Knowledge Transfer and
Integration refers to two closely linked processes, which occur simultaneously, rather than
successively internal transfer and integration of knowledge (Emden et al., 2005).

1.1.2 Innovativeness:

Innovativeness implies an intention to go beyond old habits and try untested or new idea to
create competitive advantage (Menguc & Auh, 2006). The uncertainty and instability of
current market has impelled the firms to innovate in order to maintain or increase their
competitiveness. The capacity to innovate is one of the important factors that impact
business performance (Hurley & Hult, 1998). Innovativeness provides flexibility to choose
different options to satisfy their customers in order to sustain competitive advantage
(Calantone, Cavusgil, & Zhao, 2002). Ozcelik and Taymaz (2004), in a study of Turkish firms,
found that innovations are crucial for the international competitiveness. Firms may go for
process, technology, product, and market innovations in order to create new opportunities
(Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005), which require innovative capability (Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt,
1997). Moreover, innovative firms can better facilitate entry into new arenas as well as to
renew their position in current situation (Cho & Pucik, 2005). Thus, innovativeness becomes
an essential tool for firms’ long-term success and survival (Deshpande, Farley, & Webster,
1993). Innovation is a “multi-stage process whereby organizations transform ideas into
new/improved products, services, or processes to advance, compete and differentiate
themselves successfully in their marketplace” (Baregheg, Rowely, & Sambrook 2009).

In order to enhance innovativeness, firms should develop high level of creativity (Cohen &
Levinthal, 1990) among its employees, which would facilitate the generation of novel and
appropriate ideas, products, processes, or solutions (Shalley, 1995). Creativity is also
necessary to resolve problems related to knowledge generation and absorption. The
management of the flow of technological information is an important part of an
organization’s innovative capacity (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) and leads to effective
generation of ideas. Moreover, if firms wish to remain innovative, they should pay special
attention to strategy, quality of ideas, technology acquisition and exploitation (Koc & Ceylon,
2007). Firms should also understand the importance of interactions between the different
knowledge possessed by the firm, their technologies, and their organizational learning
process (Guadamillas, Donate, & de Pablo, 2008).

Today, the innovation has caught the attention of many scientists and researchers from
different majors and it is of great importance in the modern and varied organizations which
are completely prepared for competition to the rival organizations and maintaining their
position in this variation cycle. Because, the innovation is regarded as a critical factor in
organizations to create values and stable competitive advantages in the today's complicated
and variable environment. The organizations with greater innovations will act successfully in
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response to the variable environments and in the creation and development of new
capabilities which let them get a better performance (Bromand & Ranjbar, 2009). In the
world today, the ability of change administration and adaption is considered as the main
factor in the success and survival of every organization and the acquisition of these abilities
require

requires the organizations to care about the people's creativity and innovation. Successful
organizations are those in which the innovation is regarded as their first policy (Saki &
Shakiba, 2013). In other words today, in order to survive, the organizations must be dynamic
and their managers and staff should be creative and innovative people, so that they can
adapt the organization to these variations and be responsible for the society needs. In fact,
it can be said that in the system of world economy and current increasing competition, the
creativity and innovation are the key elements in the survival and success of an organization
(SamadAghei, 2007).

2. Literature Review

The underlying assumption about the relationship between the organizational learning and
organizational innovation is that the firms and organizations which are able to refresh their
knowledge, are more likely to understand the consequences created by the environmental
changes and respond more quickly and appropriately to these changes than their rivals
(Tippins&Sohi, 2003). Briefly, the organizational learning can increase the organizational
innovation by the knowledge development, acquisition, transfer, and application. In other
words, empirical studies consider the organizational learning as one of the organizational
innovation antecedents (Darroch & McNaugton, 2002). Under the same organizational
conditions, OL will enhance Innovativeness organization’s capability in the future (Argyris and
Schon 1978). Individual learning and OL will lead to INNOVATIVENESS. Therefore, a
universities’learning capabilities play a crucial role in generating innovation (Sinkula, Baker
and Noordewier 1997). Lin (2003) argues that OL may have direct influence on administrative
innovation. Weerawardena, O’Cass and Julian (2006) examine the role of industry structure
and OL in innovation and brand performance, showing that OL in different industry structures
can positively impact Innovativeness. We conclude that OL may affect Innovativeness.

The literature on organizational learning (OL) has grown exponentially in recent years (Fioland
Lyles, 1985; Senge, 1990; Huber, 1991; Dodgson, 1993; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995;Slater and
Narver, 1995; Crossan et al., 1999). In general, it is considered as the process of developing
new knowledge and insights derived from the common experiences of people within the
organization and it has the potential to influence behaviors and improve a firm’s capabilities
(Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Senge, 1990; Huber, 1991; Slater and Narver, 1995). Jerez-Gémez et al.
(2005) defined OL as the activities which organizations do in transformation of learning
capability including individuals and competitors. It is considered to be of four dimensions
management commitment, system perspective, openness and experimentation and
knowledge transfer and integration.

The result of this process will be the development of organizational knowledge, which will be
reflected in theories in use, shared mental models, information databases, formalized
procedures and routines, and formal cultural models that guide behavior (Slater and Narver,
1995). A number of studies have been published relating OL and innovation (Stata, 1989;
Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Nonaka, 1991; Kogut and Zander, 1992; Leonard-Barton, 1995;
Nonaka et al., 1995; Hage, 1999). Some of them suggest that this is the main process by which
technical innovation occurs (Stata, 1989; McKee, 1992; Fichman and Kemerer, 1997).
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According to the literature, innovation requires that individuals acquire existing knowledge
and that they share this knowledge within the organization. The acquisition of knowledge
depends upon the organization’s knowledge base (Salavou et al., 2003) as well as on the
acquisition of external information and knowledge (Chang and Cho, 2008). The acquisition of
knowledge from outside the company depends on the capacity of the firm to absorb new
ideas, that is, the firm’s ability to understand, assimilate and apply the new external
knowledge to commercial ends (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). Organizational learning
enhances the assimilative capacity of the firm.

Innovation also needs the transformation and exploitation of existing knowledge. That
requires that employees share information and knowledge. As Nonaka (1994) suggests,
innovation occurs when employees share their knowledge with the organization and when
this shared knowledge generates new and common insights. In short, organizational learning
allows the development, acquisition, transformation and exploitation of new knowledge that
enhances innovation. Although the link between OL and innovation has been conceptually
supported in the literature and some empirical studies have reported aspects of OL as
antecedents of innovation, the literature does not provide enough empirical evidence to link
the process of OL to innovation (Darroch and McNaugton, 2002). In addition, conclusions of
previous studies are difficult to generalize because of the differences among them regarding
their main purpose, samples, methodologies and the measures they use. There are some case
studies showing that the OL process enhances product innovation (Forrester, 2000) and
process innovation (e.g. Jang et al., 2002; Scarbrough, 2003). Some quantitative studies have
also provided evidence that product innovation is positively related to the OL process as a
whole (Darroch, 2005), or to the organizational learning capability of the firm (Alegre and
Chiva, 2008). Regarding process innovation, Murat and Baki (2011) find that organizational
learning capability has a significant and positive impact on process innovation. Finally, there
are some studies focusing on one phase of the organizational learning process and its effect
on product or process innovation. For instance, Yli-Renko et al. (2001) find a positive
relationship between knowledge acquisition and product innovation. Weerawardena et al.
(2006) show that three types of learning influence innovation intensity. Lastly, Chang and Cho
(2008) find that memory sharing, the use of external information and the utilization of formal
procedures for retaining knowledge enhance innovation. Although the above-mentioned
studies focus on different aspects of the relationship between organizational learning and
innovation, most find a positive relationship between them. According to Hurley, Tomas and
Hult (1998), higher levels of innovativeness in the firms are associated with greater capacity
for innovation to develop competitive advantage. Innovativeness is part of OL, which is the
antecedent to innovation.

In the above sections, authors have proposed that OL encourages innovation. Taking into
account the results of literature review, H1 is proposed:

H1. organizational learning will affect Innovativeness. In particular:

H1a. managerial commitment will have a positive effect on Innovativeness.

H1b. systems perspective will have a positive effect on Innovativeness.

Hlc. openness and experimentation will have a positive effect on Innovativeness.

H1d. knowledge transfer and integration will have a positive effect on Innovativeness.
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3. Conceptual Framework

managerial
commitment

systems
perspective

Innovativeness

openness and
experimentation

knowledge
transfer and
integration

Figure 1 Hypothesized model of the Effect of Independent Variables on Dependent Variable.

4. Research Method

4.1 Sample

D ata for the study of the impact of Organizational learning on Innovativeness ratings were
collected from 383 employees in public and private universities in Damascus city. The
response rate was 85%. Of the respondents, 55.1% were Female and 44.9% were Male. In
addition, 29.8% of the respondents were younger than 30 years, 42.6% were between 30 and
45 years, 27.7% were older than 45 years. Also, 29.2% had worked in the universities for less
than 5 years, 21.1% between 5 and 10 years of Experience, 15.1% had worked in the
universities between 10 and 15 years of Experience and 34.5% had worked More than 15
years. The demographic data of the sample used in analysis is shown in Table 1.

4.2 Measures

The main aim of the study is to investigate the impact of Organizational learning on
Innovativeness at Damascus public and private universities. Therefore, the study adopts the
guantitative research paradigm which has the power to predict causal relationships (Mack et
al., 2005), and to statistically generalize findings to the whole population (Sarantakos, 2004).
The independent variable in this study is organizational learning. This variable was measured
using a scale developed by Jerez-Gomez et al. (2005) containing 16 items in four dimensions:
managerial commitment, system perspective, openness and experimentation, knowledge
transfer and integration. The scale of the frequency of occurrence ranges from 1= not at all,
to 5= frequently.

On the other hand, the dependent variable in this study is Innovativeness. This variable was
measured using a scale developed by (Gadot, Ruvio, and Schwabsky ,2012) containing 21
items five dimensions: creativity, openness to change, future orientation, risk taking, and
proactiveness.. The scale of the frequency of occurrence ranges from 1= not at all, to 5=
frequently.
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Table 1.
Demographic data

n %
Demographics Public Private Public Private
Universities Universities Universities Universities
Gender
Male 106 66 61.6% 38.4%
Female 141 70 66.8% 33.2%
Age
30 and less 53 61 46.5% 53.5%
31-45 114 49 69.9% 30.1%
45 and more 80 24 76.9% 23.1%
Education
Secondary and less 53 27 66.3% 33.8%
Bachelor 53 64 45.3% 54.7%
Master degree 63 23 73.3% 26.7%
Ph.D. degree 78 22 78% 22%

Years of working

5 and less 58 54 51.8% 48.2%
6-10 49 32 60.5% 39.5%
11-15 38 20 65.5% 34.5%
16 and more 102 30 77.3% 22.7%

Nature of work

Academic 101 14 87.8% 12.2%
Administrative 109 92 54.2% 45.8%
Academic & 37 30 55.2% 44 .8%

Administrative

The questionnaire was translated into Arabic, and then peer reviewed by four Damascus
academics to test whether the item statements were understandable and not ambiguous. To
verify reliability, the questionnaire was pre-tested (Creswell, 2012) on 21 members of
different managerial & academic staff at public and private universities on the basis of simple
random sample. The data were coded and entered into SPSS 23 for the purpose of analysis.
Blank answers were not included in the calculation. All of the scales’ dimensions had a score
of Cronbach’s a that is > 0.6. Accordingly, the questionnaire was then ready for final
distribution. To be able to investigate the differences between public and private sectors,
stratified random sampling, which has the power to develop separate conclusions about each
stratum (sector) and to study the differences between them (Sekaran, 2006; Moore and Notz,
2009), was employed in the study.
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5- Study Results

Responding to the study Hypothesis number 1, which investigates the impact of
organizational learning on Innovativeness, multiple regression analyses were conducted. The
study model results are shown in Figure 3.

managerial
commitment

0.302_'

systems
perspective 0.418%

Innovativeness

openness and 0.561%

experimentation

0.778"
knowledge
transfer and
integration

Figure 3 The study model results

The results showed a positive significant impact of managerial commitment on
Innovativeness (p-value = 0.00 < 0.05), with a B weight of 0.302, so Hypothesis 1a is fully
supported. The results showed also a positive significant impact of systems perspective on
Innovativeness (p-value = 0.00 < 0.05), with a B weight of 0.418, so Hypothesis 1b is fully
supported.

Regarding openness and experimentation, the results showed a positive significant impact on
Innovativeness (p-value = 0.00 < 0.05), with a B weight of 0.561, so Hypothesis 1c is fully
supported. Finally, the results showed also a positive significant impact of knowledge transfer
and integration on Innovativeness (p-value = 0.00 < 0.05), with a B weight of 0.778, so
Hypothesis 1d is fully supported.

Table 2.
The impact of Organizational Learning on Innovativeness
Organizational Learning Dimension Probability |

Managerial Commitment 0.00* 0.302*
Systems Perspective 0.00* 0.418*
Openness and | 0.00* 0.561*
Experimentation
Knowledge Transfer and | 0.00* 0.778*
Integration

Note: *Significant at 0.05
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The results showed that Knowledge Transfer and Integration has the most significant impact
on Innovativeness which means that

6. Discussions / Conclusions

The innovation performance in small and medium firms has been regarded by many of
researchers. It seems that one of the differences available between the organizations in
utilizing the advantages taken of the innovation lies in the power and culture of organizational
learning. With science and technology development and expanding the business areas, the
economic entities have spread out, the business environment has become a competitive and
environment full of challenges, and new paradigms have emerged, so that the survival is
difficult for many entities and firms. It is in such a natural environment that competitive
advantages change (Saki & Shakiba, 2013). Learning is expressed as the biggest competitive
advantage in the new business paradigm (Ahmadi & Pishdari, 2010). In fact, the increasing
rate of growth and innovation in all the fields of science and technology and their impact on
all the organizational processes, and the domination of competitive conditions over the
changing business environment, has changed the learning process in an organization into the
most critical factor in maintaining the competitive advantage of the organization in present
century, so that not caring about the learning process in organizations and ignoring its
advantages will make them face numerous challenges and an uncertain future. Today, we can
say that creating a learning environment and enhancing the competence and capability of
human resources are needed to create an organization each member of which is looking for
information about need for change. This information leads to satisfying the needs and using
the learned knowledge, in practice, for according a person and organization with the created
changes in outside environment; because learning enables the organizations to react more
quickly and effectively to the dynamic and complex environment.

Based on the research framework and empirical analyses, this study facilitates a better
understanding of the causal relationships between OL and Innovativeness. This study thus has
value as a reference for public and private universities in Damascus city for their
implementation OL and development of Innovativeness. Given the importance of
organizational learning in increasing the Innovativeness in an organization, this study
examines the impact of organizational learning in Innovativeness in the public and private
universities in Damascus. The results showed that there is an impact of all organizational
learning elements in Innovativeness. Where Knowledge Transfer and Integration has the most
significant impact, then Openness and Experimentation, Systems Perspective & Managerial
Commitment accordingly. These results are consistent with the findings of Aragon-Correa, et
al (2007), Carneiro (2000), (Darroch & McNaugton (2000), Crossan & Apaydin (2010), Tsai
(2006), and Yu Yuan, et al (2010).

One of the reasons why learning is critical for an organization success is that it facilitates the
improvement and development of new processes and products (Baker &Sinkula, 2002). The
organizational learning and its outcome, knowledge, are often regarded as the antecedents
of the innovation (Carneiro, 2000; Darroch & McNaugton, 2000; and Crossan & Apaydin,
2010). The underlying assumption in the organizational learning and Innovativeness is that
the firms and organizations which are able to refresh their knowledge, are more likely to
understand the consequences of environmental changes and respond more appropriately
and quickly to these changes than their rivals (Tippins & Sohi, 2003). In short, the
organizational learning enhances the Innovativeness through the acquisition, transfer, and
application of knowledge.
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According to the findings, the Knowledge Transfer and Integration results in strengthening
the learning culture in the organization. Due to an organization orientation to the knowledge
creation, this culture has provided more opportunities for learning in the organization, and
besides the knowledge development in people and their contribution to each other's
knowledge, on one hand, and enhancing the capability of applying ideas, processes, or new
products, on the other hand, enhances the innovation capacity in the firms. Therefore, the
Knowledge Transfer and Integration is able to raise their innovation capability and have more
innovation capacity than their rivals, because of having knowledge and ability to understand
and anticipate the customers' needs, commitment to the innovation, learning atmosphere,
and embracing new ideas in the organization (Matofi & Ahmadyan, 2010).

More results indicated that there is a positive and significant relationship between rest
organizational learning dimensions (Openness and Experimentation, Systems Perspective &
Managerial Commitment) and the Innovativeness. These results are consistent with the
findings of Darroch & McNaugton (2002) and Tippins & Sohi (2003). In terms of the
organizational learning and its dimensions, the management literature emphasizes its key role
as the organizational learning preconditions (Carneiro, 2000). Several models have been
proposed to explain the relationship between these two variables (Levin & Liunthal, 1990;
Head Load, 1994; Kogut & Zender, 1992; Leonard Barton Sniser, 1998; March, 1991; and
Noanko & Ta Ki Chi, 1995). In general, it can be said that the innovation requires individuals
to acquire knowledge and then, share it within the organization (Jimenez Jimenez, 2008). This
literature not only reflects the positive impact of organizational learning on the performance,
but also argues that this relationship is mediated by the innovation. In particular, some papers
show that the organizational learning allows firms to develop their abilities (Baversad, et al,
20009).

Weisberg (2006) believes that the Innovativeness requires the application and combination
of knowledge from various sectors. The knowledge which is shared with and transferred to
others is used to facilitate and establish the innovation. Applying the knowledge in an
organization, the organizations improve the existing products and generate new products
which meet the customers' needs and desires. The more organizations take advantage of the
existing knowledge in offering their products and services, the more they can explore the
ideas which are known as opportunities (Hemati, et al, 2010).

More results indicated that there is a positive and significant relationship between the
learning and Innovativeness. In fact, we can say that the organizational learning results in
inducing knowledge or a new idea and increasing the ability of understanding and applying
them. The organizational learning can result in an organization progress when the
organization determines its mission, customers, capacities, and strategies. This kind of
learning will lead to the underlying innovation in the new products, services, and
organizational processes (Saki & Shakiba, 2013). The results of stepwise regression analysis
for the prediction of the Innovativeness through the organizational learning elements
indicated that the elements " Knowledge Transfer and Integration, Openness and
Experimentation and Systems Perspective " are considered as the most important predictive
ones for the Innovativeness and play a considerable role in predicting it.

The Innovativeness also includes the transformation and use of the available knowledge
which requires employees to share their knowledge and information. As Noanko states that
the innovation occurs when employees share their knowledge within the organization and
when this knowledge was shared, it invents common and new visions in a diverging and
converging process (Leonard Barton Sniser, 1998) and new key capabilities (Kugot & Zender,
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1992; Leonard Barton, 1995) which enhances the innovation in an organization (Jimenez
Jimenez, 2008). In fact, we can say that the knowledge sharing and conversion indicates a new
combination of knowledge which can lead to the opportunity exploration and Innovativeness
(Jiang & Yuan, 2009). The Innovativeness development and education stems from the
organizational leadership which believes in the Innovativeness for survival of the
organization. The organization's senior managers who have an effective leadership style can
create a supporting and training environment for the innovation and act as a model in
inspiring and motivating the employees to create innovative ideas (Saki & Shakiba, 2013).
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