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Abstract 
The object of this research is to study the link between the organizational change and the 

innovativeness through the organizational learning. It is a question of showing that the organizational 

change can be considered as an opportunity to stimulate the innovativeness if it is supported by a 

process of organizational learning. 

Our results show that the technological dimension of the organizational change is the most important 

for the development of the innovativeness as far as it contributes to the orientation to innovation and 

to the development of the practical capacity to implant and to generate an innovation. The role of 

team work as practice of learning was also emphasized.  

In spite of the importance of the human dimension of the organizational change, its role in 

innovativeness is limited. only the organizational dimension of change has an effect on all practices 

of organizational learning and can stimulate innovativeness with its three dimensions mentioned here. 
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Introduction 

The importance of organizational change has been repeatedly emphasized in the literature. 

Organizational theories, especially the theory of dynamic capacity, consider it as a source of 

competitive advantage. In our research, organizational change is a central element treated, in 

the same time as the determinant of competitiveness and also, an opportunity to discover and 

to take advantage of new opportunities that may occur. In other words, we can say that the 

organization must adapt its activity to changes according to its context as quickly as possible 

in order to acquire and maintain a competitive advantage (Tsoukas and Chia 2002). 

For Mazzanti et al. (2006), one of the main consequences of this continuous change is 

innovation which becomes a crucial factor for the performance and survival of the 

organization. In the same framework, Bown et al. (2009) consider that a successful 

introduction of new products is the essence of the life of organizations. This brings us to our 

second concept which is innovation. 

Here, the generation of innovation implies a better receptivity of change and ability to meet 

new challenges (Hurt et al., 1977, Garcia et al., 2003) to get a competitive advantage. 

Based on our literature review, related to the organizational change and innovation, 

organizational learning process is always considered as a condition for the success of change 

and the generation of innovation (Jay, 2013). In our research, we are looking for an optimal 

combination and complementary between these concepts. 

This means that the importance given to the success of organizational change and innovation 

as the ultimate competitive advantage leads us to rethink the process of organizational 

change management to make it as an occasion for innovation. So, organizational change 

leads with innovation if an organizational learning process will facilitate the knowledge 

management process (Szpitter, 2014) 

Based on these findings, the object of our research is to propose and establish a new 

conception of organizational change always perceived as a "threat" to be a new behavioural 

orientation of the organizations which presupposes that, in order to be simply reactive, the 

organization, must be proactive and must integrate the exchange and the progress. 
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I. Organizational change and Learning: 

Several authors such as Antonioli et al. (2008,); Tomer 

(2001) and Wilkinson (2000) demonstrated that, actually, 

we are looking for a flat organization because this type of 

organization is a learning organization able to be more 

reactive to external change (Mazzanti et al., 2006). 

Kotter (1996), demonstrate that most of organizations 

studied did not survive beyond the first stage of change. In 

the same idea, Wheatley and Kellner-Rodgers (1996) 

conclude major cases of change, efforts to works fail to 

achieve desired outcomes and sometimes produce negative 

effects. These failures are due to many factors, but the 

major problem remains resistance to change as the dilemma 

of any change process (Kets and Vries, 2001).  

According to theses authors, human factor is very 

important for the success of organizational change, he is in 

the same time, "the actor and the object". In this sense, he 

must conceive the change and implement it. Faced with this 

difficult and complex situation, the change manager must 

learn to accept the change before implementing it. It is an 

important phase of awareness that must be done at the 

cognitive level; this last one is directly related to 

knowledge management. 

Here, organizational learning can contribute to achieve this 

goal because directly related to the process of knowledge 

acquisition and development (Argyris and Shon, 1978).  

 

II. Organizational learning and innovativeness: 

The difficulty of measuring innovation (Lam, 2005) makes 

its understanding more difficult and therefore its 

implementation more complicated.  

Added to this, the meaning of innovation on the literature is 

not specified and we can`t delimited its use (Bloom et al., 

2016). Based on this, it is more appropriate for us to focus 

on determinants of innovation rather than innovation itself.  

In this field, the notion of innovativeness is assimilated to a 

first condition to innovate for the success of organization in 

the modern economy (Yitmen, 2007; Hatchuel and Weil, 

2002), it represents a stimulus to innovate by preparing a 

fertile ground for its development and its implantation.  

Hurley and Hult (1998) emphasize the importance of 

innovation and organizational learning for organizational 

development through the definition of a competitive 

advantage. This complementarity between innovativeness 

and organizational learning has been highlighted by Slater 

and Narver, (1995). For these authors, the higher level of 

organizational learning (OL) means a greater level of 

innovativeness. 

The conception of organizational learning that we adopt 

here, is a process of accumulation of knowledge and also 

the creation of collective knowledge (Argyris and Shon, 

1978).  

 

III. The development of the model CIAO: 

The conception we have adopted of organizational change 

as a set of dynamic capacities on the organization allows us 

to assume that these capacities include the organizational 

ability to learn and innovate. This finding is a consensus on 

which learning and innovation constitute a theoretical 

outcome associated with the capacity for organizational 

change (Judge and Detelin, 2005).  

Barail and Gagnon (2004) note that organizational change 

is not a simple project that requires only the time and effort 

for its implementation. 

For them, making a change need the consolidation of 

organizational learning capacities and also a commitment 

to learning. Argyris and Shon (1997) contributed to the 

consolidation of these findings through the implementation 

of an intervention model that can help organizations to 

create change and innovation through what they call the 

organizational learning system model.  

The main idea of our research is: the implementation of 

organizational change need the developing of specific 

learning abilities that will generate knowledge, source of 

innovation specifically innovativeness as an antecedent for 

innovation. 

 

III.1 - Change and innovativeness 

Innovativeness is an initiation to innovation that allows the 

organization to diversify and adapt new product or process 

as a response to the need of market and technological 

change (Nonaka and Yamanouchi, 1989) this allow us to 

suppose that organizational change can therefore constitute 

an antecedent to innovativeness.  

Hurt et al. (1977) have divided innovation into two 

perspectives: the first is a behavioural approach that 

manifests itself through the level of innovation adoption by 

the organization, and the second refers to the degree of 

acceptance related to the organizational change on an 

organizational approach. 

By focusing on the study of the innovation process, some 

researchers succeeded in establishing a correspondence 

between the level and the speed of successful innovation, 

this depends on many factors such as the importance of 

management strategy, the decentralized structure and the 

sensitivity to the external environment (Miller and Friesen, 

1982).  

Calantone et al. (2002) present two complementary 

perspectives of organizational innovativeness: the degree of 

adoption of innovations by the organization and the 

willingness to change. 

 

Hypothesis 1: The organizational change positively 

influences innovativeness 

Additional references, in this way, show that this relation 

exists with an indirect effect. Here, organizational learning 

is considered the main important element which determines 

the continuity of a positive effect between change and 

innovativeness. This idea is supported by the concept of 

assistance through the generation of knowledge able to 

facilitate the acceptance of change and the generation of 

additional efforts in order to generate solution to the 

problem causes by this one. If change is integrated, a new 

way must be defined to restore balance. 

 

III.2 - Learning organizational change  

At this level of analysis, organizational learning represents 

any change in organizational models in order to maintain or 

increase performance (Cyert and March, 1963). 

This one can contribute to the assistance of the 

organizational change process and its success. It is also 

considered as a dynamic process of knowledge within 

organizations that involves the interaction of individual and 

collective (group, organizational, and inter-organizational) 

levels of analysis and leads to achieving organizations’ 

goals (Irina and al., 2015). 

We can admit that learning is change as demonstrated by 

Berends and Lammers (2006). 
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Garvin (1993) insists on the complementarity between 

learning and change. He adds that when there is no change, 

there is no learning because we don`t need it. There is no 

dynamic or need of assistance. 

In the another side, learning can effect change because 

everyone is able to learn according to his ability to manage 

knowledge, and so he can adapts to change and stimulates 

changes in its environment (Lioa et al., 2008).  

Learning can only take place when we detect and correct 

errors (Argyris and Shon, 1978). This error, apply for 

solution and occur when situation is under estimation. In 

general this dissatisfaction is related to the change for a 

better condition.  

 

Hypothesis 2. Organizational change positively 

influences organizational learning 

This idea was shared by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) and 

Senge (1990), who defined the learning organization 

according to a perspective of organizational change and 

continuous innovation.  

Lick (2006) considers that learning is absolutely 

fundamental for change. He adds that the definition of 

learning as a process of knowledge creation requires 

assistance to serve change. Senge (1990) supports that by 

learning we recreate what we are and we can improve our 

know how. For this author, learning redefines our 

perception of the world and also enriches our capacity for 

creation, which is the first ultimate step for innovation. 

In this state of analyse, we will try to establish the link 

between learning and innovativeness through knowledge 

creation and the process of sharing knowledge. 

 

III.3 - Organizational learning and innovativeness 

Alegre and Chiva (2008) view innovation as a process of 

individual and collective learning with the aim of solving 

problems by the development of new methods. They add 

that innovation seems to be linked directly to learning 

abilities to develop, distribute and use of new knowledge. 

This last observation was shared by several authors such as 

Lyles (2014).  

These abilities must be defined at the behavioural level 

according to beliefs and values for the developing of 

potential for innovation (Jerz-Gomez et al., 2005). So, 

organizational learning necessarily means addition and 

innovation (Argyris and Shon, 1978; Slater and Narver, 

1995). 

Calantone et al. (2002) confirms that a significant and 

positive link between organizational learning, innovation 

and organizational performance exist. Nonaka and 

Takeuchi (1995) consider that organizational change and 

innovation is depend if an organizational process of 

learning is defined, whatever its level, the most important 

here was an internal and continuous development of 

knowledge that will be the essence of innovation. 

Organizational learning, also, supports creativity (Sanchez 

and Mahoney, 1991), inspires new knowledge and ideas 

(Dishman and Pearson 2003) and increases the knowledge 

generation (Damanpour, 1991), all of these factors 

stimulate innovation according to the analyse presented in 

the beginning of this research. 

Nybakk et al. (2009) present a new approach that they call 

proactive learning, enabling the organization to be more 

innovative through the identification of new markets and 

opportunities. 

 

Hypothesis 3: Organisational learning positively 

influences innovativeness. 

Hult et al. (2004) demonstrate that when an organization 

wants to be innovative, it will first have to integrate an 

orientation towards organizational learning. A developed 

learning process means a higher degree of responsiveness 

to innovations. 

 

 
 

Fig 1: The theoretical framework of research and hypotheses 

 

Hypothesis adopted are related to the mediating effect of 

organizational learning which must be tested in this model 

of research. The next section of this study will be allocated 

to the methodology admitted for the test of mediating 

effect. A presentation of dimensions for every variable and 

items related to each one is, also, integrated in this part. 

VI. Methodology  

The quantitative approach of data collection is adopted 

here. A questionnaire was developed and administered to 

232 high technology services companies. Items used will 

be detailed in the table 1. 

 

Table 1: List of items 
 

Variables 
Nombres 

Of items 
Alpha Authors 

Human dimension 5 

0.78 

Autissier et Moutot (2003, p. 165) 

Mintzberg et Westley (1992, p. 41) 

Technical dimension 5  

Organizational dimension 7 
Autissier et Moutot (2003, p. 165) 

Mintzberg et Westley (1992, p. 41) 
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Training 5 

0.8 Pédon et shmidt (2002) 
Team work 5 

Work definition 5 

Management style 5 

Openess 11 

0.72 

Hurt et Teigen (1997) 

Capacity to innovate 6 Hurt et Teigen (1997) 

Orientation towards innovation 8 Hurt et Teigen (1997) 

 

Structural equations model is used for hypothesis test. This 

methodology requires two levels: exploratory and 

confirmatory. The first stage was carried out by SPSS 16.0 

in order to verify the multidimensionality of constructs and 

in the second step; we used LISREL 8.51 to confirm this 

composition and its degree of fit. 

In order to measure organizational change, we have 

referred to the different organizational dimensions 

proposed by Mintzberg and Westley (1992) added to these 

proposed by Autissier and Moutot (2003). At all, eight 

elements of organizational change are identified and 

adopted: structure, management, behaviours, skills, culture, 

tools, performance criteria and rules. As a 

multidimensional variable, organizational change was 

treated by three dimensions: organizational, human and 

technological dimension. 

Innovativeness was measured by the PORGI scale based on 

three dimensions of innovativeness as mentioned on the 

literature review: openness to new ideas and practices, 

capacity to innovate, and organization's orientation towards 

innovation (Schwabsky et al., 2004). 

Perceived Organizational Innovativeness Scale (PORGI) 

was developed by Hurt and Teigen (1997). This 

measurement scale has a high degree of reliability and the 

original version of the PORGI scale is written in English.  

Organizational learning is considered here as a latent and 

multidimensional variable which depend on some practices. 

Bourgeon and Tarondeau (2000), consider that the 

organizational learning process is based on the degree of 

adoption of practices which facilitate its development. To 

identify these practices and be able to measure this last one, 

we have adopted the same approach of Jérez-Gomez et al. 

(2005). Four elements were identified: training, team work, 

work definition and leadership. 

Our hypothesis related to the mediating effect of 

organizational learning is now represented by nine 

hypothesis defined at the different level of analyse 

presented below. 
 

Table 2: Hypothesis of mediating effect 
 

Mediation 

H1. The training has a mediating effect between organizational change in its human dimension and the orientation towards 

innovation 

H2. The training has a mediating effect between organizational change in its human dimension and the opening to new ideas 

and practices 

H3. The training has a mediating effect between organizational change in its organizational dimension and the capacity to 

implement and generate an innovation 

H4. The teamwork has a mediating effect between organizational change in organizational dimensions and the capacity to 

implement and generate an innovation 

H5. The leadership has a mediating effect between organizational change in its organizational dimension and thecapacity to 

implement and generate an innovation 

H6. The training has a mediating effect between organizational change in its technological dimension and the openness 

towards new ideas and practices 

H7. The training has a mediating effect between organizational change in its technological dimension and the capacity to 

implement and generate innovation 

H8. The team work has a mediating effect between organizational change in technological and the openness towards new 

ideas and practices 

H9. The team work has a mediating effect between organizational change in technological dimension and the capacity to 

implement and generate an innovation 

 

According to Wacheux and Roussel (2001), the mediating 

effect must be treated at four steps after proceeding to the 

exploratory approach and the confirmatory one.  

The confirmatory analyze is established at the first and 

second level. For each hypothesis all of steps were 

conducted. Measure model for each variable and the fit was 

also measured. 

 

V. Results 
In this part, we will try to summarise results for each step. 

In the first time the multidimensionality of construct will be 

treated according to the exploratory approach, then, we 

have to examine the fit of measure model related to each 

variable as recommended by Wacheux and Roussel (2001). 

At the end, results related to the mediating effect will be 

presented for each hypothesis but only the last step of this 

process of meditating test effect. 

Table 3: Exploratory analyze of organizational change 
 

Dimension variance Contribution 

Human dimension 4,862 40,51 % 

Technical dimension 1,033 8,6% 

Organizational dimension 1,676 13,96 % 

 

Result presented in the table 3, show that the human change 

is the most important element of organizational change 

with 40% of total variance explained. 

The technical dimensions contribute by 8% on total 

variance explained, this suppose more details because we 

know in general that this dimension is important and easy 

to operate by adopting the new technology and use it. 

The second part of this analyze is related to the 

organizational learning and its pratices. 
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Table 4: Exploratory analyze of organizational learning 
 

Dimension variance Contribution 

Team working 4.55 26.77% 

Leadership 1.74 10.23% 

Working definition 1.37 8.10% 

Training 1.19 7.05% 

 

In this table we can see that organizational learning can be 

defined in two different groups, the first is based on team 

working and leadership. The second is composed of 

working definition and training. So, according to our result, 

team working is the most practice used to facilitate learning 

and adopted according to leadership.  

In spite of its importance, training is considered as an 

option for learning. It contribution is only 7% of total 

variance explained. This means that the training is not 

influent on learning and that team working constitute a 

basic element which able to define and to elaborate an 

organizational learning. 

 

 

Finally the principal component analysis with varimax 

rotation is used to determine the composition of 

organizational innovativeness (table 5). 
 

Table 5: Exploratory analyze of organizational innovativeness 
 

Dimension variance Contribution 

Oponess to new ideas 7.78 31.14% 

Orientation to innovation 3.18 12.73% 

Capacity to innovate 1.53 6.12% 

 

Here it is the question to verify if items used to measure 

this variable can be grouped on three axes as defined on the 

literature review. The analysis yielded 3 factors as 

explained in the first part of this research.  

As table 5 indicates, the openness to new ideas explained 

31% of the variance. Then it`s the orientation to innovation 

which explain 12 % of total variance here. 

The second step for the hypothesis test was the test of fit 

for each variable of model. Results confirm that items 

adopted after the exploratory approach fit with the principal 

variable which have to measure. 
 

Table 6: Model fit of variables 
 

 
 

Finlay, the hypothesis test of the mediating effect of 

organizational learning, as practices, between the 

organizational change and organizational innovativeness. In 

this stage, fours stesp was conducted. Table 9 translate 

results for hypothesis defined here. 

Three hypothesis are rejected and two of them present a 

total effect. 
 

 

Table 9: Results hypotheses test of mediating effect 
 

Result Hypothesis 

Rejected 

H1. The training has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in its human dimension and the 

orientation towards innovation 

Accepted (total effect) 

H2. The training has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in its human dimension and the 

opening to new ideas and practices 

Accepted 

 

H3. The training has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in its organizational dimension and 

the capacity to implement and generate an innovation 

accepted 

H4. The teamwork has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in organizational dimensions and the 

capacity to implement and generate an innovation 

 

Accepted (total effect) 

H5. The leadership has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in its organizational dimension and 

the practical to implement and generate an innovation 

High as 5.0 /  Low 

as 2.0

High 

High 

Organizational change Organizational learning organizational innovativeness

chi 2  / ddl

PNFI

PGFI

Incremental fit indices

Organizational change Organizational learning Organizational innovativeness Key value
1.54

0.52

0.41

1,86

0.56

0.50

3,11

0.66

0.57

Organizational change Organizational learning Organizational innovativeness

> 0.9

> 0.9

≤ 0

< 0.8 

NFI

NNFI

CFI

0.98

0.99

0.99

0.91

0.92

0.95

0.88

0.89

0.92

Incremental fit indices

> 0.9

> 0.9

> 0.9

Key value

Indices Value Key value

Absolute fit indices

GFI

AGFI

RMR

RMSEA

0.98

0.94

0.07

0.04

0.95

0.90

0.047

0.061

0.98

0.91

0.061

0.078
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Rejected 

H6. The training has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in its technological dimension and the 

openness towards new ideas and practices 

Accepted 

H7. The training has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in its technological dimension and the 

capacity to implement and generate innovation 

Accepted 

H8. The team work has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in technological and the openness 

towards new ideas and practices 

Rejected 

H9. The team work has a mediating effect between 

organizational change in technological dimension and the 

capacity to implement and generate an innovation 

 

The relation between dimensions of organizational change 

and innovativeness shows that: 

- The human dimension of change is associated with 

openness to new ideas. 

- The organizational dimension of change is directly 

associated with the practical ability to implement 

innovation. 

- The technological dimension of change influences 

openness to new ideas and practices that the practical 

ability to implement an innovation. 

- The results obtained and presented in this research 

show that the implementation of a successful human 

change calls for the definition of a training process 

based essentially on staff rotation, learning by 

experience, procedures and skills in the individual and 

collective level. 

The mediating effect of leadership between organizational 

dimension of change and capacity to generate an innovation 

is high. Based on this result, we can confirm the importance 

of leadership for organizational change and we add that the 

capacity to generate innovation is admitted if the leadership 

will be able to establish the one best way for change. 

Technical change, in spite of its importance, we can`t find 

an ideal relationship or association with any dimension on a 

specific way. But this last one is depend of all variables in 

the same time with a medium effect. 

Orientation towards innovation is one of variables adopted 

here and very difficult to understand and to estimate due to 

its cultural approach.  

Figure 2 provide a general idea about different links 

between variables at the different steps of analyse. 

 

 
 

Fig 2: Illustrative model of relationships between variables. 

 

Conclusion 

The validation of our hypotheses defines a "critical path" 

that can serve the interests of any Tunisian manager during 

the implementation of change by enabling them to better 

understand the process and to manage it based on a specific 

way. This work can be considered as an operationalization 

of the concept of the learning organization. In other words, 

our results confirm that the development of organizational 

learning, especially training, can serve both organizational 

change and innovation. 
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