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Abstract 
  

The aim of the present study to assess the relationship between organizational agility 
with innovation among staff of the Islamic Azad University of khorasgan branch 
(Isfahan) in the year 2010-2011, which was performed by descriptive method, was a 
kind of Correlations. Statistical Society, Islamic Azad University, khorasgan Branch 
staff to number of 323 people who were 175 people with simple random sampling 
proportional to size of the selection. Data in this study, two standard questionnaire 
dorabji and lamli (1998 Organization innovation in the atmosphere) and enterprise 
agility aspaidzr (2007) validity of both specialists and experts with the questionnaire 
on desirable sustainability report was both a questionnaire using the cronbach's 
Alpha for the atmosphere of innovation in an organization questionnaire 0.943 
organizational agility questionnaire was 0.945. In the analysis of the information for 
this study, two levels of descriptive statistics (mean, frequency, percentage, and LSD) 
and inferential statistics (Pearson, variance analysis). The results showed that 
between innovation and its dimensions (participation, freedom, trust, time, fun idea, 
and conflict, supporting the idea, talk and take risks) with organizational agility at 
the level of p≤0.001, there is a significant relation. As well as the results of the 
regression analysis step by step showed that support for the idea, participation, 
discussion of risks is the best predictor of organizational agility. Meanwhile, between 
scores of innovation according to gender, age and education, there is no significant 
difference, but between scores of innovation based on experience is a significant, and 
also between the scores according to the degree of skill, there is a significant 
difference, but between the agility scores by gender, age and experience the meaning. 
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1. Introduction 
Organizations need consistent seeking for stable competitiveness advantages to keep their 
survival, some believe that organizations' increasingly interest in creativity and innovation 
results from its role as a key factor in take competitiveness advantages. In fact, this is because 
that innovation associated with other capabilities makes an organization able to respond to 
environmental changes and therefore, it is necessary to guarantee a long life for an organization 
[1] Innovation has some components including: participation, openness, trust, time ideas, 
entertainment, and conflict, supporting ideas, discussion and taking risk. Participation: create a 
kind of correlation and cooperation and concerted effort sense among people of society to reach 
a fair social system [2]. Openness: in simple concept, it is the lack of obstacles to make human 
beings' dreams come true Trust: a certain level of mental possibility, a factor that leads to a 
special action in evaluation with another factor or group of factors. Time ideas: refers to 
enough time to think about of new ideas [3] Entertainment: refers to laugh and humor in work 
place Conflict: lack of agreement between two or more groups [4]. 

 Supporting ideas: when people's innovations are responded properly so that people feel 
they are supported when creating new ideas [4]. Discussion: taking risk: taking risk can be 
defined in the form of the level of undergoing ambiguity, lack of trust and mistakes [5]. 
Researchers usually use two words, innovation and creativity rather than each other [6]. 
However these two concepts are related, each one relies on a special case. Different definitions 
are given for creativity that the overlap of all is producing new, useful ideas. For example, 
Woodman (1993) defines the creativity as producing new, useful ideas. In addition, researches 
refer to something that has been done for the first time when using the term creativity [7]. 
Innovation is a complicated activity which results from conceptualization of new ideas or 
giving a solution for a problem. Creativity means producing innovative, useful ideas and 
innovation means utilizing these creative ideas in an organization successfully. Therefore, 
creativity is an individual level whereas innovation is an organizational level [8]. With 
increasingly growth of changes in the current world which is the age of information and 
communication and due to instability and variability and non-predictability of these changes, 
what helps world countries especially developing countries to increase their productivity and 
development, is utilizing opportunities in competing with other countries and it will not be 
done unless by improving innovation and creation in organizations [9].  

Also in this age, the organizations are considered successful and effective which can direct 
changes better to create desired developments to make a better future [10] Definitely the reason 
m why any enterprises which have faced unbalance in facing global increasingly competitions 
in economy globalization, is lack of innovation. The reasons of this inability to create 
innovation include 1) over emphasize on profit and short term benefits, 2) unwillingness to 
invest due to very high costs associated with risk, 3) resistance to change, 4) inflexible 
instructions and organizational plans, 5) formal regulations, 6) reward structure which always 
refuses innovation and taking risk [11]. Zeif (2008) knows innovation obstacles in many factors 
which the most important ones are: lack of trust in employees about outcomes of changes, 
innovation and individuals’ benefits and interest groups on other groups’ benefits [13]. 

 Khawa (2008) lists the obstacles of creativity and innovation as follow: 1) lack of needed 
information about innovation and creativity necessities, 2) insufficiencies of economic and 
financial resources, 3) employees concerns about future changes, 4) resistance of employees 
worrying about applying changes in the organization [12]. Managers should understand that 
creation of an innovative environment requires receiving its principles properly. These 
principles include: cost: firms often have to be innovative and a way to do so is paying 
attention to cost issues. It is necessary that all people in the organization always remember that 
a daily task is to reduce costs. It is automatically leads to innovation. From this point of view, 
“target costing” can have a key role in innovation. If firms determine that “y” should be done 
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with cost “x”, innovation will be created. Quality: if all people in an organization, from master 
management to lower level employees consistently talk about quality, and act in a global level, 
people will be automatically innovative and improve products and services consistently. There 
is a managerial and economic relationship between reducing costs, quality and innovation. 
These three factors mutually empower each other and provide a ground to develop firms. 
Productivity: innovation does not only mean some good ideas that are made once in a while, 
but it means what is needed for productivity is consistently paid attention to. Being related: 
firms must know what is related to their business and markets in which they act and what is 
not. Innovation is just valuable when it is utilized and firms must learn to avoid the ideas that 
are not related to their business. Market awareness: innovation depends on recognition of 
market gap and it means that firms should be aware of market opportunities as much as 
possible. Competition: many firms acting in manufacturing forget that they are competing and 
their income depends on being better and more innovative than competitors. People mentality 
should be so that if they are not creative, they will lose their job. Discipline: recent researches 
show that there is a relationship between very disciplined and successful firms in terms of 
innovation. Firms which place development goals in the order, typically reach to consistent 
innovation and those who wait for creativity and innovation, practically lose a lot of time [14]. 

 When there is a disorder in a problem, agility is a key to solve the problem. Agility is 
called the ability to respond non-predicted changes in business disordered environment. Agility 
means celerity, acceleration and acuteness and needs to creativity and innovation. Agility 
means the ability to daydream about producing new products and proper ways to business. 
Agility concept entered in every science due to the presence of a disordered environment and 
many non-predicted changes effect on the system, as a result high versatility was needed [15]. 
Agile organizations can easily create a significant change in their business centralization, 
diversification and modernization to accelerate to reach a special goal, so that this could create 
valuable opportunities for the organization. These organizations are able to outreach in 
competition and all is creating a strategic program which features a large map of organization’s 
main capabilities, abilities and skills, this kind of organizations has a good situation and 
advantages including speed of gain markets before competitors through introducing new 
products and agility through providing products needed by customers before their needs are 
introduced. To do so, management should invest on some technologies that create operational 
flexibility in the factory level [16]. According to the aforesaid definitions, it is clear that 
organizational agility is created from outside to inside [17]. It means that agility is created by 
some special compounds of organizational properties [18]. While these properties were 
described in different forms, but most of them are similar. Goldman et al emphasize on the 
proper structure, information technology and human resources and “Cutter” emphasized on 
mission, structure, process driven business and human resources. Whereas common values, 
structure or information technology, work processes and behavior were emphasized in 
Overholt’s model. 
  
2. Methodology 
Study method, population and sample: according to the current study aim, which is studying 
the relationship between innovation and organizational agility in employees of Islamic Azad 
University of Khorasgan, study method is correlative descriptive. The population includes all 
employees of Islamic Azad University of Khorasgan (Isfahan) in 2011-2012. In this study, the 
population was 323 people. According to the number and volume of the population, sample 
value was determined 175 people using Cohen et al table (2000). 
  
3. Research Tools 
 3.1. Innovation atmosphere in Organization - Lamly and Dorabjey 
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This questionnaire has 50 questions (from no. 1 to 50) which was written by Lamly and 
Dorabjey (1998) with 9 components including participation, openness, trust, time ideas, 
entertainment, conflict, supporting ideas, discussion and taking risk. Response scale of this 
questionnaire is 5 scale – Likert (completely disagree 1, completely agree 5). The questionnaire 
reliability coefficient is 0.94 based on Cronbach Alpha. How the questions of innovation 
atmosphere in organization were distributed was shown in table 1 – 3.  

Table 1. How the questions of innovation atmosphere in organization were distributed 
Components How questions 

distributed 
Participation  1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 – 6 – 7 

– 8  
Openness 9 – 10 – 11 – 12 – 13 – 

14 
Trust 15 – 16 – 17 
Time ideas 18 – 19 – 20 – 21 – 22 – 

23 
Entertainment  24 – 25 – 26 – 27 – 28 – 

29  
Conflict 30 – 31 – 32 – 33 – 34 – 

35 
Supporting 
ideas 

36 – 37 – 38 – 39 – 40 

Discussion 41 – 42 – 43 – 44 – 45 – 
46 

Taking risk  47 – 48 – 49 – 50 
 

3.2. Organizational Agility Questionnaire (OAQ)  
This questionnaire has 30 questions (from no. 1 – 3) which was written by Spiders (2007). 
Response scale of this questionnaire is 5 scale – Likert (completely disagree 1, completely 
agree 5). The questionnaire reliability coefficient is 0.92 based on Cronbach Alpha. Adel Azar 
(2011) reported 0.923 Cronbach Alpha coefficients for this questionnaire. 
 
 
 
 
4. Implementation and Analysis 
A referral form was received to participate employees for implementation the questionnaire. 
Then, the researcher went to administrative department of Islamic Azad University of 
Khorasgan (Isfahan) and distributed the questionnaire among employees and it was examined 
and categorized after collecting. To collect, theoretical data relating to the study background 
was extracted from all library references including books, magazines and digital references 
such as magazines, foreign books and articles. To analyze data, descriptive and inferential 
statistics were used. In the current study, descriptive statistics include frequency, mean, 
standard deviation and inferential statistics were used as follow: 1) Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient: (it was used to determine the relationship between two quantitative variables 
(innovation and organizational agility). Correlation coefficient is one of the measures used in 
determining the correlation of two variables. Correlation coefficient shows the intensity and 
type of the relationship (direct or inverse). This coefficient is between 1 and – 1 and it is equal 
to 0 if there is no relationship between two variables. 2) Variance analysis test (it is sued to 
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compare the average of quantitative variables such as gender, scientific degree and etc. in 
responding the questions). 3) Post hoc test: (LSD post hoc test was used to investigate the 
details of difference is significant in which group (demographic variables)). 
  
5. Finding 
In table 2, correlation coefficient between innovation and its components with organizational 
agility of Islamic Azad University of Khorasgan (Isfahan) employees is given.  
 

Table 2. Correlation coefficient between innovation and its components with organizational agility  
Agility criterion variable 

Statistical indicator    
Predicted variable Correlation 

coefficient 
Correlation coefficient 

square 
Significance 

level 
Innovation 0.791 ** 0.626 0.001 

Participation 0.533 ** 0.284 0.001 
Openness 0.526 ** 0.277 0.001 

Trust 0.467 ** 0.218 0.001 
Time ideas 0.384 ** 0.147 0.001 

Entertainment 0.405 ** 0.164 0.001 
Conflict 0.746 ** 0.226 0.001 

Supporting ideas 0.507 ** 0.257 0.001 
Discussion 0.631 ** 0.398 0.001 
Taking risk 0.393 ** 0.154 0.001 

P < 0.01   

Findings in table 2 show correlation coefficient between innovation and its components and 
organizational agility is significant. It means there is a significant relationship between 
innovation and its components and agility. According to determination coefficient (r2), there 
were 62.6, 28.4, 2727, 14.7, 16.4, 22.6, 25.7, 39.8 and 15.4 percent common variance between 
innovation, participation, openness, trust, time ideas, entertainment, conflict, supporting ideas, 
discussion and organizational agility, respectively. 
 

In table 3, the level of organizational agility among employees of Islamic Azad 
University of Khorasgan (Isfahan) was determined.  
 

Table 3. Comparison of average score for organizational agility with assumed mean 3 
Component Mean  Standard 

deviation  
Deviation from 
mean  

t  Freedom 
degree 

Significance 
level 

Agility  3.17 0.52 0.047 3.771 122 0.001 
P < 0.01  

According to table 3, mean score of organizational agility is 3.17. t calculate from the table was 
larger. So, organizational agility score is higher than mean level.  
In table 4, the level of innovation among employees of Islamic Azad University of Khorasgan 
(Isfahan) was determined.  

 
Table 4. Comparison of mean score of innovation with assumed mean 3 

Component Mean Standard 
deviation 

Deviation from 
mean 

t Freedom 
degree 

Significance 
level 

Innovation 3.08 0.50 0.046 1.755 117 0.082 
P < 0.01  
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According to table 4, mean score of innovation is 3.08. T calculated from the table is smaller. 
So, innovation score is in mean level.  
 

In table 5, multiple correlation coefficients of innovation components to predict 
organizational agility in employees of Islamic Azad University of Khorasgan (Isfahan) were 
determined.  
 

Table 5. Multiple correlation coefficients of innovation components to predict organizational agility in 
employees  

Statistical 
indicator Predicte

d 
variable 

Multiple 
correlation 
coefficient 

Multiple 
correlatio

n 
coefficien
t square 

Multiplied 
correlatio

n 
coefficien
t square 

Balance 
coefficie

nt 

F 
coefficie

nt 

Significan
ce level Criterion variable 

A
gi

lit
y 

1st step Supporting 
ideas 0.765 0.585 0.580 124.032 0.001 

2nd step 
Supporting 

ideas 
Participation 

0.799 0.639 0.631 76.951 0.001 

3rd step 

Supporting 
ideas 

Participation 
Discussion 

0.829 0.687 0.676 63.024 0.001 

4th step 

Supporting 
ideas 

Participation 
Discussion 
Taking risk 

0.843 0.710 0.696 52.058 0.011 

P< 0.01 
 
As shown in table 5, the best participator of organizational agility in the 1st was supporting 
ideas, in 2nd step was participation, in 3rd step was discussion and in the 4th step was taking risk. 
According to step by step regression analysis results, there is a significant relationship between 
organizational agility variables with supporting ideas, participation, discussion and taking risk. 
According to the 1st step, supporting ideas coefficient is 76.5 percent of organizational agility 
variance, in 2nd step, supporting ideas and participation were 79.9 percent of organizational 
agility variance, in 3rd step, supporting ideas and participation and discussion were 82.9 percent 
of organizational agility variance and in 4th step, supporting ideas and participation and 
discussion and taking risk were 84.3 percent of organizational agility variance. F observed was 
significant in p<0.01. Therefore, this regression is generalizable to statistical population.  
 

Table 6. Beta coefficient table in participation of organizational agility in Islamic Azad University of 
Khorasgan (Isfahan) 

Statistical 
indicator Predicted 

variable 

Nonstandard 
Beta 

coefficients 

Standard Beta 
coefficient 

Beta 
standard 
deviation 

 
t 

coefficie
nt 

Significance 
level Criterion 

variable 

A
gi

lit
y 1st step Supporting 

ideas 2.984 0.268 0.765 11.137 0.001 

2nd step 
Supporting 

ideas 
Participation 

2.561 
0.860 

0.277 
0.239 

0.656 
0.256 

9.231 
3.603 

0.001 
0.001 

3rd step Participation 0865 0.223 0.258 3.872 0.001 



, 20142SINGAPOREAN JOuRNAl Of buSINESS EcONOmIcS, ANd mANAGEmENt StudIES VOl.2, NO.1 

184 
 

Discussion 1.395 0.372 0.307 3.652 0.001 

4th step 

Supporting 
ideas 

Participation 
Discussion 
Taking risk 

1.650 
0.784 
1.245 
1.014 

 

0.337 
0.219 
0.363 

0.3392 

0.423 
0.234 
0.282 
0.160 

4.897 
3.588 
3.429 
2.584 

0.001 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 

P < 0.05 
 
Findings in table 6 imply that Beta coefficient per unit of increase in ideas, increases agility for 
0.423 units, per unit of increase in participation, increases agility for 0.234 units, per unit of 
increase in discussion, increases agility for 0.282 units, per unit of increase in taking risk, 
increases agility for 0.160 units.  
The prediction equation of 4th question of the study is given as: 
 

Organizational agility of employees = constant coefficient (12.929) + supporting ides 
(0.784) + participation (1.245) + discussion (1.650) + taking risk (1.041) 

 
Table7. Variables outside the equation in regression to predict organizational agility of employees 

Innovation 
component 

Beta t Significant 
level 

4th step openness -
0.100 

-
1.169 

0.246 

Trust 0.071 0.925 0.358 
Time ideas 0.037 0.531 0.596 
Entertainment -

0.008 
-
0.107 

0.915 

Conflict 0.097 1.322 0.187 
 P < 0.05  
So that can be observed from table 7-be anticipated freedom, trust, time, fun ideas and 
organizational agility for conflict University of staff is not significant. 

 
In table 8, the analysis of variance of the metallic scores according variable 

innovation, gender, age, education, work experience. 
 
Table 8. Analysis of the variance of the metallic scores according variable innovation, gender, age, education, 

work experience 
significant 
level 

F  Mean  
average 

degrees of 
freedom 

 total 
average 

Source  

0.983 0.001 0.266 1 0.266 sex 
0.082 2.592 1492.054 2 2984.108 age 
0.225 1.522 876.530 2 1753.060 Qualification 
0.023 3.970 2285.906 2 4571.812 Work experience 

 

The results set forth in the table (8) show that between scores University of innovation 
according to gender, age and education, there is no significant difference, but between scores of 
innovation in a meaningful work experience. The test provided in table 7 is the difference 
between the groups. 
 

Table9. Chasing LSD test scores according to the experience of innovation 
SignificanDifference  Groups  
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t  average 
 0.049 7.03 Up to 10 years (158.468)          20 years and 

more(151.705) 
 
The results set forth in the table 7 shows the difference in the scores in the Innovation Group 
employees with job experience up to 10 years of work experience with 20 years and more 
meaningful. In table 10, variance analysis of enterprise agility scores based on metallic 
variables gender, age, education, work experience. 
 
Table 10. Variance analysis of enterprise agility scores based on metallic variables gender, age, education, work 

experience 
Significant 
level 

F  Mean  
average 

Degrees  of 
freedom 

 Total 
average 

Source  

0.016 6.119 1420.186 1 1420.186 sex 
0.003 6.219 1443.318 2 2886.636 age 
0.149 1.915 452.824 2 905.647 Qualification 
0.002 6.733 1562.677 2 3125.353 Work 

experience 
 

 
The results set forth in table 10 show that between organizational agility scores according to the 
degree there is a significant difference, but between the organizational agility scores by gender, 
age and meaningful work experience. The test provided in tables 11-13 the differences between 
groups. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Table (11) LSD test scores according to the sex of agility 
Significan
t  

Difference 
average 

 Groups  

0.021 8.876 Male  (100.191)             female(91.315)  
 
The results in table 11 shows the difference in the scores of enterprise agility in the group is 
significant for male and female employees. 
 

Table of (12) tests organizational agility scores depending on the age of LSD 
Significan

t 
Difference 

average 
Groups 

0.035 -6.94 20 to 30 year   (94.066)             41 to 50 year 
(103.563) 

0.041 -6.41 31 to 40 year (92.926)             41 to 51 year 
(103.563) 

 
The results in table 12 shows the difference marks the organizational agility in between staff 
aged 41 to 50 years with a staff of 20 to 30 years of age and 31 to 40 years is significant. 
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Table (13) tests organizational agility scores depending on the LSD experience 
Significan
t  

Difference 
average 

 Groups  

0.025 9.62 to 10 year  (100.461)             20 year and more 
(90.841)  

 
 

The results set forth in the table 13 shows the difference in the scores of enterprise agility in the 
Group of employees with job experience up to 10 years of work experience with 20 years and 
more meaningful. 
 
6. Discussion 
Findings table 1 shows the correlation between innovation and enterprise agility with it 
components are significant. That is between innovation and enterprise agility with its 
components, there is a significant relationship. Based on the coefficient of determination (2r) 
6.62, 4.28, 7.27, respectively, 4.16, 6.22, 14.7, 21.8, 4.15, 78% of the variance, 39.8 
innovation, partnership, trust, freedom, time, fun idea, conflict, supporting the idea, talk, take 
risks and common organizational agility. According to the scholar search databases on the 
subject of thematic research and the lack of access to such a possibility to compare the results 
of the present study is not possible with other research. These results suggest that people who 
are innovative in their field of innovation can get feisty to provide organization. Innovative 
people with new ideas can change the nose and Organization for action and perky with timely 
planning meets the Organization's needs. These results indicate that there is a significant 
relationship with the innovation of enterprise agility and emphasizes the importance of 
innovation to create the organizational agility. Therefore, these organizations can be through 
paying attention to new ideas and offer their support and staff participation, and trust them, 
creating a space for collective dialogue and debate about the processes in your organization, as 
well as modify the business processes and interact with the outer environment of and 
consequently increase their agility in the organization. Based on the findings of the table (2), 
the average score of enterprise agility 17/3. Organizational agility score, so above average 
levels. This finding shows that the use of items such as information technology, knowledge, 
continuous vigilance towards threats and opportunities, training, accountability and 
understanding of the needs of the people there and the spirit of commitment and trust in the 
staff, including those that are can be used by them to access enterprise agility and study 
organization With the use of these items has been able to upgrade their skill levels and to reach 
optimal levels. Based on the findings of the table (3), the average score of 08/3 innovation. So 
the average level of innovation scores. This finding demonstrates innovation and propel growth 
and flourishing talents agent to your prosperity and success by managing the career and social, 
individual and individual talent as well as growth and prosperity in the Organization and propel 
them to find the individual success to achieve the safeness of occupational and social mobility, 
the emergence, in the Organization, an increase in the quantity, quality and variety of products 
and services, reduce costs, waste and waste of resources, increase business motivation of 
employees The Organization, promoting the level of employees ' job satisfaction and mental 
health organization, improving the efficiency of the Organization, the management and staff of 
the collection and organization success, stimulating growth and expansion, and encourage a 
sense of influence on the competitiveness of the Organization must be familiar with the 
fundamentals of innovation through a familiar staff and individual goals with organizational 
goals with coordinate to enhance innovation and creativity in them. So on that table (4) shows 
the regression between the studied variables in organizational agility the best predictor in the 
first step second step in supporting the idea of participation in the third step fourth step and take 
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risks. Based on the results of the regression analysis step by step the relationship between 
organizational agility variable with the support of the idea of participation, discussion and 
significant risks. On this basis, in the first step the coefficient of variance of the 5/76 idea of 
enterprise agility in the second step the percentage supporting the idea of partnership enterprise 
agility and 9/79% of the variance in the third step, the idea of partnership and discuss the 
organizational agility and 9/82% of the variance in the fourth step of supporting the idea, 
participation, debate and take risks to organizational agility 3/84% variance explanation. So the 
statistical community could be generalized regression. The findings in the table (5) suggests 
that it is the beta coefficient for an increased support for the idea of organizational agility, 
423/0 unit, per a unit increase in participation, organizational agility, 0.388 per one unit 
increase organizational agility, 282/0 units and increase risks for a unit, organizational agility 
increase unit 160/0. So that the table can be significant (6) Anticipating freedom, trust, took the 
idea of organizational agility, fun and meaningful for the conflict. This results table (4) implies 
that the components supporting the idea, partnership, talk and take risks most influence in 
organizational agility. So the staff of the Organization through participation and discussion, as 
well as with the risk disclosure and protection of their ideas can to organizational agility that 
has a role in improving the performance of the organization. According to the results table (6) 
these results indicate that the existence of the freedom, confidence, and time to plan for the 
idea, the fun and the conflict cannot create organizational agility played a role. The results set 
forth in the table (7) show that between scores Islamic Azad University of khorasgan branch 
(Isfahan) according to gender, age and education, there is no significant difference, but between 
scores of innovation in a meaningful work experience. test presented in table (8) the difference 
between the groups. The cause of the difference is not significant and in some cases the lack of 
comment sex, age and educational qualification is that it was only a statistical society, namely 
the Islamic Azad University of khorasgan branch. The results set forth in the table (7) shows 
the difference in the scores in the Innovation Group employees with job experience up to 10 
years of work experience with 20 years and more meaningful. These results indicate that the 
work has a history of labor 10 up 20 years compared to the rest of employees with less 
experience have a higher innovation which is the cause. 
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