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ABSTRACT Innovative teaching methodologies attract the attention of students, kindle the interest for the
subject and make them understand the concepts with ease. The objective of the paper is to measure the level of
innovative behavior and to examine the relationship between demographic variables and innovative behavior
among the faculty of teaching in educational institutions. In this paper, descriptive research design is employed. A
pretested questionnaire is administered to measure the level of innovative behavior for a sample of 100 respondents,
selected using random sampling method. The level of innovative behavior is compared with the demographic
variables of the respondents using analysis of variance method. The results indicate that there is a significant
difference between the demographic variables and the level of innovative behavior. By measuring and improving
the level of innovative behavior the educational institutions can enhance the performance of the students and
achieve competitive advantage.

INTRODUCTION

The quality of educational institutions can
be determined by the teaching ability of the fac-
ulty members working in it. But the challenges
faced by the faculty are increasing due to change
in the perspectives of students, lack of proper
resources and poor support from the manage-
ment. Innovativeness in work is one of the way
to overcome the challenges faced by the faculty
working in educational institutions.

Innovative behavior is the process in which
new ideas are generated, created, developed,
applied, promoted, realized, and modified by
employees in order to benefit role performance
(Konermann 2012). Innovative work behavior is
the application of new methodologies of teach-
ing so as to find new solutions to the existing
problems.

Thurlings et al. (2015) have mentioned that
in order to survive in a highly competitive mar-
ket educational institutions and faculty have to
behave in an innovative manner. Innovative be-
havior is an essential requirement for education-
al institutions in order to keep up with the rapid-
ly changing society, new technologies and new
insights.Rahman et al. (2017) have said that lec-
turers require innovative behavior for fulfilling

their roles in research activities and to advance
their way of thinking particularly in the new en-
vironment in which innovation is much required.
Previous studies about innovative behavior
show that innovation is related to work role per-
formance, transformational leadership, psycho-
logical capital, work commitment, employee well-
being, self-efficacy and organizational culture.
The success of an educational institution de-
pends upon the eminent faculty members who
can handle the issues related to education and
discipline. Hence by measuring and developing
the level of innovative behavior among the fac-
ulty, the educational institutions can achieve
competitive advantage in a global environment.

Literature Review

According to Janssen (2000), innovative
behavior is the intentional creation, introduc-
tion and application of new ideas within a work
role, group or organization, in order to benefit
role performance, the group, or the organiza-
tion. Innovative work behavior results in posi-
tive outcome for an organization. Organizations
that function in the contemporary competitive
world expect their employees to come up with
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innovative ideas to gain competitive advantage
over their competitors.

Innovative behavior is measured by differ-
ent scales with different dimensions. Most of the
researchers have used four dimensions of inno-
vative work behavior: opportunity exploration or
problem recognition, idea generation, idea cham-
pioning and application. De Jong and Den Har-
tog (2008) have measured validated innovative
behavior using these four dimensions.

A research work conducted by De Clercq et
al. (2014) shows that the perceptions of employ-
ees about adverse work conditions and organi-
zational politics affect innovative behavior. But
this effect gets decreased when the employees
get relevant resources through knowledge shar-
ing and if they have a harmonious interpersonal
relationship in the organization. Previous re-
searchers imply that innovative behavior is not
only dependent on an individual’s ability but it
also depend on the internal environment of an
organization.

A model created by Thurlings et al. (2015)
revealed that teacher’s innovative behavior is
influenced by organizational factors, demograph-
ic factors and individual factors. Organizational
factors include infrastructure facilities, resourc-
es available, existing culture, task factors and
physical characteristics of organization. Demo-
graphic factors that have significant impact are
income, years of education and teaching experi-
ence of the faculty members. Likewise, individu-
al factors such as personality, trait and compe-
tence can influence innovative behavior.

Bos-Nehles et al. (2017) explored the role of
supervisors in supporting innovative work be-
haviour among public sector employees by also
considering the unique challenges faced by
them. This paper further revealed that the failure
in implementing innovative projects can be re-
solved by situational leadership that emphasizes
networking activities. Even if the employees in
an organization are ready to work innovatively, it
is not achievable unless they are supported by
their management, supervisors and co-workers.

Cerne et al. (2017) investigated the multilevel
interaction among team level, job related, and
individual characteristics  in stimulating  employ-
ees’  innovative work behavior. The paper is
based on achievement  goal theory  and job
characteristics  theory. The findings of the paper
reveal that the employee’s hidden knowledge and
high levels of innovative work behavior can be

facilitated by team mastery climate, high task
interdependence or high decision autonomy. Or-
ganizations can create a suitable environment
so as to improve the level of innovative behav-
ior among the employees.

A research work on influence of innovation
among technology startups was carried out by
Nassar and Sori (2017). The paper also assessed
how innovation influences financing for tech-
nology startups. The results indicated that the
factors that are barriers to innovation are collec-
tive culture, herd mentality behavior and fear of
failure.

Objectives

The objectives of the paper are to measure
the level of innovative behavior of the teaching
faculty and to examine the difference between
demographic variables and innovative behavior.

METHODOLOGY

A sample of 100 teaching faculty working in
educational institutions are chosen by using
random sampling method. The primary data is
collected through pre-tested and structured
questionnaire. The study is with respect to Indi-
an scenario.

To measure the level of innovative work be-
haviour average score analysis is done. To ex-
amine the difference between demographic vari-
ables and level of innovative behavior, the ANO-
VA (analysis of variance) test is applied. SPSS is
used for the purpose of data analysis.

RESULTS

The results of the study include two parts.
The overall level of innovative behavior with
respect to demographic variables and analysis
of variance between demographic variables and
innovative behavior.

Overall Innovative Behavior with Respect to
Demographic Variables

The average score analysis of overall inno-
vative behavior with respect to demographic
factors namely gender, age, educational qualifi-
cation, designation and experience is analyzed
in this section. The level of innovative behavior
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with respect to demographic variables are ana-
lyzed and displayed in Table 1.

Gender versus Overall Level of Innovative
Behavior

It is found from Table1 that the percentage
of high level of innovative behavior of respon-
dents is highest among the male respondents
with 20.5 percent and the same is lowest with
15.5 percent among the female respondents. The
percentage of medium level of innovative be-
havior of respondents is highest among the male
respondents with twenty-two percent and the
lowest is among female respondents with nine
percent. The percentage of low level of innova-
tive behavior of respondents is same with 16.5
percent for both male and female respondents.

Age versus Overall Level of Innovative
Behavior

It is found from Table1 that the percentage
of high level of innovative behavior of respon-
dents is highest among the age group of 25-30
years with twelve percent and the lowest is
among the age group of 46-50 years with 2.5
percent. It is found from the table that the per-
centage of medium level of innovative behavior
of respondents is highest among the age group
of 25-30 years with 9.5 percent and the lowest is

among the age group of respondents greater
than 50 years with 0.5 percent. It is found from
the table that the percentage of low level of in-
novative behavior of respondents is highest
among the age group of  25-30 years with fifteen
percent and the lowest is among the age group
of greater than 50 years with zero percent.

Educational Qualification versus Overall
Level of Innovative Behavior

It is found from Table 1 that the percentage
of high level of innovative behavior of respon-
dents is highest among the postgraduates with
twenty-four percent and the lowest is among
the doctorates with twelve percent. It is found
from the table that the percentage of medium
level of innovative behavior of respondents is
highest among the post graduates with 16.5 per-
cent and the lowest is among the doctorates
with 14.5 percent. It is found from the table that
the percentage of low level of innovative be-
havior of respondents is highest among the doc-
torates with 17.5 percent and the lowest is among
the post graduates with 15.5 percent.

Experience versus Overall Level of Innovative
Behavior

It is found from Table 1 that the percentage
of high level of innovative behavior of respon-

Table 1: Average score analysis with respect to overall level of innovative behavior

Demographic                                                                                 Innovative behavior
variables

Low (%)       Medium (%)     High (%)     Total (%)

Gender Male % of Total 16.5 22.0 20.5 59.0
Female % of Total 16.5 9.0 15.5 41.0

Age 25-30 % of Total 15.0 9.5 12.0 36.5
31-35 % of Total 4.5 8.5 6.5 19.5
36-40 % of Total 5.0 4.5 7.0 16.5
41-45 % of Total 6.0 4.0 3.0 13.0
46-50 % of Total 2.5 4.0 2.5 9.0
>50 % of Total 0.0 .5 5.0 5.5

Educational PG % of Total 15.5 16.5 24.0 56.0
Qualification PhD % of Total 17.5 14.5 12.0 44.0
Experience (in years) <2 % of Total 12.0 8.5 3.0 23.5

2-5 % of Total 10.0 9.0 13.5 32.5
6-10 % of Total 7.0 6.0 8.5 21.5
11-15 % of Total 3.5 1.5 6.5 11.5
16-20 % of Total .5 4.0 3.5 8.0
>20 % of Total 0.0 2.0 1.0 3.0

Designation Assistant % of Total 26.5 25.0 26.5 78.0
  Professor
Associate % of Total 4.0 5.0 5.0 14.0
  Professor
Professor % of Total 2.5 1.0 4.5 8.0
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dents is highest among the respondents with
experience of 2-5 years with 13.5 percent and the
lowest is among the respondents with experi-
ence greater than 20 years with one percent. It is
found from the table that the percentage of me-
dium level of innovative behavior of respondents
is highest among the respondents with experi-
ence 2-5 years with nine percent and the lowest
is among the respondents with experience 11-15
years with 1.5 percent. It is found from the table
that the percentage of low level of innovative
behavior of respondents is highest among the
respondents with experience less than 2 years
with twelve percent and the lowest is among the
respondents with experience greater than 50
years with zero percent.

Designation versus Overall Level of Innova-
tive Behavior

It is found from Table1 that the percentage
of high level of innovative behavior of respon-
dents is highest among the assistant professors
with 26.5 percent and the lowest is among the
professors with 4.5 percent. It is found from the
table that the percentage of medium level of in-
novative behavior of respondents is highest
among the assistant professors with twenty-five
percent and the lowest is among the professors
with one percent. It is found from the table that
the percentage of low level of innovative be-
havior of respondents is highest among the as-
sistant professors with 26.5 percent and the low-
est is among the professors with 2.5 percent.

Analysis of Variance between Demographic
variables and Innovative Behavior

The analysis of variance test is applied to
find the difference between the demographic
variables such as gender, age, educational qual-
ification, designation and experience with inno-
vative work behavior.

The data is analyzed and the results are dis-
played in Table 2.

 The results from Table 2 show that the F-
values are significant, indicating that there is
significant difference between the demographic
variables and innovative work behavior of the
teaching faculty of educational instituions.
Hence, the null hypothesis that there is no sig-
nificant difference between demographic vari-
ables and innovative behavior is rejected.

DISCUSSION

The results indicate that there is significant
difference between gender and innovative be-
havior. The research done by Millward and Free-
man (2002) suggest that innovation is related
with the different levels of risk taken. Men are
expected to take more risks when compared to
women. Failure is less damaging to men and more
damaging to women. So there is a difference in
their behavior with respect to innovation. Luk-
syte et al. (2017) revealed that innovative work
behaviors are stereotypically associated with
men more than women. The innovative behav-
ior exhibited by men is easily recognised and
they are rewarded for it. This affects the perfor-
mance appraisal payoffs of women for not being
innovative. The results show that there is a sig-
nificant difference between age and experience
in relation with innovative behavior. Ng and Feld-
man (2013) conducted a research to find wheth-
er older employees are less innovative when
compared to younger employees. The paper re-
veals that the capacity to behave innovatively
grows with age and experience.

The results reveal that there is significant
difference between educational qualification and
innovative behavior. A research conducted by
Villalba and Ernesto (2008) has shown relation-
ships between innovation and education at a
general level, mainly exploring how education
might contribute to innovation. A research con-
ducted by Ahmed et al. (2017) has explored the
relationship between innovation and designa-
tion. The results of the paper have shown that
there is a substantial difference between the level
of innovation of lectures when compared with
assistant professors and professors. The differ-
ence arises because the number of papers pub-
lished, number of conferences and workshops
attended differs between them. Lectures are new
to the teaching field whereas professors have
massive years of experience in handling the sub-
ject, students, knowledge and skills.

Table 2: Difference between demographic vari-
ables and innovative behavior

Demographic variables Mean   F Sig.
square

Gender .357 1.815 .002
Age 3.529 1.760 .004
Educational Qualification .389 2.055 .000
Designation .617 2.276 .000
Experience (in years) 2.729 1.936 .001



76 KEERTHANA BASKARAN AND MAGESH RAJARATHINAM

CONCLUSION

Educational skill is made state of the art to
suit to the industry demands. The participants
of the educational institutions are universities,
institutions/colleges, students, parents, teach-
ers, government policy frameworks and employ-
able industries. In majority of the cases the com-
petence gained by the students is due to the
contribution and commitment of the teaching
faculty who are working in the respective edu-
cational institutions. The performance of the
teaching faculty is related to the performance of
students which in turn improves the overall effi-
ciency of the educational institution. The re-
search about innovative behavior can create an
awareness that can help educational institutions
to focus on the innovative behavior, encourage
the faculty to implement innovative teaching
practices and expand their knowledge horizons.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The educational institution can inculcate in-
novative behaviour through any of the follow-
ing ways.  It can be done by recruiting the suit-
able faculty who might use innovative teaching
methods during their classes, by choosing in-
terventions that facilitate innovative behavior
among the teaching faculty, by motivating, sup-
porting, and accepting their ideas by weighing
pros and cons during the idea generation pro-
cess, by providing the resources needed during
the implementation process and by recognizing
and rewarding after successful completion of
the innovative process.
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