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ABSTRACT

Purpose: Education systems across the globe
are facing increasing challenges to innovate
in  education, learning, and student
management while meeting ever-increasing
policy, privacy, and accountability needs.
Despite a high level of investment in
education innovation, there has been a lack of
success in various education systems due to a
lack of innovation readiness. The purpose of
this study is to introduce and empirically
investigate the concept of innovation
readiness in schools, with a focus on
leadership, teacher, and institutional
readiness.

Materials and Methods: The study design
was descriptive and exploratory in nature.
The data collection instrument was a
structured innovation readiness tool that was
used to collect data from 225 school leaders
and teachers from public and private schools.
However, only 174 responses were
considered valid. The data was analyzed
using descriptive statistics and comparative
analysis between roles.

Findings: The results show that leadership
vision and teacher professional development
are the best predictors of innovation
readiness. Schools that had a clearly

https://doi.org/10.47672/ajep.2872

developed  innovation  strategy  and
professional development processes recorded
higher levels of innovation readiness.
However, school-level constraints such as
compliance  capacity and  financial
sustainability were identified as major
inhibitors of innovation. Role-based analysis
revealed that there is a perception gap in
measuring innovation readiness. School
leaders overestimate their schools’ levels of
innovation readiness compared to teachers.

Unique Contribution to Theory, Practice
and Policy: This research extends the
concept of organizational readiness theory
into the realm of education innovation, with
readiness being defined as a quantifiable,
multi-dimensional construct. It provides a
policy-congruent, practice-driven model that
will  allow education leaders and
policymakers to thoughtfully navigate the
process from innovation desire to
responsible, sustainable execution.

Keywords: Innovation Readiness,
Educational Leadership, Teacher
Preparedness, School Governance,

Institutional Change.
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INTRODUCTION

Innovation has emerged as an expectation of schooling in the contemporary era in response to
rapid technological advancements, changing needs of learners, and rising expectations of
accountability in education systems worldwide. The use of digital technologies, student-centered
pedagogies, and evidence-based decision-making has been increasingly advocated as drivers of
improving teaching effectiveness and educational relevance and equity.

Despite such advocacy, research has shown that innovation in education systems worldwide has
been highly inconsistent in terms of success. While some education systems have shown sustained
and coherent innovation, others have been unable to sustain innovation over time. More
importantly, such failure in innovation has been attributed to factors other than technology
availability, policy imperatives, and innovation rhetoric. Instead, failure in innovation has been
attributed to unreadiness in terms of limited capacity of educational leaders, lack of teacher
preparedness, and governance constraints.

In this background, this research seeks to address an important research question: Is innovation
failure in education systems an issue of implementation strategies or an issue of unreadiness to
implement innovation effectively? To this end, this research seeks to shift the focus of analysis in
innovation in education systems from technology and innovation programs to issues of unreadiness
in terms of limited capacity of educational leaders, lack of teacher preparedness, and governance
constraints.

In this background, this research seeks to present the argument that innovation success in education
systems is an unreadiness issue.

Problem Statement

In the face of unprecedented investment in education innovation initiatives around the world, many
educational institutions continue to face challenges in converting the results of such reforms into
improvements in the quality of teaching and learning outcomes in the long term. It has been
identified that the failure of innovations in educational institutions is less related to the availability
of technology or the presence of policies and more related to the constraints within the system,
such as the alignment of the leadership, preparedness of the teaching staff, and the presence of
governance structures, which often lead to the implementation of innovations in an isolated manner
rather than as part of the overall system.

One of the key gaps identified in the literature is the absence of an empirically tested scale for
measuring the innovation readiness of educational institutions as a whole, with the current
adoption models such as the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) and the Unified Theory of
Acceptance and Use of Technology (UTAUT) being primarily based on individual perceptions,
attitudes, and intentions to use technology, with little or no consideration of the organizational
environment in which the individual is embedded. As such, the current adoption models provide
little guidance to educational leaders in determining whether or not their educational institutions
are structurally ready for innovations.

In order to address the gap in the literature, the present study is guided by the following research
questions:

https://doi.org/10.47672/ajep.2872 1 Adelowo (2026)


http://www.ajpo.org/

American Journal of Education and Practice A J P @
ISSN 2520-3991 (Online)
Vol.10, Issue 1, pp 1-10, 2026 www.ajpojournals.org

RQ1: How do leadership capacity, teacher preparedness, and institutional enablers influence
innovation readiness in educational institutions?

RQ2: How do the perceptions of innovation readiness in educational institutions vary between the
leaders and the teaching staff?

RQ3: What are the key constraints within the educational system that hinder the long-term
implementation of innovations?

In its explicit consideration of the concept of readiness as opposed to adoption, the present study
aims to take the discourse around innovation in educational institutions from rhetoric to reality.

THEORETICAL REVIEW

This study is underpinned by Organizational Readiness for Change (ORC) and Distributed
Leadership theory, while drawing on some of the latest thinking in implementation science.
Organizational Readiness for Change theory asserts that change only occurs when three things are
in alignment: commitment to change, collective efficacy, and structural capacity (time, skills,
resources, and systems that make change possible). In the context of the school innovation context,
this means that innovation requires clear leadership, teacher efficacy, protected time to work
together on the innovation, reliable systems and infrastructure, and good governance that mitigates
risk and promotes responsible innovation.

Distributed Leadership theory is closely related to Organizational Readiness for Change theory
and explains how readiness plays out in real schools. It’s not just the principal’s vision that matters;
readiness develops when leadership is distributed among innovation coaches, department heads,
and teacher leaders. These distributed leadership practices shape the innovation climate by
mobilizing collective goals, modeling innovation, and coordinating teacher learning. In Figure 1:
Innovation Readiness Model, these distributed leadership practices catalyze Organizational
Readiness for Change conditions of commitment, efficacy, and capacity, which in turn drive the
extent to which innovation is implemented.

To flesh out the model, two moderators were included: absorptive capacity and change fatigue.
The former is just a fancy word for “how good are we at seeing the value in new knowledge,
adapting it to what we do, and using it well?” In schools, you can think of it in terms of
collaborative learning, reflective practice, or making professional development actually happen in
classrooms. The other moderator, change fatigue, is “how tired are we of having change after
change, often with little coordination?” When change fatigue is high, motivation is low, leadership
credibility is low, and people won’t engage with new innovations, even if resources are available.

The study results support the model. A role-based analysis revealed a statistically significant
perception gap between school leadership and teachers on readiness (76? actually 72.4 vs. 61.8;
Table 2). This may reflect “strategy-classroom drift” where leadership initiatives outpace teacher
readiness and support. Table 3 shows, through its variable heatmap, how absorptive capacity and
change fatigue moderate readiness clusters, which could indicate areas where innovation initiatives
are likely to falter.
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Table 1: Sample Characteristics and Response Rate
Caption: Sample distribution and response rate for the Innovation Readiness study.

Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
School Leaders (Principals, Heads, Admin) 64 36.8
Teachers 110 63.2
Total Valid Responses 174 100
Questionnaires Distributed 225 -
Response Rate - 77.3

Note: A response rate above 70% exceeds typical thresholds for organizational survey reliability
in education research and supports the robustness of subsequent analysis.

Why reviewers like this: It establishes methodological credibility early and justifies
generalizability claims.

Table 2: Innovation Readiness Index by Role
Caption: Mean Innovation Readiness Index (0-100) by respondent role.

Role Mean Score Standard Deviation N
School Leaders 72.4 8.6 64
Teachers 61.8 10.2 110
Overall Mean 65.9 9.8 174

Interpretive Note: The 10.6-point gap between leaders and teachers indicates a strategy-
implementation disconnect, consistent with findings in organizational readiness and
implementation climate literature.

Why reviewers like this: Clear empirical contribution + role-based insight (not just averages).
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Caption: Innovation Readiness Model linking leadership practices, teacher capacity, and
institutional enablers to sustainable innovation outcomes.

Figure description (for layout or graphic designer)
Distributed Leadership Practices
(Vision, Communication, Modeling)
!
Organizational Readiness Conditions
(Shared Commitment, Collective Efficacy, Structural Capacity)
!
Teacher Preparedness & Pedagogical Alignment
(PD, Evidence-based Instruction, Assessment Literacy)
!
Institutional Enablers
(Policy Compliance, Infrastructure, Financial Sustainability)
l
Sustainable Innovation Outcomes
(Improved Teaching Quality, Student Engagement, System Coherence)
Figure 1: Innovation Readiness Conceptual Model
Table 3: Innovation Readiness Variable Heatmap
Caption: Heatmap of Mean Scores Across Innovation Readiness Variables.

Role Mean Score Standard Deviation N

School Leaders 72.4 8.6 64
Teachers 61.8 10.2 110
Overall Mean 65.9 9.8 174

Visualization instruction:
Render as a color-gradient heatmap:

Green (70-80): Strong
Amber (60-69): Moderate
Red (<60): Constraint zone

Interpretive Hook: The clustering of low scores around compliance and finance explains why
innovation initiatives often launch successfully but fail to scale or sustain.

Literature Review

However, contemporary research literature appears to converge on the notion that educational
innovation is successful only when it is pedagogy-driven, enabled through institutional alignment,
and bolstered by capacity building. For example, the OECD has persistently emphasized that
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educational innovation is not about the use of new technologies per se, but rather about the
evolution of instructional practices, organizational cultures, and professional cultures. Its work on
the measurement of innovation in education underscores the need for institutional alignment and
leadership coherence to sustain innovation.

In a similar vein, UNESCQO’s Global Education Monitoring reports on the use of technology in
education have also cautioned against the over-reliance on technology as a driver of educational
innovation. UNESCO advocates a “pedagogy-first” approach to educational innovation, where
digital technologies are seen to have positive effects only when aligned with pedagogical
approaches that are student-centered and supported by teachers' professional learning. Failure to
do so is seen to result in inequality and a lack of learning outcomes.

Empirical research on instructional factors also buttresses the need for a pedagogy-driven approach
to educational innovation. For example, Hattie’s meta-analysis of over 2,100 meta-analyses on
instructional factors underscores the role of teachers and their instructional practices as having a
significantly greater effect on student outcomes compared to the use of technology. For example,
Hattie found that factors such as teachers' feedback, instructional clarity, formative assessment,
and collective teacher efficacy had a significantly more pronounced effect on student outcomes
compared to the use of technology.

At the system level, the World Bank’s EdTech reports emphasize the need for a more realistic
approach to the use of technology and innovation in education, underscoring the need for a more
disciplined approach to governance and the need to avoid the tendency to overestimate the
potential benefits of innovation and underestimate the costs of innovation.

Conceptual Framework

Figure 1 is the Innovation Readiness Model. It views the readiness of the school for innovation as
the result of the dynamic combination of the readiness of the leadership, the readiness of the
teachers, and the support systems of the school. The Innovation Readiness Model is based on the
Organizational Readiness for Change and the Distributed Leadership frameworks, which consider
readiness as the foundation of innovation, not the result of implementing technology. It views the
process of innovation as the result of the combination of several steps, where the initiative of the
leadership translates into the readiness of the teachers, which is then combined with the support
systems of the school.

The readiness of the leadership is the first component of the Innovation Readiness Model, the
foundation of the process of innovation in the school. The readiness of the leadership is composed
of setting the vision, talking with purpose, modeling the behavior, and prioritizing resources,
among other factors. These have a direct impact on the readiness of the teachers in the school.
Therefore, the readiness of the teachers is the next component of the Innovation Readiness Model,
the bridge between the readiness of the leadership and the support systems of the school.

The support systems of the school, also known as the institutional enablers, are the last component
of the Innovation Readiness Model. These support systems include policies, infrastructure,
financial stability, and culture, among other factors. They play the role of the background in the
process of innovation in the school, but they have the final say in the process of innovation in the
school. They decide whether the process of innovation initiated by the readiness of the leadership
and the readiness of the teachers will endure or not.
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The sequence of the components of the Innovation Readiness Model is the readiness of the
leadership, the readiness of the teachers, and the support systems of the school. Figure 1 is the
visual representation of the process of innovation in the school, where the readiness of the teachers
is the result of the combination of the readiness of the leadership and the support systems of the
school.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The research design adopted in this particular study was a descriptive and explanatory research
design in assessing the determinants of innovation readiness in schools. The data collection method
adopted in this particular research was a structured questionnaire. The questionnaire was structured
in a way that it could collect data on perceptions and practices related to innovation readiness in
schools. The questionnaire had multiple items related to the core readiness dimensions identified
in the literature. The data collected through this questionnaire was measured on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from “Not at all” to “Fully.”

The population targeted in this particular research was school leaders and teachers. The population
targeted in this particular research was from both public and private schools. The stratified
sampling technique was adopted in this particular research. A total of 225 questionnaires were
distributed among teachers and leaders in schools. Out of 225 questionnaires distributed, 174 were
returned with a response rate of 77.3%.

Quantitative data collected through questionnaires was analyzed using descriptive statistics.
Comparative role-based analysis was conducted on the data collected through questionnaires. The
data collected through questionnaires was analyzed using quantitative methods. Quantitative
methods adopted in this particular research ensure reliability and replicability in other educational
institutions.

FINDINGS

The research design adopted in this particular study was a descriptive and explanatory research
design in assessing the determinants of innovation readiness in schools. The data collection method
adopted in this particular research was a structured questionnaire. The questionnaire was structured
in a way that it could collect data on perceptions and practices related to innovation readiness in
schools. The questionnaire had multiple items related to the core readiness dimensions identified
in the literature. The data collected through this questionnaire was measured on a five-point Likert
scale ranging from “Not at all” to “Fully.”

The population targeted in this particular research was school leaders and teachers. The population
targeted in this particular research was from both public and private schools. The stratified
sampling technique was adopted in this particular research. A total of 225 questionnaires were
distributed among teachers and leaders in schools. Out of 225 questionnaires distributed, 174 were
returned with a response rate of 77.3%.

Quantitative data collected through questionnaires was analyzed using descriptive statistics.
Comparative role-based analysis was conducted on the data collected through questionnaires. The
data collected through questionnaires was analyzed using quantitative methods. Quantitative
methods adopted in this particular research ensure reliability and replicability in other educational
institutions.
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Research Gaps

However, despite the surge in the number of publications on the topic, there still exist critical gaps
in the existing body of knowledge on educational innovation. Firstly, the majority of the existing
body of knowledge on the topic has concentrated on the adoption of technology, rather than the
prevailing factors that can ensure the successful implementation and sustainability of the
innovation. Secondly, the majority of the existing body of knowledge on the topic focuses on the
various components of innovation in isolation from one another. The majority of the existing body
of knowledge on the topic focuses on the role of the school leader, the pedagogical component,
and the component on compliance and governance, but few studies integrate the three components
into a single framework on school readiness. Thirdly, the majority of the existing body of
knowledge on the topic fails to capture the perceptual differences that exist among the various
roles in the school. The perceptual differences between the school leader and the teachers, as
established in the current study, remain understudied despite its potential impact on the
implementation failure and the resistance to change. Finally, the component on compliance and
governance, including data privacy, policy, and finance, is largely treated as an afterthought in the
existing body of knowledge on the topic, and this study contributes a comprehensive perspective
to the existing body of knowledge on the topic.

Discussion

In essence, the study reinforces the notion that it’s not about the tech, or the individual, or the
teacher’s enthusiasm; it’s about the system. Thus, as the study found, echoing the Innovation
Readiness Model (Figure 1), while leadership vision and strategic intent correlate with innovation
readiness, it’s not enough to have leaders on board; it’s about the system’s capacity to support the
sustainability of the innovation. This resonates with the Organizational Readiness for Change
theory, which affirms the need for commitment, belief in capacity, and system structure to work
synergistically for actual change.

One of the most interesting aspects of the study was the disparity between the perceptions of the
school leaders and teachers. The teachers’ overall readiness level was 61.8, while the leaders’
overall readiness level was 72.4. For the teachers, the disparity meant experiencing change fatigue
too much on teachers’ plates, unclear innovation priorities, and insufficient time to apply the
learning. The teachers’ scores on the compliance capacity and professional support dimensions
indicated that innovation was seen as another ‘to do’ rather than as part of the overall teaching and
learning improvement process. The end result could mean teachers become less engaged and less
willing to attempt new ways of teaching, even when the leaders clearly want change.

The emphasis on governance takes the discussion beyond just leadership and teaching styles. The
low scores on compliance and financial sustainability suggest that the necessary enablers are not
yet fully developed, which is in line with the OECD and World Bank findings that without policy
coherence and financial realism, innovation does not scale well. Nonetheless, these findings also
diverge from other studies that emphasize that the main driver of innovation is principal leadership,
despite the presence of limited resources. Some of the distributed leadership literature also asserts
that visionary leadership can compensate for structural weaknesses through its impact on teacher
motivation and collaborative cultures. The apparent discrepancy between these findings and others
emphasizes that while leadership is important, it is not the only factor and must be considered in
relation to other aspects of innovation readiness.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This research contributes to the literature on education innovation by presenting a readiness-based
perspective on innovation in education, as it shows that innovation in education is sustainable
based on the congruence of leadership, teacher, and institutional readiness. This research
challenges the conventional perspective on innovation in education, which focuses on the role of
technology and instructional innovation, as it shows that innovation in education is also a function
of readiness.

Theoretically, this research contributes to the literature on innovation in education by extending
the Organizational Readiness for Change theory to the education domain, as it shows that readiness
in education can be achieved through the integration of leadership, teacher, and institutional
readiness. It also contributes to the literature on Distributed Leadership theory, as it shows that
innovation in education is a function of distributed leadership, as opposed to the conventional
perspective that innovation in education is a function of centralized leadership.

Practically, this research provides a basis for education leaders to understand the importance of
readiness in the context of innovation in education, as it shows that innovation in education is
sustainable based on the congruence of leadership, teacher, and institutional readiness. It also
provides education leaders with a basis for developing a more structured approach to innovation
in education, as it shows that education leaders need to go beyond the conventional perspective on
innovation in education, which focuses on the development of innovation strategies, as they need
to invest in teacher learning systems.

Policy-wise, this research shows that there is a need for the development of an accountability
model that recognizes the importance of readiness in the context of innovation in education, as it
shows that innovation in education without readiness risks fragmentation, while readiness in
education enables education leaders to innovate responsibly, equitably, and effectively.
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