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Abstract

Purpose: This analysis seeks to understand how activity theory impacts organizational
social capital in higher education and contributes to knowledge investment for
integrating the knowledge economy and society within the higher education context.

Design/Methodology/Approach: The researcher tested the proposed research model
from a survey of 154 teachers and experts randomly chosen from three national
universities (Taibah University, King Saud University, and King AbdulAziz University).
A related literature review analysis was conducted to explore the intersections between
survey results and previous studies related to each factor of the structural model.

A structural model analysis examined hypothetical relationships between variables.
Standardized path coefficients were tested to determine whether the research’s
empirical evidence supported the hypotheses.

Results: Hypotheses empirical verification confirmed the relationship between
technological, individual, and community factors, promoting organizational social
capital in higher education institutions.

Analysis shows that the high Composite Reliability (CR) value measures 0.93,
exceeding the value of 0.70, indicating all factors constantly measure the same
construct. The study revealed that the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) value is equal
to 0.58, exceeding the value of 0.5 for the structural model, confirming its validity based
on convergent validity metrics.

Originality/Value: This study is useful for analyzing and understanding technological,
individual, and societal factors driving social and organizational capital in higher
education.

Keywords: Technological factors, individual factors, community factors, organizational
social intellectual capital
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Introduction

The primary objective of higher education is the merging of the knowledge
economy and society in a constantly changing environment. This goal is driven by the
recognition that higher education institutions play a vital part in shaping not only the
economic landscape but also the social fabric of society. Incorporating the knowledge
economy and society, organizations aim to prepare students for success in a constantly
changing world, encourage innovation and business ownership, and contribute to
establishing a more equitable and enduring society. This integration is essential to drive
social and organizational capital and promote sustainable development in higher
education. To attain this goal, it is critical to comprehend and explore the role of various
factors in shaping and influencing the learning environment. This paper provides a
complete overview of important factors, including social capital, technological,
subjective, and societal factors, based on activity theory. Social capital refers to the
resources rooted in social networks and relationships that facilitate collaboration and
information exchange, such as trust and shared values. Technological factors involve
the use of digital tools and platforms that enhance educational practices and knowledge
sharing. Subjective factors include individual attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions that
influence how people interact with technology and knowledge-sharing platforms in
education. Societal factor practice encompasses social norms, values, and collaborative
practices within the educational community that shape interactions and roles. Activity
theory helps understand how these factors interact within a social and cultural context to
impact higher education’s social and organizational capital. Additionally, it emphasizes
the critical importance of putting these factors into operation and outlines the study’s
aim: to examine the relationship between these factors and their influence on investment
in the knowledge society within the realm of higher education.

Background

Strong bonds formed between people with similar backgrounds and interests that
offer both material and emotional support and are more inward-looking and protective
are referred to as social capital. The term "bonding social capital" describes networks
with a high density of relationships among members, where the majority of the
members, if not all of them, are connected because they know and frequently engage
with one another (Chetty et al., 2022).

The underlying premise of the concept of social capital incorporates the value of
mutual relations between actors in social settings established as networks of individuals
in communities. In modern plural and highly individualised and diverse democracies,
strong social networks resulting from shared views, attitudes, values, and practices are
specifically intended to generalise reciprocity and greatly strengthen social
collaboration and coherence (Tasner & Gaber, 2018).

Education is a major contributor to social capital, according to social science,
since it imparts values, experiences, and abilities that promote social interaction (Fox et
al., 2023, Apfeld et al., 2021). Thus, it has become of utmost importance to investigate
factors affecting its development in educational environments. It is hypothesized that
the development of social capital among college and university students is mediated by
technological variables (Aun et al., 2023). That is to say, technological factors have
pivotal roles in developing educational practices and facilitating knowledge sharing
(Ahmad, Jameel & Raewf, 2021). To maximise educational achievements in a time of
rapid technology improvement and growing emphasis on collaborative learning, it is
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critical to comprehend efficient knowledge-sharing techniques (Zamiri & Esmaeili,
2024). The integration of digital tools within the framework of activity theory enables a
more efficient and effective sharing of information and knowledge, thus contributing to
the development of social and organizational capital in higher education.

Subjective factors are another critical aspect explored in this study. The concept of
social capital incorporates several individual-level behavioural and attitudinal concerns
(Apfeld et al., 2021). Subjective factors can positively or negatively affect knowledge
sharing in higher education institutions and must be taken into account while discussing
this issue (Du & Yang, 2020). Understanding subjective factors is vital to understanding
the dynamics of knowledge sharing in the higher education landscape. Community
factors and practices must be mentioned in this context. Researchers agree that higher
educational institutions might be capable of embedding some institutional
characteristics as resources of social capital (Pusztai, 2014). This may be developed if
an institution develops any community-based  practices like collaborative
projects knowledge-sharing initiatives, and also community engagement that will foster
social capital development (Schlossarek et al., 2024).

This study aims to investigate how technological, individual, and societal factors,
grounded in activity theory, influence social and organizational capital in higher
education. Specifically, this research examines how digital tools and platforms facilitate
information exchange and knowledge sharing, how individual attitudes and perceptions
affect engagement with these technologies, and how community practices and social
norms shape interactions within educational institutions. By analysing these factors, the
study seeks to provide concrete insights and practical recommendations to enhance the
integration of the knowledge economy and society in higher education, ultimately
fostering a more collaborative, innovative, and sustainable educational environment.

Statement of the Problem

The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia seeks to develop human and organizational assets
as one of the strategic necessities to achieve the requirements of development plans.
Saudi universities have begun to explore mechanisms for developing it to achieve
sustainable levels of competitiveness and excellence in academic environments
(Mohamed & Elsheikh, 2018). Despite the continuous development of human energies,
the matter requires investigating the various factors that affect human capital within
different organisational environments, especially at the level of educational institutions
(Alfuhailah,2023). Intellectual capital in Saudi universities is considered a wealth that
must be preserved, developed and its requirements must be met. This will help enhance
the competitive advantage of teaching and learning processes and scientific research due
to the fact that higher education institutions today compete for their knowledge,
information and skills (Al-Anazi, 2023). In recent years, higher education institutions in
Saudi Arabia have recognized the importance of intellectual capital in improving their
organizational performance and fostering innovation. Organizational social intellectual
capital, which includes shared knowledge, social networks, and relationships within an
organization, is increasingly seen as a critical asset for fostering collaboration,
improving teaching and learning processes, and supporting research initiatives. Despite
its importance, the factors driving organizational social intellectual capital in the Saudi
higher education context remain insufficiently explored. This research aims to fill this
gap by investigating the impact of technological, individual, and community
engagement on the development and enhancement of organizational social intellectual
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capital within Saudi higher education institutions. Activity theory emphasizes the
importance of transformational processes in achieving organizational goals.
Organizational social intellectual capital develops through ongoing interactions among
individuals (faculty, staff, and students) and technological tools within the broader
institutional community. Collective actions, shared knowledge, and mutual participation
in academic processes contribute to the growth and sustainability of organizational
social intellectual capital.

Significance of the study

This study has significant value for various stakeholders in the Saudi higher
education sector, including policymakers, education leaders, faculty, and administrators.
The research findings can contribute to a deeper understanding of the key factors that
influence social-organizational intellectual capital in Saudi universities, providing
valuable insights into how technology, individual capabilities, and community
engagement can collectively enhance intellectual capital within academic institutions.
The study addresses the gap in the current literature by specifically focusing on its
drivers in the context of Saudi higher education institutions. For university
administrators and policymakers, the study provides insights into how to strategically
leverage various factors—such as advances in educational technologies, professional
development programs for faculty and staff, and fostering community partnerships—to
build a strong foundation for social-organizational intellectual capital. By identifying
the determinants of social and organizational intellectual capital, the study can help
higher education institutions in Saudi Arabia create an environment that fosters
knowledge exchange, improves academic performance, and enhances the institution’s
overall reputation. Saudi Arabia is investing heavily in transforming itself into a
knowledge-based economy, as outlined in its Vision 2030. This study can contribute to
achieving this vision by highlighting the role of intellectual capital in driving innovation
and sustainable development within higher education.

Theoretical framework

Social capital in higher education institutions

Higher education institutions play incredible roles in providing students with a
supportive environment that can positively encourage sharing knowledge, developing
skills, and shaping personalities (Al-Husseini, 2021). These institutions enable young
people to form new relationships with professors and students from a variety of social
and economic backgrounds, which impacts their current and future experiences. This
kind of support system is crucial for the development of social capital (Das & Lalitha,
2024). According to Claridge (2018), the social capital structural dimension deals with
the social system characteristics and the varied forms of social organisations with their
network relationships. The quality of these network relationships is attributed to the
effect of the relational dimension. The normative dimension is used to reflect public
morality, law acceptance, and organizational norms adherence (Wang et al., 2020). The
normative dimension of social capital is affected by social interaction, supportive
organizational efficacy, socio-demographic characteristics, and civic organization
participation (Jicha et al., 2019). Worthy here to mention that the dynamic dimension is
inherent in social ties and social capital usually embedded in the social structure to
achieve its goals (Sulinska, 2018). Higher education institutions can utilize the
dimensions of social capital to promote collaboration, knowledge sharing, and the
academic community's overall growth.
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Theory of Activity

The theory of activity, rooted in the psychoactive Soviet theory, includes a
collection of social science theories and research. The theory originated from the work
of Alexey Leontiev and Sergey Rubinstein and aims at a comprehensive understanding
of human activities as complex social phenomena that go beyond cognitive models
(Mironenko, 2013). It includes insights from Vladimir Bakhteriev and his followers on
models of thought, as well as Ivan Pavlov’s research on the physiology of higher
nervous activity. Activity theory is an active and interventionist perspective, drawing on
the contributions of Russian psychologists including Lev Vygotsky, Alexis Leontiev,
Davydov, Ilyenkov, and, more recently, Finnish researchers such as Yrjo Engestrom
and Virkkunen, as well as the French researcher Yves Clot. Rooted in the historical
context of the Russian Revolution, this theory adopts a dialectical approach,
emphasizing the interdependence of theory and practice (Vezzosi, 2009)-

From this perspective, one can conclude that activities are dynamic
units where elements are constantly changing  and evolving. Therefore, every activity
hasa developmental path. Activity theoryis applied analytically; the unit
of analysis under its purview is the systemic whole of an activity system rather than its
separate entities as in other theories (Uden & Vecchio, 2018). The theory illustrates the
role of various factors such as environment, personal history, culture, industry,
motivation, and the complexities of real-life situations. The unit of analysis in this
theory is the concept of human activity, which is oriented towards collective and
cultural aspects or systems of activity. These systems include elements such as purpose,
tools (markings and equipment), laws, society, and division of labour. Tensions and
contradictions within these elements generate stimuli for activity within the framework
of activity theory (Nardi, 2008). Activity theory provides a holistic approach to
understanding and analysing phenomena, employing interactions, integrated language,
and integrated descriptions for developing methods and drawing conclusions. It
considers specific activities as meaningful interactions between topics and objectives
facilitated by the tools. These tools serve as methods that reveal the visual mental
processes that manifest themselves in the psychological and physical structures. There
are three generations of activity theory (Batiibwe, 2019). The first generation,
influenced by Vygotsky’s work, emphasizes the role of mediation in activity (Vygotsky,
1985).

The second generation, inspired by Leontiev’s contributions, focuses on group
activism, where actions are individual but embedded in a societal context. Leontiev’s
work presents three levels of activity: object-oriented activity, action driven by
individual or collective goals, and the process oriented towards the conditions of
perception, performed by individuals or machines. The third generation of activity
theory is rooted in historical and cultural views. It examines object-oriented activity
systems and media, where artefacts serve as a basic unit of analysis. This generation
makes it possible to analyse the contradictions within and between systems of activity,
leading to change and development. It also facilitates the identification of near-future-
oriented development areas within business systems. Furthermore, the third generation
of activity theory promotes the analysis of extended learning cycles and employs
formative interventions such as the Change Lab as a central methodological resource
(University of Helsinki, 2023). Activity theory gives the researcher both a
methodological structure and, at the same time, the tools for practising it. In addition,
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activity theory allows the researcher to account for tension, contradictions, and
differences in motives that may occur within any given context (Uden & Vecchio,
2018). Figure 1 illustrates three levels of activity theory: technological level, individual
level, and community level.

Tools :
D_O Technological level
Subject / Object Individual level
Community level
Rules - Division of
Community labor

Figure 1. Levels of factors affecting social and organizational intellectual capital

in activity theory

The individual, the actor, is the focus of the activity and its system. This actor can
be an individual, for instance, a professor, or a group such as students. The mediating
artefacts that help in the attainment of the outcome are referred to as the tools. The
outcome is the object. Tools can be physical or psychological. They reflect anything
utilized in the transformation process. The community is made up of people who share
the subject's interest and connection with the same object. To accomplish the goal of an
activity system, rules and the division of labour specify how participants are expected to
behave and who is expected to do a certain action. Every action is contextualized in a
particular context, for example, teaching is contextualized within the context of a
university’s activity system which also is encompassed by the country’s activity system.
All these embedded systems provide and develop the cultural life of the university or
any other setting (Uden & Vecchio, 2018).

The elements of Engestrom's activity model define a system (activity and context)
in which each element performs a specific mediating function between the other two.
For example, the relation between “community” and “object” is mediated by the
“division of labour” that defines the person from the “community” who can perform the
tasks to achieve the “objective”. In addition, the inclusion of the subject, object, and
context in a single construct implies that ways of thinking and identities are not
properties of individuals and organizations but inherently social and cultural historical
phenomena associated with activity, and human action is necessarily action-in-context.
It is important to note that, in the context of the socio-technical system, the
“community” and the “rules” of Engestrom's activity model are the carriers of the
influences of the social context on the agents' “subject”, whereas the “tools” and the
“division of labour” influence the ways of thinking (Adamides, 2023).
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Hypotheses Testing

The technological level in the activity theory consists of tools, instruments, or
concepts used by the system. The artifacts that individuals use to engage with the item
are called tools, or means. These could include software and hardware, digital learning
management systems, digital platforms, digital devices, etc. (Sikalima, 2021). Aldaremi
(2022) confirms the need to use technology as a tool to manage the activity theory's
transformation process and adapt it based on the activities and the theory's governing
element.

e Hil: Statistically there is a significant difference in the influence of technological
factors of the activity theory on driving intellectual social capital in HE
institutions.

According to activity theory, the individual is the subject who is acting in a
situation with others. Activity theory aims to clarify the mental, cognitive, structural,
and relational processes that occur when members of an organisation act in order to
accomplish objectives (Institute for Social Capital, 2024). At the individual level within
educational contexts, students’ perceptions of the tools affordances can be the focus
point to help them achieve superior performance (Baguma et al., 2019). The individual
level of activity theory consists of two main components

i.  Object orientation refers to the goal of the activity system. It encompasses the
objective reality with natural and cultural characteristics.

ii. Subjects represent the participants involved in actions within the activity system.
It focuses on the cognitive processes and mental aspects of individuals (Nardi,
2008).

e H2: Statistically there is a significant difference in the influence of the individual
factors of the activity theory on driving intellectual social capital in HE
institutions.

The community level is concerned with the social presence/sense of community
and community rules. The factors given include: the sense of enjoyment students derive
from social interactions and informal learning context (Baguma et al., 2019). The
community level of activity theory comprises two main components:

1. Division of labour refers to the hierarchical structure of the activity system and
the division of activities among participants.

ii. Laws encompass the customs, guidelines, and laws that regulate activities within
the system (Engestrom, 2001).

e H3: There is a statistically significant variance in the influence of the community
factors of the activity theory on driving intellectual social capital in HE
institutions.

The Role of Activity Theory in Enhancing Organizational Intellectual Capital in

Higher Education

Numerous studies in the existing literature have investigated the factors associated
with activity theory and organizational intellectual capital within the higher education
sector. According to Evans and colleagues (2023), the success of university-industry
collaboration in driving digital transformation hinges on the engagement and
relationship amongst individual academics and industry practitioners, as they act as
partners in a trusted relationship. This means that it is important for both parties to work
together closely and communicate effectively.
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To become a significant driver of growth, especially in higher education
institutions, it is necessary to make a long-term and consistent effort. It is crucial to
urgently promote domestic innovation. Additional variables, such as the implementation
and marketing of technological innovation, could be explored in future studies (Bekhet
& Latif, 2018). One significant factor highlighted is the utilization of social networking
techniques within universities. The utilization of social networking platforms has been
studied by researchers to examine how it can aid in communication, knowledge sharing,
and collaboration among students, faculty, and staff, thereby contributing to the
intellectual capital of the organization (Li et al., 2019).

The enhancement of technical skills among higher education personnel has also
been a topic of interest. Scholars and experts have explored the significance of
providing employees with the essential technological skills to efficiently employ digital
tools and resources in both their teaching and administrative responsibilities
(Tokarcikova et al., 2020). The literature underscores the importance of utilizing
technology to offer information resources in higher education environments. Experts
have investigated how incorporating technology, like learning management systems,
digital libraries, and open educational resources, can enhance the availability of
information, facilitate self-guided learning, and boost the collection of intellectual assets
within an institution (Mkadmi & Bsir; Khan, 2019).

Examination of Individual Factors in Activity Theory and Organizational

Intellectual Capital

Numerous studies have concentrated on examining individual factors associated
with activity theory and organizational intellectual capital. One crucial factor that has
been emphasized is the subjective attributes of individuals. Scholars have investigated
how personal characteristics, such as drive, confidence, and persistence affect
individuals’ involvement in activities and their role in contributing to organizational
intellectual capital (Kubicek et al., 2022; Nardi, 2008). Scholars have considered
another aspect, which is the skill of setting goals with precision. They have analysed
how individuals with unambiguous and well-defined objectives are more inclined to
focus their efforts on activities that contribute to the progress and accumulation of
intellectual capital (Mansour & Kapil, 2016). The significance of individuals having a
precise understanding of measurable and evaluable performance indicators has been
emphasized in the literature (Wang et al., 2019; Engestrom, 2001; Nardi, 2008).

Further, scholars have emphasized the importance of individuals’ self-skills
development. They have explored the impact of individuals’ abilities to manage,
regulate, and develop themselves through their participation in activities that boost
intellectual capital. By improving these self-skills, individuals can adjust to evolving
work situations, learn new competencies and knowledge, and add value to their
organization’s intellectual capital (Wang et al., 2020; Nardi, 2008). .

The Role of Community Factors in Enhancing Organizational Intellectual Capital

through Communities of Practice

Building and stimulating communities of practice within organizations has been
identified as a crucial community factor. Research suggests that the accumulation and
development of intellectual capital can be greatly enhanced through establishing
(including fostering and maintenance) within communities of practice, wherein



The Impact of Technological, Individual, and Community 38

professionals with similar interests collaborate and exchange knowledge (Wenger-
Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015). The literature does well to underscore the
importance of embedding principles and culture that foster cooperative and
collaborative work. Companies found to prioritize these practices build an atmosphere
that encourages knowledge sharing, collective problem-solving, and cross-functional
collaboration (Ahmed et al., 2016).

Universities are entirely reliant on their intellectual resources because they are the
hub for knowledge creation (ALI, ZIN & Bin ISMAIL, 2023). Universities play a
crucial role in providing both material and moral support to individuals and
communities involved in activities related to intellectual capital development. This
support includes resources, infrastructure, funding, and mentorship, which enable
individuals and communities to prosper, collaborate, and create intellectual capital that
benefits both the organization and society as a whole (Indiran et al., 2023). Ahmed et al.
(2019) identified various mechanisms to strengthen communities of practice and
develop social capital in elementary schools. These mechanisms included community-
related factors represented by the Ministry of Education, faculties of education, and
community institutions. Furthermore, mechanisms associated with the directorates of
education focused on encouraging school workers’ participation in communities of
practice and providing training courses to develop the necessary leadership skills.

Organizational Intellectual Social Capital: Human, Relational, and Structural

Factors

In the post-industrial economy, intellectual capital (IC) in the form of human,
structural or relational capital is becoming a crucial factor for an organizational long-
term performance, as it constitutes a competitive advantage from the resource-based
theory perspective (Chatterji & Kiran, 2022; Ibertini & Berger-Remy, 2019). The term
"human capital" describes people's inherent capacity for production. It is the sum of the
information, education, abilities, competencies, and other qualities that people or groups
of people possess influencing their earning potential and ability to produce goods,
services, or concepts in marketplaces. Human capital generates value in three ways:
first, by improving the use of existing growth prospects; second, by generating new
growth prospects; and third, by lowering the volatility related to the organizational
growth rate (Sisodia, Jadiyappa & Joseph, 2021).

Encouraging ongoing learning, providing training opportunities, and facilitating
knowledge sharing among employees can enable organizations to foster innovation and
enhance their intellectual capital growth. The communal knowledge and skills of the
employees can be leveraged to achieve these goals (Mohamed, 2015). Nations should
focus on social and intellectual capital. High human development countries should
continue to cultivate strategic alliances, safeguard intellectual property, and preserve or
raise the level of trust in their nation, while low human development countries should
strengthen human capital, such as the school enrolment rate, with early entrepreneurial
training, and increase research and development investments (Mongrut & Berggrun,
2024). Additionally, raising the quality of research and publications, community service
projects, learning, and services all contribute to the university's stellar standing
(Hidayah, 2021).

Relational capital is the body of knowledge that makes an organization more
valuable (Peces & Trillo, 2023). It is categorically divided into both internal and
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external. The internal social capital of a firm is simply social assets that are created by
the stakeholders, it enables the formation of trust within the firm. However, the external
social capital is viewed as a construction that is necessary for the support of appropriate
interaction with the surroundings that integrates the essential components such as a
framework for potential client identification, channels of sales, research & development
activities, clients, company name and credibility, and alliances (Szudrowicz, 2020).

Enhancing the university's quality is significantly impacted by university
relational capital, which is gauged by metrics of academic collaboration and network
development. The university's administration has to possess the capacity to form
scholarly partnerships with other academic institutions. Cooperation might take the
shape of guest lecturers, student exchanges, and research collaboration. Additionally,
university administration must engage with government and business entities to place
graduates who are hired or offer internships, as these initiatives have a big influence on
academic achievement (Hidayah et al., 2021).

Since a lack of appropriate structures and procedures hinders an organization's
ability to achieve peak performance even when personnel possess extraordinary
abilities, structural capital is described as the mechanisms that allow individuals to
function at their best (Chukwuazom, 2022). Structural capital is a critical component of
intellectual capital. It is essential from the viewpoint that intellectual capital's real value
and its reflections on profitability can be made possible by measuring it (Jardon &
Silva, 2020). The allocation of structural capital to serve innovation and the creation of
new processes have a direct impact on innovation. The innovation that improves an
organization’s performance raises structural capital (Hama & Cavusoglu, 2023).

Altogether, the literature suggests that organizational intellectual social capital is
ultimately influenced by three contributing factors (yet not exclusively): human capital,
relational capital, and structural capital (Ali et al., 2021; Zhang & Phromphitakkul,
2021; Jardon & Silva, 2021). In summary, the existing literature has examined various
factors related to activity theory and organizational intellectual capital in the setting of
higher education institutions. These factors encompass individual characteristics, such
as motivation and goal setting, as well as community factors, including building
communities of practice, knowledge sharing, and adherence to ethical and legal
principles. Lastly, integrating technology, developing technical skills, and providing
information resources have been identified as important factors in enhancing intellectual
capital within organizations. Future research can continue to explore these factors and
their interplay to further understand and promote organizational intellectual capital.

Table 1: Activity theory and intellectual social capital factors generally

addressed in the literature review

Principal Sub Studies supporting each Number
P Factor Sub Factor variable of the conceptual of
factor .
Code model studies
TF1 Digital transformation in
universities Engestrom, 2001; Vezzosi,
The use of technology in the 2009; Evans et al., 2023;
Technological TF2 development of the Bekhet & Latif, 2018;
Factors (TF) university’s scientific | Barhoumi et al., 2021; Uzzi &
infrastructure Lancaster, 2003; Tokarc¢ikova 8
The use of technology in the et al., 2020; Khan, 2019
TF3
development of the
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educational process

TF4

Using social networking
techniques within the
university

TF5

Technical skills development
for HE staff

TF6

Use of
providing
resources

technology in
information

Individual
Factors (IF)

IF1

Subjective characteristics of
individuals

1F2

Ability to set goals precisely

IF3

Accurate understanding of
measurable and evaluable
performance indicators

IF4

Developing individuals’ self-
skills

Engestrom, 2001; Nardi, 2008;
Kubicek et al., 2022; Mansour
& Kapil, 2016; Wang et al.,
2019; Wang et al., 2020

Community
Factors (CF)

CF1

Building and stimulating
communities of practice

CF2

Consolidating the principles
and culture of cooperative
and collaborative work and
knowledge sharing.

CF3

Respect for general
principles, social values, and
ethics

CF4

Respect for laws and

regulations

CF5

and moral
by the

The material
support provided
university

Engestrom, 2001; Ahmed et
al., 2019; Ahmed et al., 2016;
Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-
Trayner, 2015;
Indiran et al., 2023

Organizational
Intellectual
Social Capital

HC

Human Capital (Knowledge,
expertise, and skills
belonging to its individual

RC

Relational capital (Maintains
a long-term, mutually
beneficial relationship with
its supplier)

SC

Structural Capital (Patented
an innovative technology
(i.e., intellectual property) or
maximized efficiency in
decision-making and
processes through
organizational structure)

Zhang & Phromphitakkul,
2021;

Khoshnaw & Karadas, 2024;
Koka, & Pathak, 2006; Jardon
& Silva (2021); Sisodia,
Jadiyappa & Joseph, 2021;
Zhang & Phromphitakkul,
2021;

11

Total number of supporting each factor of the conceptual model

32

Structural equation modeling

Factors classified in Table 1 can be grouped into four broad categories to form the
theoretical model of the study. Technological factors (TF) encompass the following:

e Digital transformation in higher education institutions (TF1) involves the overall
transition to integrate digital technologies into university operations and
infrastructure.
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e The utilization of technology in building the university’s scientific infrastructure
(TF2) entails implementing advanced technologies to enhance research
capabilities and scientific development.

e The use of technology in the educational process (TF3) involves leveraging digital
tools and platforms to improve teaching and learning methods.

e Incorporating social networking techniques within the university (TF4) entails
utilizing social media and networking tools to facilitate communication and
collaboration among students and staff.

e Developing technical skills for higher education staff (TF5) focuses on providing
training and development opportunities to enhance their technical skills.

e Lastly, the use of technology in providing information resources (TF6) aims to
improve access to and management of information resources through digital
technologies.

Individual factors (IF) can be considered as follows: subjective characteristics of
individuals (IF1), which include personal attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions that
influence behaviour and performance; ability to set goals precisely (IF2), which is the
capacity to establish clear, achievable objectives; accurate understanding of measurable
and evaluable performance indicators (IF3), which is the ability to comprehend and
utilize performance metrics effectively; and developing individuals’ self-skills (IF4),
which enhances personal skills such as self-management, motivation, and resilience.

Community factors (CF) can be considered as follows: building and stimulating
communities of practice (CF1), which involves creating and nurturing groups focused
on shared learning and professional development; consolidating the principles and
culture of cooperative and collaborative work and knowledge sharing (CF2), which
promotes a culture of teamwork and open information exchange; respect for general
principles, social values, and ethics (CF3), which upholds fundamental ethical standards
and societal values; respect for laws and regulations (CF4), which adheres to legal and
institutional rules and policies; and the material and moral support provided by the
university (CF5), which offers both tangible resources and moral encouragement to
support community initiatives.

Organizational Intellectual Social Capital (OISC) can be considered as follows:
human capital (HC), which is the knowledge, expertise, and skills owned by persons
within the organization; relational capital (RC), which is the value derived from
maintaining long-term, mutually beneficial relationships with external partners and
suppliers; and structural capital (SC), which includes the organizational processes and
structures, such as intellectual property, that enhance efficiency and decision-making.

The proposed conceptual model of the relationship between technological,
individual, and community factors of activity theory and the Organizational Intellectual
Social Capital (OISC) in HE institutions is shown in Figure 2.
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Using social networking techniques
within the university

The use of technology in the Technical skills
development of the educational process development for HE staff

The use of technology in the
development of the university’s
scientific infrastructure

Use of technology in
providing information

resources
Digital Transformation Jy
at universities
Technological
factors
Relational capital
Human Capital (Maintains a
(Knowledge, expertise, long-term,
Subjective characteristics and skills belonging to mutually
of individuals its individual) beneficial
relationship with
its supplier)
Ability to set goals
precisely
Individual
Accurate understanding of factors
measurable and evaluable . .
—_ Organization

performance indicators
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Figure 2: The proposed conceptual model of the relationship of technological,
individual, and community factors of the activity theory and the Organizational

Intellectual Social Capital (OISC) in HE institutions



43 Hadeel Ibrahim Al-sharif

Research method

In the present study, the researcher validated the conceptual model of the
relationship between technological, individual, and community factors of the activity
theory and the Organizational Intellectual Social Capital (OISC) in HE institutions by
conducting a survey of 123 teachers (assistant professors, associate professors,
professors) randomly chosen from Taibah University, King Saud University, and King
AbdulAziz University. The time range for conducting the study extends from Dec-2023
to Mar-2024. A literature review analysis approach was also employed, whereby the
researcher explored the connections between survey results and previous studies related
to each variable in the conceptual model. Structural model analysis was conducted to
examine hypothetical relationships between variables. Standardized correlation
coefficients (path coefficients) were tested to determine if the three hypotheses of the
proposed theoretical framework were supported by the empirical evidence.

Data gathering tools

The researcher dispersed a questionnaire to the sample to achieve data gathering
tools. The questionnaire was developed based on the content validity established by a
group of teachers at the university and is available online at the following address:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1QJsmIUpgsGBzixyl.3SsMmg2vj802JDZuk3abhFnQ
Qll/edit

Validity tests of the instrument

All the questionnaire instrument items were validated through a sample of
teachers and experts in the field of study to achieve validity tests. Internal consistency
(which is how closely associated a set of items are as a group), was tested by the
researcher using Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of scale reliability. Cronbach’s alpha isn’t
a statistical test; it is a coefficient of reliability (or consistency). Generally, in most
social science research situations, a reliability coefficient that measures .70 or higher is
deemed to be ‘acceptable’. Table 2 shows the internal consistency between the items of
a survey instrument at each level of Cronbach’s alpha (a) (Cortina, 1993).

Table 2. Internal consistency between the items of each Cronbach’s alpha («a)

level
Cronbach’s Alpha (o) Internal consistency

a>0.9 Excellent
0.9>0>0.8 Good
0.8>0>0.7 Acceptable
0.7>0>0.6 Questionable
0.6>02>0.5 Poor

0.5>a Unacceptable

Table 3 shows the internal consistency between 21 items of the survey instrument
of the present article through Cronbach’s alpha (o) coefficient.
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Table 3. Reliability statistics of the survey instrument

Survey instrument

Cronbach’s Alpha (o) N of Items

Internal consistency

For 123 university teachers 0.94 21

Excellent

The alpha coefficient for the 0.94 items of the survey instrument was Excellent,
suggesting that the items on the questionnaire distributed to the sample have relatively
high internal consistency.

Analysis and discussion of the model variables and their theoretical implications

In the present study, arithmetic means and standard deviations were used to
explore the attitudes of teaching staff at universities toward the eight variables included
in the proposed conceptual model. The trends and levels of responses to the survey
instrument based on a Likert scale are shown in Table 4, which shows the percentages,
arithmetic means, and standard deviations of every variable of the survey instrument for
the teaching staff sample at universities.

Table 4. Trends and level of responses to the survey instrument based on a

Likert scale
Likert scale S?rongly Disagree Neutral agree Strongly
disagree agree
Likert value of each scale 1 2 3 5
Trends and level of 1>1.79 1.82.59 | 26339 | 3.4-4.19 425
responses

Table 5. Arithmetic mean and the SD of each item of the survey instrument

Main Variables of the Structural Equation Modelling

Arithmetic means

and standard

Main topic deviation
GEVD (AM) | (D)
Technological factors influence the Organizational Intellectual 440 075
Social Capital (OISC) ' )
Digital Transformation at Universities 3.84 1.02
The Use of Technology in the Development of the University’s
. Scientific Infrastructure 3.97 1.00
Technological Use of Technology in the Development of the Educational
Factors (TFs) 3.84 0.99
Process
Using Social Networking Techniques Within the University 3.48 0.91
Technical Skills Development for HE Staff 3.69 0.95
Use of Technology in Providing Information Resources 3.76 0.97
Individual factors influence the Organizational Intellectual 417 1.04
Social Capital (OISC) ) )
Individual Sul?jfective Characteristic§ of Individuals 3.95 1.00
Factors (IFs) Ability to Set Goals Precisely 3.69 0.95
Accurate Understanding of Measurable and Evaluable
. 3.68 0.95
Performance Indicators
Developing Individuals’ Self-Skills 3.79 0.98
Community factors influence the Organizational Intellectual 408 0.79
Social Capital (OISC) ) )
Community | Building and Stimulating Communities of Practice 3.52 0.93
Factors (CFs) | Consolidating the Principles and Culture of Cooperative and 366 0.94
Collaborative Work and Knowledge Sharing. ) )
Respect for General Principles, Social Values, and Ethics 3.87 0.99
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Respect for Laws and Regulations 4.10 1.04
Material and Moral Support Provided to Communities by
T 4.05 1.05
Universities
Organizational Intellectual Social Capital (OISC) in HE 3.57 0.86
Human Capital (Knowledge, expertise, and skills belonging to
. N 3.97 1.05
Organizationa | its individual)
I Intellectual | Relational Capital (Maintains a long-term, mutually beneficial 365 0.94
Social Capital | relationship with its supplier) ' )
(OISC) Structural Capital (Patented an innovative technology (i.e.,
intellectual property) or Maximized Efficiency in Decision- 3.82 1.02

Making and Processes Through Organizational Structure)

Technological Factors (TFs)

Table 5 introduces the arithmetic means and standard deviations of each main
item in the survey instrument. As technology lengthens its reach, “Digital
Transformation at Universities,” is an important variable within the main topic
“Technological Factors (TFs),” with an arithmetic mean of 3.84 and a standard
deviation of 1.02. Based on the data in Table 4, the trends and level of responses in the
sample of respondents for the first variable were oriented towards agreeing that digital
transformation at universities fosters social capital and promotes knowledge investment
at universities.

In “The use of Technology in the Development of the University’s Scientific
Infrastructure,” the second variable under the main topic, the arithmetic mean was 3.97,
and the standard deviation was 1.00, showing that the trends and level of responses in
the sample of respondents for the first variable were oriented towards agreeing that the
use of technology in the development of the university’s scientific infrastructure in
fostering in driving organizational and social intellectual capital in higher education.

The third variable, “Use of Technology in the Development of the Educational
Process,” scored 3.84 AM with a standard deviation of 1.00. According to the Likert
scale in Table 4, responses denote a positive score, revealing the trend toward agreeing
that the use of technology in the development of the educational process fosters social
capital (organizational and individual) and promotes further development of intellectual
capital in higher education.

The fourth variable is a critical aspect, “Using Social Networking Techniques
Within the University,” which scored 3.48 AM with a standard deviation of 0.91.
According to the Likert scale in Table 4, the findings positively agree that utilizing
social networking techniques within the university enhances social capital (both
organizational and individual) and facilitates the growth of intellectual capital in higher
education.

Another vital component to consider is the fifth variable, “Technical Skills
Development for HE Staff,” which scored 3.69 AM with a standard deviation of 0.95.
The responses indicate that technical skills development for HE staff is viewed
positively, suggesting that it contributes to the growth of social capital, both at the
organizational and individual levels. This, in turn, promotes the development of
intellectual capital in higher education.

There is another important factor to consider, the sixth and final variable within
the TF section, “Use of Technology in Providing Information Resources,” which was
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calculated to have a 3.79 AM with an SD of 0.97. The results shown in Table 4 using
the Likert scale indicate that the utilization of technology to supply information
resources has a positive impact on the enhancement of social capital, both
organizational and individual, along with enabling the development of intellectual
capital within the higher education system.

Numerous investigations have analysed the elements connected with activity
theory and organizational intellectual capital in the higher education industry. As
indicated by Evans and colleagues (2023), the achievement of university-industry
partnership in driving digital transformation is dependent on the engagement and
association between individual academics and industry professionals, as they work
together as trusted partners. This suggests that it is essential for both parties to have
close collaboration and effective communication. To become a significant driver of
growth, particularly in higher education institutions, it is necessary to make a long-term
and consistent effort. There is still much scope for further examination and research
concerning additional variables like the implementation and marketing of technological
innovation (Bekhet & Latif, 2018). One significant factor highlighted is the use of social
networking methods within universities. Researchers have analysed the utilization of
social networking platforms to assess how they can assist in communication, knowledge
sharing, and partnership among students, faculty, and staff, thereby contributing to the
intellectual capital of the organization (Li et al., 2019).

Individual Factors (IFs)

For “Subjective Characteristics of Individuals,” the first important item within the
topic “Individual Factors (IFs),” the arithmetic mean was 3.95 with a standard deviation
of 1.00. The data reveals that those surveyed agree an individual’s subjective traits play
a crucial role in promoting social capital at both organizational and individual levels and
facilitating the evolution of intellectual capital in the higher education sector.

In this category, importance is placed on the second variable, “Ability to Set
Goals Precisely,” which scored a 3.69 AM with an SD of 0.95. Based on the data, it has
been determined that the respondents concur that having the capability to establish
precise goals is vital in enhancing social capital, both at the organizational and
individual levels, as well as aiding the development of intellectual capital in the higher
education sector.

“Accurate Understanding of Measurable and Evaluable Performance Indicators,”
the category’s third item, was also deemed favourable, bearing an Arithmetic Means of
3.68 and a deviation of 0.95. The data conclude that the participants agree on the
importance of having a precise comprehension of measurable and evaluable
performance indicators, which will assist in improving social capital, at both the
organizational and individual levels. Additionally, this understanding can help foster
intellectual capital growth within the higher education sector.

The fourth and final variable in the “Individual Factors” section, “Developing
Individuals’ Self-Skills” scored a 3.79 AM with an SD of 0.98. Based on the data
collected, it is evident that the participants recognize the significance of developing
individuals’ self-skills to enhance social capital at both the individual and organizational
levels and that self-skills development can facilitate the growth of intellectual capital in
higher education structures.
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Studies have examined how individual factors, such as personal drive and
persistence, affect contributions to organizational intellectual capital in activity theory
(Kubicek et al., 2022; Nardi, 2008). Setting clear and detailed goals can help individuals
focus their efforts on events that contribute to the progress and accumulation of
intellectual capital, align their actions with organizational objectives, and augment their
intellectual capital (Mansour & Kapil, 2016; Nardi, 2008). Scholars have emphasized
the importance of individuals clearly understanding measurable performance indicators.
This helps them evaluate their performance and make informed decisions that contribute
to developing intellectual capital within the organization (Wang et al., 2019; Engestrom,
2001; Nardi, 2008).

Community Factors (CFs)

The first variable under the “Community Factors” section is “Building and
Stimulating Communities of Practice,” and was ranked with a 3.92 AM with a 0.93
standard deviation. Based on the Likert scale results, the responses indicate a positive
score. This reveals a general agreement that building and stimulating communities of
practice can enhance social capital (both organizational and individual) and further
promote the development of intellectual capital in higher education.

A key community factor is “Consolidating the Principles and Culture of
Cooperative and Collaborative Work and Knowledge Sharing,” which scored an AM of
3.66 with a standard deviation of 0.94. According to the outcomes offered in Table 4,
the responses indicate a positive score. This suggests that there is a general agreement
that reinforcing the principles and culture of cooperative and collaborative work and
knowledge sharing promotes the growth of intellectual capital in higher education and
can improve social capital, both at the individual and organizational levels.

Professionals who were surveyed favoured the variable “Respect for General
Principles, Social Values, and Ethics,” which scored a 3.87 AM with a 0.99 SD. Based
on the results, this response indicates a positive score. This implies that there is a
consensus that respecting general principles, social values, and ethics fosters the
development of intellectual capital in higher education, which can enhance social capital
at the individual and organizational levels.

“Respect for Laws and Regulations,” the fourth variable, which has an ethical
theme, scored a 4.10 AM with a deviation of 1.04. The feedback received suggests a
highly affirmative outcome. This indicates that there is agreement that adherence to
Laws and Regulations promotes the growth of intellectual resources in higher
education. This, in turn, can potentially strengthen social networks for individuals and
organizations.

The final variable within the “Community Factors” section, “Material and Moral
Support Provided to Communities by Universities,” scored a 4.05 AM with a 1.05
standard deviation. The feedback indicates a high level of agreement that universities
can foster the growth of intellectual resources in higher education by providing both
material and moral support to communities. This can potentially strengthen social
networks for individuals and organizations, which is seen as a positive outcome.

Cooperation within an organization’s communities of practice is paramount for
gathering and progressing intellectual capital. Trading information and working
together significantly improves problem-solving skills, learning, and innovation,
ultimately enhancing an organization’s intellectual capital (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-
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Trayner, 2015). The creation of a workplace culture that values cooperation and
collaboration can encourage knowledge-sharing, collective problem-solving, and cross-
functional teamwork, which, in turn, can lead to the company’s best use of intellectual
capital (Ahmed et al., 2016).

Organizational Intellectual Social Capital (OISC)

The “Organizational Intellectual Social Capital (OISC)” section begins with the
critical variable “Human Capital (Knowledge, expertise, and skills belonging to its
individual),” which achieved a score of 3.97 AM with an SD of 1.05. The survey data
suggests that Human Capital has a critical role in promoting social and intellectual
capital in the higher education sector at both individual and organizational levels.

Next in the list of variables is “Relational Capital,” which achieved an AM score
of 3.65 with a standard deviation of 0.94. According to the survey data, Relational
Capital plays a crucial part in fostering social and intellectual capital within the higher
education industry on both an individual and organizational scale.

The final variable in the OISC section is “Structural Capital,” which scored 3.82
AM with an SD of 1.02. Survey results indicate that Structural Capital is a crucial factor
in promoting social and intellectual capital within the realm of higher education, both
individual and organizational.

Researchers have explored different factors contributing to an organization’s
intellectual resources. Human capital is vital for an organization’s success, and
prioritizing workforce growth and cultivation can increase knowledge capital (Zhang &
Phromphitakkul, 2021). Universities must accelerate the development of human capital,
structural capital and relational capital and choose effective management models to
promote intellectual capital to become a source of wealth and core competitiveness.
This is a competitive advantage for universities and the key to becoming a first-class
university in the country and even in the world (Zhang & Phromphitakkul, 2021).

Digital disruption is changing the global economy and causing significant changes
in numerous industries. Higher education institutions must acclimate and innovate to
adapt to the ever-changing landscape. They should embrace new technologies to offer
fresh and valuable programmes to help them maintain growth and drive organizational,
social, and intellectual capital in higher education. Leaders must adapt and acquire fresh
insights and skills to break ahead in this speedily changing digital world. They can
harness these through successful methods such as activity theory to achieve positive
results in the face of these changes. It is important to note that digital transformation
needs to go beyond the technological aspect to thrive, which is measurably agreed upon
within the survey results (Engestrom, 2001; Barma, 2008; Evans et al. 2023; Bekhet &
Latif, 2018, Barhoumi et al., 2022; Li et al., 2019; Tokarc¢ikova et al., 2020; Khan,
2019).

Validity and evaluation of the proposed structural model

The hypothetical relationships between variables were examined through path
analysis. The three hypotheses of the proposed relationship between variables were
tested using standardized correlation coefficients (path coefficients) to determine
whether the empirical evidence of the research supported them.
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Hypothesis testing

The results of the structural model used to examine the hypothetical research
model provide statistical support for assumptions related to standardized correlation
coefficients with t-values greater than 1.96. These findings indicate that the differences
are statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

As Table 6 shows, H1, H2, and H3 are validated. This validation is true because
all standardized correlation coefficients have t values greater than 1.96. These findings
indicate that the differences are statistically significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 6. Test of hypotheses based on t values and path coefficients from

regression and weight estimation in SPSS

Path coefficient Hypothesis
H Hypotheses (Correlation Beta) t-values validation
H1 Technolog@al t.‘actors.: 1nt.elle.ctual social 0575 773>1.96 Valid
capital in HE institutions
2 Technolog1.cal t"actors.: 1nt.elle.ctual social 0467 580> 1.96 Valid
capital in HE institutions
H3 Technologlgal factors.: 1nt.elle?ctual social 0,502 638 > 1.96 Valid
capital in HE institutions

Table 7. Weight estimation of each sub-variable in its related main variable

Main Path coefficient
Sub Variables of the Structural model (SM) variable | (Correlation Beta:)
(TF1) | Digital Transformation at Universities 0.520
(TF2) | Use of Technology in the Development of the University’s = 0546
Scientific Infrastructure gﬁ " )
(TF3) | Use of Technology in the Development of the Educational % g 0411
Process £8 )
(TF4) | Using Social Networking Techniques Within the University 3 0.733
(TF5) | Technical Skills Development for HE Staff = 0.425
(TF6) | Use of Technology in Providing Information Resources 465
(IF1) | Subjective Characteristics of Individuals _ 0.845
(IF2) | Ability to Set Goals Precisely _g g 0.790
(IF3) | Accurate Understanding of Measurable and Evaluable =5
. 5 8 0.356
Performance Indicators &
(IF4) | Developing Individuals’ Self-Skills ~ 0.688
§CF1 Building and Stimulating Communities of Practice 0752
(CF2 | Consolidating the Principles and Culture of Cooperative g 621
) and Collaborative Work and Knowledge Sharing. 8 )
§CF3 Respect for General Principles, Social Values, and Ethics g 549
=
§CF4 Respect for Laws and Regulations § 772
(CF5 | Material and Moral Support Provided to Communities by “ 798
) Universities )
(HC) | Human Capital (Knowledge, expertise, and skills belonging
Y — = m 0.744
to its individual) s EET
(RC) | Relational Capital (Maintains a long-term, mutually | § g
. ; L . 0.756
beneficial relationship with its supplier)
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(SC) | Structural Capital (Patented an innovative technology (i.e.,
intellectual property) or Maximized Efficiency in Decision- 0.637
Making and Processes Through Organizational Structure)

Figure 3 shows the values of the standardized regression coefficient (Beta) for
each main and sub-variable of the valid conceptual model of the relationships between
technological factors, individual factors, community factors, and intellectual social
capital in HE institutions and is shown in detail in Table 7.

Construct validity and average variance extracted

Conventional standards were used to evaluate composite reliability (CR) and
calculate average variance (AVE). Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Nunnally and
Bernstein (1994) state that these measures establish the model’s validity. These authors
assert that a composite reliability score of 0.70 suggests the proposed structural model is
validated. This technique permits the researcher to evaluate the model's internal
consistency and component consistency. A high composite reliability suggests that all
items in the model consistently evaluate the same underlying concept.

The analysis applied to this study shows that the threshold for construct validity
was exceeded by 0.70 for a composite reliability value of 0.93, as indicated in Table 6.
The structural model evaluates the consistency of the construct across all items.

The AVE is the average sum of variance in indicator variables that a construct
manages to explain. According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), the typical variance
mined for measuring convergent validity is sufficient when it exceeds 0.5. Based on the
results in Table 6, the AVE is equal to 0.58, surpassing the value of 0.5, which indicates
that the average variance extracted for measuring the convergent validity of the
relationship between the variables — external global knowledge resources (EKRs),
organizational innovation (OI), and organizational performance (OP) — is sufficient in
higher education.

The composite reliability was calculated using SPSS to determine the component
matrix output from the menu analysis, Dimension reduction, and factor analysis, then
Excel was used to determine the value of A, where A is the squared value and € = (1- A
squared). The following formulas by Fornell and Larcker (1981) show the values of
composite reliability were calculated along with the average variance extracted and
results are shown in Table 8.

¥ (A squared)
N
(Z A)squared
(ZA)squared + (Z¢g)

Average variance extracted =

Composite reliability =

Table 8. Composite Reliability and Average variance extracted

Construct Composite Reliability Average variance extracted

The structural model 0.93 0.58
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Conclusion

The current study contains three major theoretical advances. The uniqueness of
the research is first emphasized because little literature exists to advance knowledge of
problems associated with the application of activity theory to promote organizational
social capital in higher education and knowledge investment. This bridges the
knowledge economy-society gap in the higher education context.

It contributes to existing research on the conceptualization of technological,
individual, and community factors and their connection with organizational intellectual
social capital (OISC), especially while keeping in mind that technological, individual,
and community levels are critical factors that heavily affect organizational intellectual
social capital in different contexts (Uden & Vecchio, 2018). Studies of such ideas are
rarely performed in higher education, although much literature on OISC is regarded as
crucial. The influences on OISC in higher education are still being identified, and this
research has further clarified the issue under investigation.

A second theoretical contribution is the creation associated with a theoretical
model of some idea or phenomenon. The study has tried to investigate OISC from the
lens of “activity theory” (Adamides, 2023). The research model was derived from
analysing diverse literature sources (Sikalima, 2021; Nardi, 2008; Engestrom, 2001;
Baguma et al., 2019). The research's theoretical model was informed by theoretical
frameworks addressing technological ideas and information technology (IT), individual
factors, and community factors impacting OISC.

Making use of the path analysis technique, the relationships of the three main
variables and the links between each main variable and their sub-variables were
analysed. The conceptual model was evaluated with information from teachers in
different higher education fields to confirm its validity. The general examination of the
findings established the cause-and-effect relationships in this particular model, together
with all elements of the structural model assess the very same idea regularly, as
confirmed by the high composite reliability of 0.93 exceeding the threshold of 0.70.

Two important practical contributions are made in this research: The initial impact
1S to attract universities worldwide to deepen their discussions about OISC.
Additionally, better cooperation among higher education leaders is required to exchange
ideas and community engagement, individual development, and leverage technology to
improve higher education institutions.

The investigative tool is the second practical contribution. The survey based on
earlier studies may serve as a practical instrument for evaluating the social and
intellectual capital of organizations in higher education institutions. This research
survey could be utilized in whole or even in parts as per the higher education goals.

Methodological advancements from this research include: the creation and
validation of a research questionnaire used for empirical study. With a quantitative
approach, this study offered a dependable instrument for assessing research using a self-
administered questionnaire. The survey comprises dimensions and scales evaluating the
core concepts of activity theory — technological, individual, and community factors —
and their relation to OISC.

The researcher applied the literature review analysis method to review
relationships between survey results and prior studies of secondary and primary
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variables in the theoretical framework. The hypothetical relationships among variables
were investigated using a structural model analysis.

The broader implications of this study extend beyond theoretical advancements
and practical contributions. By addressing the integration of the knowledge economy
and society in higher education, this research highlights the importance of fostering a
collaborative and technologically adept academic environment. The insights grown
from this study can enlighten policy-making and strategic planning in higher education
institutions, promoting practices that enhance social and organizational capital.
Additionally, the study underscores the necessity of continuous professional
development for educators, emphasizing the role of technical skills and digital literacy
in the modern educational landscape.

Furthermore, the theoretical model developed in this research can serve as a
groundwork for future studies exploring the interplay of technological, individual, and
community factors in various educational contexts. This model can be adapted and
tested in different cultural and institutional settings, providing a comparative
perspective on the effectiveness of strategies aimed at enhancing OISC.
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