A Framework of Learning Organization: From Learning Organization Context

to Employee Learning Orientation

Introduction

The topic of learning in organizations has receiaggteat deal of attention in recent years. A
growing recognition of organizational learning tasroots located in what Drucker (Drucker,
1988) calls the shift to “third period of changedrh command-and-control organizations to
information and knowledge-based structures, fronb¥&vi@n bureaucracy to post-bureaucratic
forms of organization or in other words, from mad&y post modern organizations. There are
many, interrelated reasons behind this shift, isgfrom globalization and the technological
revolution that accelerated the rate of changethénworkplace, to a change in individual
perception of the workplace. Nowadays, employeesdbmore of themselves (their ideas,
their feelings) to their work” (Argyris, 1991) anekpect more autonomy, responsibility,
flexibility and self-development opportunities. Ikeeng organizations are seen as a solution
to those challenges.

Literature on learning organizations portrays orgaion as a dynamic entity which gains
competitive advantage from its relative abilityléarn (deGeus, 1988). Some researchers are
even more radical, stating that in today’'s turbtlemvironment only learning organizations
can succeed and be competitive (Huysman, 2000ePetal., 1991; Senge, 1994).

Despite its popularity, the concept of a learningamization is still in the development stage
without solid theoretical and empirical foundatigiiysman, 2000) and a framework that is
rather scattered and unordered and not systematesck and Westley, 1996). Although
much has been written recently on learning orgdiiza (Gunter et al., 2001), recognizing
factors and conditions of organizational learni@i({d and Rodrigues, 2003; Starbuck and

Hedberg, 2001), identifying agents of organizatiolearning (Sadler, 2001), analyzing



organizational learning processes (Crossan el @95; Huysman, 2000), or exploring inter-
organizational learning on a global context (Bidtiaw, 1997; Ozsomer and Gencturk, 2003),
there is much less research on how learning orgaoir context influences individual
learning orientation.

Whereas many researchers focus on explaining wHatraing organization is and how
learning appears, there is a shortage of reseatplaieing the relationship between the
learning organization context, in other words —dibans for learning and employee learning
orientation. Organizational learning is a procdss tloes not happen in an individual mind,
but is rather developed by social interactions. Wagsearchers agree that organizational
learning is deeply rooted in individual minds (Angyand Schon, 1978; March and Olsen,
1976; Nonaka, 1998; Senge, 1994) although for garozation to be learning-oriented the
relational and social aspects are of equal impoedhosking and Bouwen, 2000). Research
analyzing individual learning orientation within @ntext of learning organizations is
overwhelmed by studies where an organization idstéan individual is the unit of analysis
(Huber, 1991; Cook and Yanow, 1993; Garvin, 19%3ticularly, we had difficulties with
finding research examples that would look into latienship between learning organization
context and individual learning orientation. Existe of such a relationship is rather taken for
granted.

The theory presented in this article draws on legrmrganization literature (Calvert et.al.
1994; Huysman, 2000; March, 1991; Pedler et.al818#nge, 1994). The objective of this
article is to construct a theoretical frameworktth@uld explain the relationships between
learning organization context and employee learnimgntation. First, we suggest that
employee learning orientation is the combinationtled following elements: striving for
innovation and change, acting within shared visgmgaging in system thinking, striving for

self-development, willingness to communicate, ar@nd open-minded and committed.



Second, we claim that to leverage employee learoiigntation, organizational conditions for
learning organization have to be created. We opaaltzed them in terms of five elements:
adaptive learning practices, generative learningctes, top management emphasis on
learning, direct manager’'s behavior and organimaliosystems and structure. Then, we
discuss the outcomes of employee learning oriemtasind we suggest that organizational
performance is conditional on the level of markatbtlence, technology turbulence,
competitive intensity and market favorability. Tiamework that we have developed is

presented in Figure 1.

Literaturereview

Organizational learning has been discussed for d@eyears now (Crossan, et. al., 1999),
although it was not until the 1980s that we noted tadical growth of interest in this
phenomenon (Easterby-Smith, et. al. 2000; CrossanGuatto, 1996). Still however little
consensus exists on what is meant by the termaafileg organization (Crossan, et. al., 1999;
Huber, 1991). The definition that received a gréeal of attention and that constitutes a
dominant approach to learning organization was m&ided by Argyris and Schon, who
defined a learning organization as an organizatowhich “members act as learning agents
for the organization by detecting and correctingmr in organizational theory-in-use and
embed the results of their inquiry in private imagad shared maps of the organization”
(Argyris and Schoén, 1978, pg.29).Their approach waih an inspiration and a subject of
criticism. The criticism came from three differestteams of research. The first one treats
organizational learning as a dynamic process basetbnstant knowledge renewal (Crossan
et al., 1995) and the spiral of knowledge creafidionaka, 1998). The second approach
stresses organizational rules, procedures, systernglture as critical elements of a learning

organization, stating that individuals are impottan the concept, but as they operate in



certain organizational contexts, their behaviaraaditional on a specific context (March and
Olsen, 1976; Kieser et al., 2001). Importance ghaizational context in creating a learning
organization may also derive from the assumptiat thfferent people placed in the same
structures produce qualitatively similar resulten(§, 1993). The third stream of research
represents a relational constructionism approacichwstates that knowledge exists only in
relation (is not a separate product or thing) dmat brganizational learning might be only
interpreted within social interdependencies andiependencies (Hoskin and Bouwen, 2000;
Gergen, 1985; Reason, 1994; Bouwen and Hoskin,)2000

The theorists of organizational learning often tiedividuals and organizations as separate
entities, stating that learning starts and endmaividual minds or that it is located in the
organizational routines, systems and structuresrtGnd March, 1963; Bouwen and Hoskin,
2000; Simon, 1991). We would like to contributdhlose discussions by integrating these two
approaches. First, while we believe that individuale fundamental to the development of a
learning organization, we acknowledge that the geme of a learning organization is
conditioned on shared learning that must resutirganizational change (see Sambrook and
Stewart, 2000). Second, a learning organizatiotyasisamust be carried within organizational
conditions that influence individuals’ behaviorsdaassumptions. Among those conditions
are: learning practices, top management emphadsaoning, direct managers’ behavior and
organizational systems and structure.

In this article we understand learning organizatsrthe one which facilitates the learning of
all its members, where people cooperatively exghed capacities and challenge their own
patterns of thinking and collective assumptionsaatinuously transform their organization

(Gravin, 1993; Senge, 1990; Pedler et al., 1988).



Employee learning orientation

Based on literature review and a series of intarsievith practitioners from companies
located in Poland and USA, we decided to creategamndwork for employee learning
orientation based on seven elements. We claim ititividuals that are oriented towards
learning should strive for innovation and changs,veithin shared vision, engage in system
thinking, strive for self-development, are open-dad, willing to communicate, and
committed. Among many others we found the work alfofving authors to be particularly
important while establishing this framework: (basedLeitch et. al., 1996; Bunderson and
Sutcliffe, 2003; Wang and Wei, 2005).

Learning orientation requires constant search &w more effective solutions and practices.
Competing in dynamically changing local and glolarkets has recently shifted the strategic
imperative of many organizations to abilities o¥deaging innovative potential of human
capital. Innovation and entrepreneurship understasdencouraging employees to think
independently and competitively are among the basiciples of the “excellent companies”
(Peters and Waterman, 2004). Hamlet and Prahadéel thiat success requires “the capacity to
bring about a revolution” that will start from timeiddle or bottom of organizations (Hamlet
and Prahalad, 1994). Learning organizations arsetiwhere employees are willing to be
“activists” that care for the future of their conmpes. Employee learning orientation will
require continuoustriving for innovation and change, which means that employees take
risk on new ideas in order to find out what wor&ee not afraid that taking risk might have
negative consequences; like to invest their timeew experiments, take the initiative to
pursue action-learning projects; continuously tesias and perceptions; are not afraid of
mistakes; openly challenge their assumptions dikditout different solutions.

Another important factor of learning orientation esployees’ understanding amdting

within shared vision. Shared vision provides the focus and energy omaon learning. It is



particularly important for generative learning, iagives a sense of direction and increase
meaningfulness of individual work. Employee leagninrientation will be leveraged if
employees: believe that shared vision gives evelyltbe sense of direction; know how to
apply vision in daily work; are committed to goalsnderstand direction of company’s
development; understand the market conditions hedfit between the vision and market;
often clarify what is important to them and exprédssy own visions; believe that there is an
agreement on organizational vision across all &vahctions and divisions.

The next element that underlies employee learningntation issystem thinking The
essence of system thinking lies in seeing inteticela, understanding how our behavior and
actions influence us and others. Understandingdefendencies helps people to view a
broader picture of their environment and facilisatehat Senge calls “shift of mind” (Senge,
1994) on both the individual and group level. Indials cannot be isolated within their
departments, they need a “big picture” of the omzmtional reality and they need to
understand different variables influencing compargevelopment and performance. Shift of
mind also incorporates “shift in seeing people akpless reactors to seeing them as active
participants in shaping their reality” (Senge, 199Bmployees that learn system thinking
will: understand interdependencies between depatsrend different organizational events;
believe that constant collaborative learning wilflience company’s performance;
understand how their work influences company peréorce; understand how knowledge
developed in their unit can help, influence or Iseduby other units; know and understand
market conditions, customers, and competitors; kataled the forces that shape change and
their own role in the change; believe that thefittates and actions make a difference and
cause changes.

Employee learning orientation requires atg@n-mindedneswhich comes from overcoming

the problem of defensive behaviors. There are tsgeets of defensive behavior that might



block employee learning orientation. First, peopdd be afraid to expose their thinking as
they try to protect themselves from the embarrassntieat they can experience while
exposing their reasoning which others can questionn which others can find errors
(Argyris, 1985). Pressure to have the “right andvas a sign of competence can block
people from exposing their thinking and from expiag the thought behind their opinions.
Second, defensive behavior insulates people’s memdels from examination (Senge, 1990)
which prevents them from accepting new insights tdaaflict with their way of thinking.
Mental models are perception of the reality, asdionp and generalizations that influence
how people understand the world and how they taktera (Senge, 1990). To leverage
individual learning orientation individuals shoulde aware of the phenomenon of
defensiveness and understand a need for questitreilgnental models. Albert Einstein said
“The world we have created is a product of our walythinking. It cannot be changed until
we change those patterns of thinking” (Senge, 1998En-mindedness will come from self-
disclosure, constant inquiry and willingness to gjio® individual and group assumptions.
Employees are open-minded if they: are not afraidsk questions; are willing to admit the
lack of knowledge; constantly question present tmras, because they believe that changes
require inquiry; are not afraid to reflect critiijgbn shared assumptions; realize that the way
they perceive the marketplace must be continualstjoned; often discuss weaknesses and
strengths of their practices; share individualghss openly.

Another element of employee learning orientatiomossnswillingness to communicate
openly. Learning is impossible without interaction andmeounication. Organizational
learning is not a sum of what individuals learn @&ndbes not take place only in the heads of
individuals (Easterby-Smith et al., 2000). Levengglearning orientation means encourage
individuals to interaction and dialogue. Througmeoounication employees convey meaning,

exchange different points of view; confront steypet, perceptions and mental models.



Employees learning orientation will be higher ifeyh openly share information and
communicate with employees from different departisiense inter-departmental meetings as
the opportunity to learn; are willing to communeawith top management via meetings,
chats, e-mail, etc.; actively search for informatfoom different internal and external sources
to make changes and learn; participate in inforondbrmal initiatives to improve present or
create new practices, routines, products, etc.

Next element that has potential to increase emplégarning orientation istriving for self-
development. Constantly leveraging one’s capabilities and cetepcies increase self
confidence and self efficacy needed for open mindsdgl and inquiry-oriented behavior.
Employees learning orientation will be higher ieéyh look for opportunities to develop new
skills and knowledge; like challenging and difficalssignments that teach new capabilities;
like to work on things that require a lot of slkalhd ability; see learning and developing skills
as important.

Individual learning orientation requireggfective commitment, although commitment alone
is not enough to leverage learning orientation.rEwdnen individual commitment is high,
deep patterns of defensive reasoning can blockilegar(Argyris cited in Senge, 1993).
Nevertheless, commitment is needed for an empldgebe responsive to organizational
activities to leverage learning orientation. Affeetcommitment is defined through emotional
attachment to the organization, involvement anadhtifieation. People experience affective
commitment if they (based on Cook and Wall instram€ook and Wall 1980): are proud to
be able to tell people who they are working forntMa remain a member of the organization;
are willing to put themselves out just to help tinganization; would be reluctant to change to
another employer, even if the firm were not doiog well financially or if they would have a

chance to earn more somewhere else; feel to bet afphe organization; want to feel they



contribute to the organization’s success; wouldomemend a close friend to join the
company.

In the next section we discuss the conditions, 8itetpe organizational learning and we
predict the direction of the relationship betwe&ose conditions and employee learning

orientation.

Learning organization context and employee learning orientation - Hypothess
development

As we believe that learning organization analysigsimbe carried within organizational
context, we operationalized the construct of leagnorganization through five variables:
adaptive learning practices, generative learningces, top management emphasis on
learning, direct manager's behavior and organimaficsystems and structure. Learning
organization context and conditions for learninggamization are used in this article
alternatively. We also predict the relationshipsA®en the learning organization context and
employee learning orientation.

Adaptive learning practices

Adaptive practices are the result of exploitatigarhing, which involves modifying existing
knowledge and present practices. Returns from adamractices are considered to be
characterized by certainty, speed, proximity, aladity of feedback which ties them closely
and more precisely to their consequences than wreaive, generative practices (March,
1991). The benefits of adaptive practices are detnated in the refinement of existing
knowledge and learning which result in lower trani®e costs and better decision choices.
We consider as adaptive practices those practibeshvare heavily based on past experience

and we included in our analysis two types of ada&pfctivities: learning from own past



experience which represents learning through redlecand self-analysis and learning from
the experience and best practices of others.

Learning from own past experiente the process of creating, disseminating andzurtg
knowledge about own practices to improve efficiendfe understand “own experiences” as
internal experiences of organization concernindetdit organizational units. Based on
literature review we find five major types of sugractices. Primarily, organizations
systematically review own successes and failuesess them and make the results accessible
to employees. Secondly, such systematic approaalsesrecommended in solving emergent
problems, where experience of one unit can be béduar other units (DiBella et.al., 1996).
For effective use of this experience it is cruttaunderstand interdependencies between units
and to diagnose the essence of the problem - whitiseegeneric or idiosyncratic. Generic
problems as opposed to idiosyncratic ones areyhgiobable to concern other units so inter-
group exchanges will not only leverage the quatitysolution, but also increase efficiency
and decrease costs. Generic problems once diagsbsedd be reported to headquarters or
designated unit and should be discussed in infeartimental meetings.

Thirdly, learning from own experiences might requestablishing temporary or permanent
teams which develop set of “lessons learned” apast problems (DiBella et.al., 1996) and
prepare recommendations. The fourth practice uséghrning organizations are management
meetings. Designated management teams (from vaiioaesions and levels of organizational
hierarchy) focus on critical problems diagnosed tbp management. We believe these
meetings to be an example of adaptive learningedas exploitative orientation, as time
constraints, uncertainty of new risky solution sleertainty of returns from exploration and

the high pressure for efficiency would limit expeantation.



And lastly, learning from experiences might be dsosted by cooperation with educational
institutions. Reviewing organization’s case studgsacademics, researcher or students can
be the source of improvements and internal modi6oa.

Learning from experience of othemvolves reacting on feedback information from the
environment or assimilating knowledge from othegamizations (Huysman, 2000) or
institutions. Reacting to feedback information ascuwhen organizations learn from the
interaction with external entities such as cust@neuppliers, business partners, etc.
Organizations learn from customers and their egpeg with organizational products or
services. Inter-organizational cooperation with @iges or business partners also gives
feedback on products and services, helps to ewalpalicies and cooperation practices.
Another way to gain new knowledge is benchmarkimgctv is the practice of comparing own
practices, processes, and performance against toosedered the best in a specific industry
(Garvin, 1993).

Based on above analysis we conclude that adaptraetiges can help employees to
understand the interconnectedness between depastreacourage collaborative learning and
facilitate understanding of market conditions, oosrs’ needs and competitors’ dynamics. It
also increases openness of communication and boddsnitment to constant incremental
improvements. Adaptive practices cause also lessssand resistance as they operate within
established dominant logic, which also contributes more open communication and
commitment. Thus adaptive learning will influenaespively system thinking, willingness to
communicate and affective commitment. At the samme,t adaptive learning will decrease
innovation and open-mindedness, which means cangtastioning present practices and
past experiences and taking risk in pursuing nderrastives. Therefore, it is hypothesized

that:



H1: The greater the emphasis on adaptive learniragfices (a) the greater the engagement
in system thinking, (b) willingness to communiagtenly and (c) affective commitment, and

the lower (d) strive for innovation and change &epopen-mindedness.

Generative learning practices

Generative practices involve departure from exgstanactices and concern more proactive,
risk-taking and explorative behavior. AccordingQalvert and his colleagues (Calvert et al.,
1994), learning organizations learn faster and @ndhan their competitors because they
encourage risk taking and pursue innovation andemx@ntation. Exploration generates
knowledge that is new, which questions present atenbdels (Wang and Wei, 2005) and is
the source for emergent changes.

There are different forms of encouraging generataening practices that might have more
focused or dispersed character, although both efhtshould be treated as complementary
rather then alternative. Organizations diseused approach to generative learnirfighey
treat innovativeness as a specialized functiony Tneate semi-autonomous cross-functional
entities, with little formal structure, and with nmagement support for -creativity,
experimentation and risk taking (Birkinshaw, 19%4ratko et al., 1990). They also use
demonstration projects that involve “holistic, gystwide changes, introduced at a single
site” and which represent a “sharp brake from tagt’p(Garvin, 1993 pg. 83). There are two
conditions for focused generative learning effeatiess. First, as already stated, focused
learning should be complimentary to dispersed iegras new solutions and processes will
get more acceptance in the work environment wheperenents and innovativeness are
common practices. Second, to have a consideralgadion the rest of the company, new
solutions and practices should be accompanied Ipjicéxstrategies and be transferred

throughout the organization.



Rather than having separate groups or units focagedreative actiongjispersed learning
rests on the premise that individuals in organoredi have the potential for creative and
entrepreneurial behavior (Birkinshaw, 1997) andaaigations have to encourage different
generative learning practices to become commongbatécision making processes and basis
for ongoing dialogue. First, new knowledge is beamgated through team-based generative
solution-seeking tools such as brainstorming, nagnoup techniques, statistical methods,
graphical techniques, or creative techniques saae@efining problem techniques (ex. cause
and effect diagrams, Osborn’s checklist) or assweiglay (storytelling, artistic activities,
morphological analysis). Second, companies canoageing programs that include a set of
small experiments (Garvin, 1993) or town hall magdi preceded by intensive small group
meetings where employees learn different aspect®rgénizational and market reality
(changing demographics, economies, and compettinceimstances) using learning maps,
dialogue, and action plans (Rucci et al., 1998)irdlhorganizations create systems and
processes for collecting and reviewing new idedseyTcreate electronic platforms for
information and ideas exchange, they organize ertiscussions with top management and
create committees for systematic and ongoing idgabkiation. Fourth, generative learning is
also stimulated by sabbaticals and internal trassf8ending employees or managers on
sabbaticals to different company’s locations, ofédmoad, develops their knowledge about
different work practices, challenges their peraaptand mental models and expands their
views on the organization as a whole which potéptizoosts their creativity and initiative.
Fifth, generative learning is leveraged throughthet company if Systematic Approach (SA)
is in practice, which means that employees arewaged to work interdependently in teams
to solve their work problems (Andrews and Delah&2@90). SA is aimed at replacing fixed
procedures by a more pro-active and participatpgyr@ach and to encourage employees to

take actions on problems so they can feel morelvedoand empowered. It supports active



and open attitude toward problems, dialogue, ictera and creativity. It also diminishes the

feelings of “helplessness” and increases the sefnsecial support.

Based on the above analysis we state that dispeesaerative learning practices positively
influence all aspects of employee learning orieomat They encourage taking risk and

initiative, thinking interdependently, constantlyestioning practices and critically reflecting

on shared assumptions and vision. They also legezagnmunication and interaction, and set
up higher requirements and expectations on indalidampetencies. Thus, the hypothesis is:

H2: The greater the emphasis on generative learpiragtices, the greater the (a) strive for

innovation and change, (b) acting within sharedons (c) engagement in system thinking, (d)
open-mindedness, (e) willingness to communicatalppf) strive for self-development, (g)

affective commitment.

Top management emphasis on learning

Top management is reported to have the biggestenfle on organizational culture and

climate, providing shared vision that helps to ®@nd energize organizational learning,
guiding for integrated efforts and creating comniijmaf purpose. We operationalized the

construct of top management emphasis on learningudih transformational leadership

concept. Following conceptualization of transforioal leadership proposed by Bass (Bass,
1990) we believe that to create a learning orgaiozatop management must score high on
the following four characteristics of transformaia leadership: idealized influence,

inspiration, intellectual stimulation and individized consideration. Idealized influence

considers providing vision and sense of missionplesizing commonality of purpose,

instilling pride and gaining respect and trust. io@ag orientation requires shared vision that
gives employees a sense of direction and appefltoge, binds them together by a common

aspiration, improves their role perception, inspittkem and fosters their commitment to



learning. Inspiration refers to communication ofhhiexpectations, using symbols to focus
efforts, expressing important purposes in simplgsya&ncouraging creativity and pursuing
action-learning projects. Intellectual stimulatifbcuses on promoting systematic problem
solving, constant learning, improvement and inquirydividual consideration considers
giving personal attention, interacting with empleseand being visible among employees,
emphasizing importance of people as a key asskeinorganization.

Transformational leadership best describes thentapagement emphasis on learning as it
generates acceptance of vision and mission, enbameativity, innovativeness and inquiry,
stimulates self-development by setting high exgexta, elevates interest to look beyond
self-interests (Bass, 1990) and beyond the orghoma boundaries, motivates to open
communication and increases commitment. Theretaran be expected that:

H3: The greater the top management emphasis omilegy the greater the (a) strive for
innovation and change, (b) acting within sharedons (c) engagement in system thinking, (d)
open-mindedness, (e) willingness to communicatelpp#) strive for self-development, (g)

affective commitment.

Direct manager’s behavior

The major role in stimulating individual learningproes from middle or lower level
management, which has a much stronger direct impa@mployees than top management.
Deriving from presented definitions of learning @angzation, we argue that leveraging
learning orientation requires direct managers to doal-oriented, emphasize learning
orientation and shared vision and use coachingelshgp style. Scoring high on those
elements they should encourage creativity and Hlktyi, which are basis for learning

orientation.



The importance of thgoal orientationfor learning organization is stated by severatlistsi
which approach goal orientation from individual &grand Meister, 2004; Porter and Tansky,
1996; Senge, 1993) or team learning perspectBeasderson and Sutcliffe, 2003). Following
educational psychology literature they claim thatlividuals hold different dispositions
towards learning based on their belief in their covmalleable. People with performance-
judgment orientation believe their abilities areefi and competence can not be improved.
They are more focused on demonstrating their coemges and avoiding failure, are more
ego-focused, instrumental and defensive in thelrab®r (Bunderson and Sutcliffe, 2003),
they avoid risky decisions and performance thaéemstimay judge as inadequate (Porter and
Tansky, 1996). Conversely, people with goal-origata believe that their abilities,
knowledge, and competence is malleable. They aree rrask and solution-focused, they
present mastery-oriented behavior (Bunderson andliffe; 2003), seeking challenge and
continuously evaluating their behavior outcomes agdrching feedback in an attempt to
improve their future actions and avoid future feslsi They also treat failure as a chance to
learn, engage in self-instruction and report toogrihe challenge (Brett and VandeWalle,
1999).

To leverage learning, managers must also demoastnatheir behavior ammphasis on
learning orientationwhich means that they: see their primary taskaagitating members’
experimentation and learning from experience imst#dacontrolling and knowing what needs
to be done or being a problem-solver; continuouwstyphasize importance of the idea of
continuous improvement; talk with employees, rdflec their views, expose the reasoning
behind those views and encourage employees toraautio their reasoning (Senge, 1993);
integrate employees insights and institutionalizent; encourage employees to inquire into
the nature of complex issues, asking questionscatidally analyze problems; are opened to

suggestions and ask questions about how thingsdshewdone.



Importance ofshared visionderives from its ability to provide the focus andersyy for
learning. People will commit to vision if they peree it as their own (Senge, 1990), thus
involving them in establishing or modifying visiavill increase their commitment and create
a truly shared vision. Direct managers should bee@anplementers of organizational vision,
emphasizing its importance and help to integratesqgeeal visions of their employees with
organizational vision. They should also help themployees to understand how their work
fits into an organizational vision, so they can erstand what really matters and why, and
define standards that evolve around that visiorid@an, 2000).

Bouwen and Fry (Bouwen and Fry, 1991) propose thatbtain long-term organizational
learning effects, a confrontational learning modkel required, where manager takes a
coaching role Coaching managers consult employees on theingitreand weaknesses, tie
them to their personal and career aspirations, leage employees to establish long term
goal, and excel at delegating (Goleman, 2000). Timplve employees in policy and
strategy-forming process, and in decision-makingcess. As coaching requires constant
dialogue, coaching managers create open and trusdilk environment which is crucial for
learning orientation. Coaching style is particylaiimportant for leveraging learning
orientation for two reasons. First, learning oréian means ongoing change and emergence
of new alternatives that can be rejected by somel@mes. It involves confrontational
character of discussions and communication, andeed o understand why things are
developing in a particular way (Bouwen and Fry, I9%ursuing changes often requires
challenging employees’ mental models and creatematant tension between exploitation of
well known practices and introduction of experingentCoaching style facilitates
confrontation, eases tensions and helps everybodgratand their role in changes. Second,
coaching gives feedback that is crucial in a leagrariented work environment, as it helps to

correct errors much quickly. Third, coaching mamaggve employees challenging tasks and



assignments and are willing to accept short-terituréa if it fosters long-term learning
(Goleman, 2000).

Based on the above analysis we conclude that goahted managers, that emphasize
learning orientation, articulate shared vision amghage their teams with coaching style will
positively influence their employees learning otaion. Stated formally:

H4: Direct manager’'s emphasis on learning and skdavesion, goal orientation and coachin
influence positively (a) strive for innovation aodange, (b) acting within shared vision, (c)
engagement in system thinking, (d) open-minded{@sgiillingness to communicate openly,

() strive for self-development, (g) affective catmmant.

Organizational systems and structure

We included in our framework five elements of orgational systems and structure that
facilitates learning organization: autonomy, flakil, formalization incentive systems, skill-
development programs and emphasis on communication.

Autonomyis defined as the degree to which decision-malanghority is delegated to
organizational units (Ozomer and Gencturk, 2008) tarindividuals Flexibility as the degree
to which policies and strategies are continuousbtructured along organization’s learning
process, rules and structures so an organizatiorrespond effectively to market changes.
Autonomy and flexibility are necessary for open-dadness (Wang and Wei, 2005).
Empowerment is crucial for forming work environmémat will encourage strive for constant
change, experimenting and entrepreneurship (Binews 1997). In decentralized
organizations actions are taken more quickly towesgroblems, more people provide input
into decisions, which are taken collaborativelyd @eople do not feel alienated from decision

makers. As the result employees understand interaigmcies better, they communicate more



and are more committed to the work for which thaket responsibility. Therefore we
hypothesized that:

H5: Autonomy and flexibility will have a positivefluence on (a) strive for innovation and
change, (b) engagement in system thinking, (c) -opededness, (d) willingness to

communicate openly, (e) affective commitment.

Formalization means the degree to which emphasis is placed dmwiog organizational
rules and procedures (Zaltman et al., 1973). Foraiadn can decrease the authority of top
management, but at the same time limit decisioningagrocess autonomy for specific units
as their decisions are the subject to impersoriakrand policies (Ozsomera and Gencturk,
2003). Formalization discourages managers and emgsofrom questioning procedures,
limit their receptivity and flexibility to changingeeds of the external environment and
competitors’ behaviors.

H6: Formalization is negatively related to (a) s&ifor innovation and change, (b) acting
within shared vision, (c) engagement in systenkih@) (d) open-mindedness, (e) willingness

to communicate openly, (f) strive for self-develeptn(g) affective commitment.

A number of literature suggest that measurement r@wehrd system shape employees
behavior (Anderson and Chambers, 1985; Garvin, 138&orski and Kholi, 1993; Webster,
1988). Learning organizations requireentive systemthat favor risk taking, information
sharing, innovativeness, achieving corporate golaést ideas and suggestions and best
practices. They also need measurement systems badedg-term criteria, as innovativeness
needs time to bring results. If employees and mensagre evaluated based on short term
profitability, they will rather focus on those shoerm criteria and neglect focusing on change

and innovation which brings much time-delayed rssdlhus:



H7: The greater the reliance on learning-based moees the greater (a) strive for innovation
and change, (b) acting within shared vision, (ch@&yement in system thinking, (d) open-
mindedness, (e) willingness to communicate opgfilystrive for self-development, (g)

affective commitment.

H8: The greater the measurement and evaluation daseshort term profitability the (1)

lowest strive for innovation and change.

Skill developmenbased on individual versus team learning hasylageleived much attention
(DiBella et. al., 1996; Kasl et al., 1992; Seng893). Individual learning is important to
develop capabilities and competencies that arddises for self confidence and self efficacy
needed for open mindedness and inquiry-orientech\beh Team learning is recognized
presently as even more important due to today'srdaependent and networked work
environment (DiBella et al, 1996). Skill-developmeprograms focused on developing
learning competencies and abilities consider skl will help employees to act proactively
and evaluate experiments. They include statistiwalhods, graphical techniques, creativity
techniques, large number of alternatives evaluaéo action learning (Garvin, 1993). In a
learning organization employees should be alsohtacgmpetencies and skills that will help
them to communicate, reflect on and articulate gpaakvision, understand interdependencies
and to balance advocacy and inquiry (Senge, 199®se competencies should be developed
not only on a personal level, but also practicedlectively. Based n the above we
hypothesize:

H9: Skill development programs focused on devefpparning competencies and abilities
influence positively (a) strive for innovation aodange, (b) acting within shared vision, (c)
engagement in system thinking, (d) open-minded{@sgiillingness to communicate openly,

() strive for self-development, (g) affective catmmant.



Learning organizations rely heavily aommunicationWe partially included communication
aspects in the abouearning organization conditions. Thus, we wantitgment what has
already been discussed. First, a learning orgaaizatquires open and non-boundary vertical
and horizontal communication. Access to tools tlfatilitate communication across
departmental boarders and enable interaction wighehn level management (chats, blogs,
forums) will result not only in information exchamgbut also will boost motivation and
commitment to learning. Second, building a learnorganization requires organizational
support for formal (electronic platforms) and infal initiatives (ex. communities of
practice) that will allow employees to exchangdrte&pertise, ideas and experiences. It will
not only increase availability for experience ambwledge exchange, but also will increase
interaction which underlies learning process. Thedtissue concerns the ease of access to
databases that store relevant information abouketgiand customers, decisions made in the
past and problems solved (Cabhill, 1995). Avail&pitif databases will leverage both adaptive
and generative learning. Access to experienceseadant information about customers (ex.
from sales sources), market, or competitors wili maly help to built on past projects and
knowledge, but also facilitates innovativeness tihatives from seeing “a big picture” and
interrelatedness of different information. Therefowe suggest that communication systems
will influence employee learning orientation.

H10: The greater emphasis on communication, theatgre(a) strive for innovation and
change, (b) acting within shared vision, (c) engagat in system thinking, (d) open-
mindedness, (e) willingness to communicate opgfilystrive for self-development, (g)

affective commitment.



Employee lear ning orientation and perfor mance

We considered three performance dimensions thathereoutcome of employee learning
orientation. They are adapted from the work of @z=so and Gentcturk (Ozsomer and
Gentcturk, 2003), Wang and Wei (Wang and Wei, 2@0&) Farrell (Farrell, 2000). The first

one involves effectiveness, which denotes the sscoé company’s products or services in
comparison to those of its competitors (ex. satesvth compared to those of competitors or
changes in market share, customer retention). €bensl one concerns efficiency, which is
described as the outcome in relation to the ressuemployed (ex. return on investment).
The third one, adaptability, is understood as thecass in responding to environmental
changes and opportunities (ex. number of success&fw product introductions compared
with those of competitors, the percentage of satEunted for by products introduced in
specific period of time). We expect that employearhing orientation will influence each of
the above dimensions. Learning orientation wasrtegao influence business performance
by several studies (Farrell, 2000; Bunderson anttli§a, 2003; Wang and Wei, 2005;

Farrell, 1999). Therefore:

H11: Employee learning orientation influence poagty performance measures of efficiency,
effectiveness and adaptability.

The influence of learning on performance measuegedds on the environmental context of
the organization (Farrell 2002; Bunderson and 8tecl2003; Farrell 1999; Sinkula, 1994).

We included in our framework four environmental i@ederistics that influence the linkage
between employee learning orientation and orgaoizalt performance. Three of them were
proposed by Jaworki and Kholi (Jaworski and Kh#f90) and include market turbulence,
technology turbulence and competitive intensity.e Tiourth characteristic, proposed by

Bunderson and Sutclifee (Bunderson and Sutclifé@3Ris market favorability.



Market turbulence is understood as the rate of ghan the composition of customers and
their preferences (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993, p.&fganizations that operate in a turbulent
marketplace have to continuously adjust their pct&lor services to customer changing
needs and expectations. Conversely, organizatiorsgable markets will require much less
product or service modifications. Therefore, orgations in turbulent markets will strive for
more learning orientation than organizations imlstanarkets, which will help them to follow
or effectively anticipate changing market needsusTremployee learning orientation will be
more strongly related to performance if an orgaionaoperates in a turbulent market.

H12: The greater the market turbulence, the strontpe relationship between employee
learning orientation and business performance.

The linkage between employee learning orientatiodd arganizational performance can be
also moderate by the rate of technological changd@sh we call technological turbulence
(Farrell, 1999). In industries where technologies andergoing rapid changes, organizations
will have to focus on constant innovation, whichsliheavily on learning orientation. High-
technology innovations require much more varietglais (Nieminen, 2004) and capabilities
from employees. Thus, it is argued that industdearacterized by high rate of technology
change will have a greater need to focus on emplt®grning orientation.

H13: The greater the technological turbulence, thteonger the relationship between
employee learning orientation and business perforrea

The third factor that is supposed to moderate #lationship between employee learning
orientation and organizational performance is cditipe intensity. In the absence of
competition, organizations may perform well withéeérning orientation. Conversely, under
intensive competition, organizations have to beowative to keep their customers, who
otherwise will leave for competitors. Coping witlgih competition pressures, organizations

will need employees that are be receptive to mankirmation, are motivated to track



competitors’ behavior, who are able and willinggieestion organizational practices that are
not in line with market changes and who manifesitative and entrepreneurship behaviors
(Nonaka, 1998). In other words, organizations tharate under intensive competition will
need greater employee learning orientation.

H14: The greater the competitive intensity, themsger the relationship between employee
learning orientation and business performance.

The fourth characteristic considers market favditgbihat can be assessed using industry
growth measure and measure of the firm’s profitwgho expectations (Bunderson and
Sutcliffe, 2003). Organizations in industries tlaé in their growth stage and that expect
considerable profit growth will be more optimistbout their future, which can result in
positive organizational climate and more trust apénness. Atmosphere of success might
boost employees’ self-confidence, increase themmdament, and leverage their willingness
to follow an appealing vision of future developmeFtius, we believe that market favorability
will positively influence employee learning orietitan.

H15: The greater the market favorability, the sigen the relationship between employee

learning orientation and business performance.

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Post-modern organizations of today rely heavilyioformation and knowledge and their
application in the decision making process. Thaystantly transform themselves to adapt to
major changes in the environment. This naturallpds much more attention to employees,
their knowledge, abilities and motivation to coms$iya question their mental models and
assumptions in an attempt to search for betternatwes. Learning organization facilitates
the learning of all its members, encourages empky® cooperatively expand their
capacities and challenge their own patterns ofkthgh and collective assumptions to

continuously transform their organization.



The objective of this article has been to consteutiteoretical framework that would explain
which organizational conditions are fundamental énployee learning orientation. Our
model stresses the importance of five conditionsrgénizational context that might leverage
employee orientation. These are adaptive learniagtiges, generative learning practices, top
management emphasis on learning, direct manageinavior and organizational systems and
structure. The true learning organization is aranization that continuously and intentionally
reflect on those conditions and investigate theffuence on employees’ attitudes and
behavior. The essence of each learning organizaitmeir employees and their abilities and
motivation to pursue learning orientation. Emplay@ee learning-oriented if they strive for
innovation and change, act within shared visiorgage in system thinking, strive for self-
development, are open-minded, willing to commumicahd committed.

Organizations that want to leverage their abilitteslearn should balance adaptive and
generative learning practices to maximize outcomke®xperimentation and exploitation.
They should look for transformational top manadbeg will inspire employees to transcend
their own self-interests for the good of the orgation, energize followers to search for
constant improvement and proactivity and that skiteu their employees intellectually,
encouraging them to challenge their assumptionsgalegtion organizational practices. They
should also constantly teach managers their dritala and responsibility in their employee
learning orientation. Adding to the above, orgatiaraal systems and structure should be also
adjusted so that units and individuals are grantedre autonomy and flexibility,
formalization is decreased, incentive system farrang orientation and skill-development
programs that are focused on developing learnimypetencies and abilities are introduced
and proper communication tools are delivered sol@yeps are encouraged to openly

communicate across vertical and horizontal bouedari



References

Anderson, P. and Chambers T. (1985). A Reward/Measent Model of Organizational
Buying BehaviorJournal of Marketing49, 7-23

Andrews, K.M. and Delahaye, B.L. (2000). Influences Knowledge Processes in
Organizational Learning: The Psychosocial Fileyrnal of Management Studje3//6, 219-
235.

Argyris, C. (1991). Teaching Smart People How tarbeHarvard Business Review
May-June, 99-109.

Argyris, C., (1985%trategy, Change, and Defensive RoutiBeston: Pitman.

Argyris, C. and Schon, D.A. (1978prganizational Learning: A theory of Action
PerspectiveReading: Addison-Wesley.

Birkinshaw, J. (1997). Entrepreneurship in Multinadl Corporations: The
Characteristics of Subsidiary Initiative3irategic Management Journdl8/3, 207-229.

Bouwen, R. and Fry, R. (1991). Organizational Irat@n and Learninginternational
Studies of Management and Organizatiai/4, 37-51.

Bouwen, R. and Hosking, D.M. (2000). Reflections oelational readings of
organizational learnindzuropean Journal of Work and Organizational Psyolggl 9/2, 267-
274.

Brett, J.F. and VandeWalle, D. (1999). Goal origataand goal content as predictions of
performance in a training progradgurnal of Applied Psycholog$4/6, 863-873.

Bunderson, J.S. and Sutcliffe K.M. (2003). Managetmieeam Learning Orientation and
Business Unit Performancéournal of Applied Psycholog$8/3, 552-560.

Cabhill, D.J. (1995). The managerial implicationstloé¢ learning organization: a new tool
for internal marketingJournal of Services Marketin§/4, 43-51.

Calvert, G., Mobley, S., Marshall, L. (1994). “Gpasy the learning organization”,
Training and Commercial Trainin@3/6, 38-43.

Cook, S.D. and Yanow, D. (1993). Culture and Orgational LearningJournal of
Management Inquiry2, 373-390.

Crossan, M., Guatto, T. (1996). ‘Organizationalriéag research profile’Journal of
Organizational Change Managemefit3, 107-112.

Crossan, M., Lane, HW. and White, R.E. (1999), Awganizational Learning

Framework: From Institution to InstitutioAcademy of Management Revi@4/3, 522-537.



Crossan, M., Lane, H., White, R.E. and Djurfeld, (1995). Organizational Learning:
Dimensions for a Theorynternational Journal of Organizational Analysi3.

deGeus, A. P. (1988). Planning as learnidgrvard Business Reviewlarch-April, 70-
74.

DiBella, A,J., Nevis, E.C. and Gould, J.M. (19968)nderstanding Organizational
Learning CapabilityJournal of Management Studj&3/3, 361-379.

Drucker, P. (1988). The coming of the new orgamzatHarvard Business Review
January-February, 45-53.

Easterby-Smith, M., Crossan, M. and Nicolini, D.0@R), Organizational Learning
Debates Past, Present and Futdoeiynal of Management Studje3¥/6, 783-796.

Farrell, M.A. (2000). Developing a Market-Orientedarning OrganizationAustralian
Journal of Managemeng5/2, 201-222.

Farrell, M.A. (1999). Antecedents and consequenteslearning orientatioriylarketing
Bulletin, 10, 38-52.

Garvin, D.A. (1993). Building a Learning Organizatj Harvard Business Reviewuly-
Aug, 78-91.

Gergen, K.J. (1985). The social constructionist emgnt in modern psychology,
American PsychologistiO, 266-275.

Goleman, D. (2000). Leadership that Gets Restltgyard Business Reviewlarch-
April, 78-90

Gray, P.H. and Meister, D.B. (2004), Knowledge g EffectivenessManagement
Science50/6, 821-834.

Gunter, W.M., Prange, C. and von Rosentiel, L. (30Bsychological Perspectives of
Organizational Learning. In M. Dierkes, A. Antal,Ghild and I. Nonaka (edshandbook of
Organizational Learning and Knowledg@xford: Oxford University Press, 14-34.

Hamel, G. and Prahalad, C.K. (199€pmpeting for the FutureBoston: Harvard
Business School Press.

Hosking, D. and Bouwen, R. (2000). Organizationadhining: Relational-Constructionist
Approaches: An Overviewkuropean Journal of Work and Organizational Psyolygl 9/2,
129-132.

Huber, G.P., (1991). Organizational Learning: Thentobuting processes and the
literature,Organization Scienge, 88-115.

Huysman, M. (2000). An Organizational Learning Aggmh to the Learning
OrganizationEuropean Journal of Work and Organizational Psyolgy) 9/2, 133-145.



Jaworski B.J. and Kholi, A.K. (1993). Market oriatibn: Antecedents and Consequences,
Journal of Marketing57, 53-70.

Kholi, A.K. and Jaworski B.J. (1990). Market Oriatibn: The Construct, Research
Propositions, and Managerial Implicatiodsurnal of Marketing54, 1-18.

Kuratko, D.F., Montagno, R.V. and Hornsby, J.S.90)9 ‘Developing an entrepreneurial
assessment instrument for an effective corporateegmeneurial environment'Strategic
Management JournaGummer Special Issue 11, 49-58.

Leitch, C., Harrison, R., Burgoyne, J. and Blant€n(1996). Learning organizations: the
measurement of company performanimjrnal of European Industrial Trainin@0/1, 31-44.

March, J. (1991). Exploration and Exploitation ing@nizational LearningQrganization
Science?2/1, 71-87.

Nieminen H.; Innovating through cooperational relaships: Can knowledge transfer
enhance the company’s ability to innovate?; Pranged0th EIBA 2004 Conference; 2004,
2-33.

Nonaka I. (1998Harvard Business Review on knowledge managerBeston: Harvard
Business School Press.

Ozsomer, A. and Genctirk, E. (2003). A ResourceeBadodel of Market Learning in
the Subsidiary: The Capabilities of Exploration dixbploitation, Journal of International
Marketing 11/3, 1-29.

Pedler, M., Boydell, T, and Burgoyne, J. (198&atning Company Project: A Report on
Work Undertaken October 1987 to April 1988, Theifireg Agency, Sheffield.

Peters, T.J. and Waterman, R.H. (2004 Search for Excellent Companiégéew York:
HarperBusiness Essentials.

Pedler, M., Burgoyne, J., and Boydell, T. (199hg learning companyoston:
McGraw-Hill Book Company.

Porter, G. and Tansky, J. (1996), Learning Oriémtabf Employees: Moving Toward
Organization-Based Assessmdtitiman Resource Development Quarterli2, 165-178.

Reason, P. (Ed.) (199®prticipation in human inquiryLondon: Sage.

Rucci A., Kirii S. and Quinn R., (1998). The Empé®yCustomer Profit Chain at Sears,
Harvard Business Revie@anuary — February, 82-97.

Sadler, P. (2001) Leadership and Organizationaliieg. In M. Dierkes, A. Antal, J.
Child and I. Nonaka (eds.Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowled@eford:
Oxford University Press, 415-427.



Sambrook, S. and Stewart, J. (2000). Factors Influng learning in European learning
oriented organizations: issues for manageméotynal of European Industrial Training,
24/2, 209-219.

Schildt H., Maula M. and Keil, T, (2003Explorative and Exploitative Learning from
External Corporate Venture§Vorking Paper, Finland.

Senge, P.M. (1994l)he Fifth Discipline FieldboakNew York: Currency Doubleday

Senge, P,M. (1993). Transforming the Practice ofn&gment,Human Resource
Development Quarter)y/1, 5-32.

Senge, P.M. (1990)The Fifth Discipline. The Art & Practice of the Laag
Organization New York: Currency Doubleday.

Simon, H. (1991). Bounded rationality and organarad! learningOrganization Science,
2/1, 125-134.

Sinkula, J.M. (1994). Market Information Processiagd Organizational Learning,
Journal of Marketing58, 34-45.

Starbuck, W. and Hedberg, B. (2001) How Organizratioearn from Success and Failure.
In M. Dierkes, A. Antal, J. Child and I. Nonaka $edHandbook of Organizational Learning
and KnowledgeQxford: Oxford University Press, 327-350.

Wang, E.T.G. and Wei, H. (2005). The ImportanceMsdrket Orientation, Learning
Orientation, and Quality Orientation Capabilities TQM: an Example from Taiwanese
Software IndustryTotal Quality Managemeni6/10, 1161-1177.

Webster, F.E. (1988). Rediscovering the Marketiogpt,Business Horizons1
(May-June), 29-39.

Weick, K.E., and Westley, F. (1996). Organizatideakning: Affirming an oxymoron. In
S.R. Clegg, C. Hardy, & W.R. Nord (Edsandbook of organization studidsondon: Sage

Publications.

Zaltman, G., Duncan, R., Holbek, J. (1973), Innmreg and Organizations. New York: John
Wiley&Sons.



Adaptive Learning Practices

Generative Learning Practices
Dispersed approach

Top Management Emphasis

Direct Manager’'s Behavior

Employee Learning Orientation

Striving for innovation and change
Acting within shared vision
Engaging in system thinking
Striving for self-development
Willingness to communicate
Open-mindedness

Affective commitment

Org. systems and structure

Autonomy and Flexibility
Formalization

Incentive systems
Skill-development programs
Communication systems

A

Figure 1. Learning Organization Conditions for Empl

Performance

Effectiveness
Efficiency

Adaptability

Market turbulence
Technology turbulence
Competitive intensity

Market favorability

oyee Learning Orientation and its consequences




