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Implementing Dimensions of a Learning Organization Questionnaire: new insights 

Introduction 

To many, especially to practitioners, the idea of a learning organization seems utopian, 

idealistic, mystic, romantic, elusive, inapprehensible, difficult to implement and subject to 

scrutiny, especially when the definition by Senge (1990) is considered (Rupčić, 2017, 2020, 

2020a). However, in learning organizations, actions and change are continuously “becoming” 

as a result of learning, common vision and shared goals and by taking into consideration 

multiple stakeholders and their interests (Rupčić, 2020a). If an idea is to be researched, it should 

be conceptualized and measured. For that purpose, Marsick and Watkins (2003) have designed 

“Dimensions of a Learning Organization Questionnaire” (DLOQ) as a diagnostic tool to 

measure organizational learning practices. It consists of seven aspects of the learning 

organization: 1) creating continuous learning opportunities, 2) promoting inquiry and dialogue, 

3) encouraging collaboration and team learning, 4) establishing systems to capture and share 

learning, 5) empowering employees toward a collective vision, 6) connecting the organization 

to its environment, and 7) providing strategic leadership for learning. It has been used in dozens 

of papers and validated in different contexts and cultures.   

In this special issue, guest edited by Karen E. Watkins and Victoria J. Marsick (Watkins et al., 

2021), researchers present new insights based on implementing Dimensions of a Learning 

Organization Questionnaire. For instance, by using DLOQ and supported by semi-structured 

interviews, Welsh et al. (2021) and Sheng et al. (2021) examined schools as learning 

organizations. While Welsh et al. (2021) especially considered the role of district and school 

leadership, Sheng et al. (2021) provided an integrated approach to schools as learning 

organizations by exploring the relationship between learning dimensions and organizational 

outcomes. Dirani et al. (2021) further examined learning networks and network-level learning 

culture. 

By conducting multiple case studies, Boccia and Cseh (2021) examined learning-related 

activities in non-chain, full-service restaurants. Stothard (2021) investigated how learning-

oriented leadership affects hierarchical teams. Ellinger and Ellinger (2021) continue by 

emphasizing the importance of managerial coaching in the context of strategic leadership for 

learning. Kim (2021) examined the relationship between learning organizations and different 

aspects of performance: financial, knowledge and adaptive performance. Practitioners could 

also benefit from the guidelines regarding building effective and sustainable learning culture 

from the book by Paine (2019), which has been reviewed by Suh (2021). 

Schools as learning organizations  

Education institutions, especially public schools, struggle to improve and maintain their 

efficiency and effectiveness, especially regarding student performance. This is particularly the 

case for public education in the United States. In this regard, Welsh et al. (2021) examined 
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schools as learning organizations. More precisely, they investigated potential of the learning 

organization framework relative to challenges regarding school improvements and reforms, 

with the emphasis on leadership. Leadership, especially transformational leadership, has been 

found to be strongly related to the learning organization concept (Xie, 2020). Welsh et al. 

(2021) especially addressed the question how leadership responds to learning-resistant contexts 

in the attempt to create and sustain conditions and processes which improve school 

performance. They used Dimensions of Learning Organization Questionnaire to gather data 

along with semi-structured interviews with district and school leaders in the state of Georgia, 

U.S. The goal was to determine how district and school leaders overcome challenges related to 

creating and sustaining the learning organization in schools, which were characterized as 

learning-resistant contexts.  

Not much is known how schools develop as learning organizations and which obstacles they 

face in the process. Sheng et al. (2021) found that the quality of a school as a learning 

organization is related to improved organizational performance as perceived by school 

personnel. However, more studies are needed to elucidate conditions that stimulate or prevent 

schools from becoming learning organizations. Many schools could be learning-resistant, 

which could be related to the lack of common vision and effective transformational guidance 

and leadership regarding implementation of learning disciplines on the individual level and 

organizational changes that facilitate transformation of organizational behavior. Transformed 

organizational behavior could be reflected in improved performance of all stakeholders, 

especially staff and students. Study of these elements could improve the schools’ capacity to 

improve on the basis of continuous learning and improvements in quality.  

Oterkiil and Ertesvåg (2012) found that up to half of evidence-based programs introduced in 

schools fail due to poor implementation. This fact points to the importance of strong and 

dedicated leadership based on the developed capacity for change founded on the strong 

individual and organizational learning ability. For that reason, Welsh et al.  (2021) suggest that 

the process should start with the fact that district and school leaders familiarize themselves with 

the learning organization idea so that they could conceptualize schools as learning organizations 

and create the context that would enable their development according to this organizational 

philosophy, despite all challenges.  

Welsh et al. (2021) based their research on the model by Marsick and Watkings (2003) which 

integrates both people and structure that enable learning on individual, team and organizational 

level. A learning organization could be developed by simultaneous work on designing 

organizational elements (such as structure) and human resource management (such as 

continuous learning and change). Development of both of these perspectives is important for 

building and maintaining the capacity to change and improve. However, and according to 

Marsick and Watkins (2003), these learning organization constituents should be embedded in 

the learning culture and climate, which serves as a strong reinforcing and facilitating factor of 

sustaining the learning organization and providing it with a learning momentum.  

Ismail (2005) found that both learning culture and creative climate stimulate innovation. 

However, learning organization culture was found to have an even greater effect on innovation. 

Practitioners could benefit from the guidelines regarding building effective and sustainable 

learning culture from the book by Paine (2019), which has been reviewed in this issue by Suh 

(2021). According to Paine (2019), culture should be trustful, open and engaging, and sustain 



forces that keep an organization moving forward by adapting to the environment based on 

organizational learning. That is why Paine (2019) calls the learning culture the organizational 

gyroscope.  

Development of learning organization and strengthening of the learning and change capacity 

often fails due to the lack of collaborative work and collaborative learning among both students 

and staff. Shimazoe and Aldrich (2010) found that cooperative learning is not very prevalent in 

schools and colleges, especially among students. Cooperative learning shifts the focus from 

individual work and learning to interactions among peers. Due to problems in social interactions 

and division of labor, together with free rider problem and lack of consensus regarding future 

actions, cooperative learning is often opposed by both students and staff. That is why the role 

of leaders is to encourage and coordinate mutual interactions between peers and stimulate them 

to jointly learn about the task but also about each other to facilitate teamwork and team learning 

and creation of common vision. Teamwork and collaboration could enable them to detect their 

mental models or taken-for-granted assumptions about different matters and reflect upon them 

to cultivate the change they would like to achieve. That also enables their personal growth and 

stimulates the discipline of personal mastery, while maintaining psychological health and good 

social relations.  

In their research, Welsh et al. (2021) used sense making as the framework of the study to detect 

how district and school leaders understand schools as learning organizations and how they 

perceive their role in transforming schools in learning organizations. Practitioners are especially 

encouraged to use this approach before initiating any change programs to determine the 

participants’ views on matters and detect possible challenges and barriers to implementing 

change. Sense making (Weick, 1995) is the process of joint interpretation of information and 

circumstances, which results in conclusions regarding further actions. In that way, both 

managers/leaders and their followers/participants initiate the learning process, which could 

result in the most favorable outcome. In addition, sense making is a continuous process which 

takes place whenever new information is gathered or new insights revealed, when ambiguity 

about circumstances and actions presents itself and results in dissonance regarding 

understanding and action. Sense making can therefore result in mental model reassessment and 

redefinition as well as double-loop organizational learning in which organizational goals, 

values and routines are changed. In addition, sense making is also important for revealing and 

understanding individual actions, preferences, values and beliefs.  

Key finding by Welsh et al. (2021) regarding schools and their transformation into learning 

organizations refers to the importance of collaboration and the role of leaders to establish the 

structure and climate to facilitate it. Their respondents identified that schools as learning 

organizations thrive in the culture of collaboration by which all stakeholders come together to 

work toward common goals based on shared purpose, vision and mission. Such an approach 

was also identified as the way by which staff not only learn but also grow together. “Coming 

together”, regardless of the purpose, was therefore identified as key toward developing schools 

as learning organizations.   

Welsh et al. (2021) also identified challenges school leaders face when creating and sustaining 

schools as learning organizations: leadership changes and challenges in communication. 

Leadership stability seems to be key for maintaining organizational learning dynamics. For 

instance, new leaders could introduce new rules, procedures, systems and processes, which 



could disrupt existing behavioral patterns and cause discomfort and resistance. It then takes a 

while for a new leader to ensure followership, which could downgrade trust and existing 

learning routines and behaviors. However, if organizational structure is well-defined, problems 

regarding leadership changes tend to be less pronounced. To prevent problems, leaders were 

found to rely on effective communication systems and professional learning as strategies to 

overcome challenges in creating and sustaining schools as learning organizations. However, as 

performance, student and staff learning included, is dependent on significant individual effort, 

problems regarding unmet emotional and social needs, especially with regard to trauma, should 

be addressed first and have priority over other issues. Trauma and abuse is frequent in students 

attending public schools, as reported by the respondents in Welsh et al. (2021). Burnout, anxiety 

and depression are also frequent in teachers (Papastylianou et al., 2009). Practitioners should 

note that true commitment and collaboration could not emerge until these issues are resolved.  

Sheng et al. (2021) examined schools as learning organizations by exploring the relationship 

between learning dimensions and organizational outcomes. Their motivation came from the 

fact that, according to the “Every Student Succeeds Act” of 2015, schools are held accountable 

for student achievements and success. Legislation, along with not very significant 

improvements of its implementation, raised interest for administrator and teacher learning and 

knowledge sharing. Schools could be called professional learning communities in which groups 

of people (teachers and staff) engage in collective inquiry, share knowledge and implement 

change collectively. It seems that the integrative learning organization model by Marsick and 

Watkins (1993; Watkins and Marsick, 1993, 1996), integrating two constituents – people and 

structure, is suitable for implementation in schools, which was addressed by Sheng et al. (2021). 

Individual learning and structural change is especially important in the times of educational 

reforms and advancements in technology, which could change the delivery and examination of 

intended learning outcomes. Schools developed as learning organizations could show superior 

performance in this regard.  

It is interesting to note that Akram et al. (2013) already used Dimensions of a Learning 

Organization Questionnaire to compare high- and low-performing high schools in Pakistan. 

They found no significant differences between these school groups except for the dimension of 

strategic leadership. Similarly, Khan et al. (2013) found no significant differences between 

public and private schools. However, the results by Sheng et al. (2021) showed some different 

results, which could be of interest for practitioners in education. It should be noted that they 

measured school performance in terms of student satisfaction, parental involvement and 

response time. They determined that schools with greater presence of learning organization 

characteristics had greater performance in terms of student satisfaction, parental involvement 

and response efficiency. Staff in these schools shared the opinion regarding the importance of 

acquiring knowledgeable employees, investments in technology and continuous learning. 

However, to improve organizational performance, adequate structure and leadership are 

important to translate knowledge into new organizational routines, confirming the results by 

Welsh et al. (2021). Practitioners should note that both implementation of learning organization 

principles and their translation into improved performance should be based on collective 

inquiry, collaborative work and collaborative learning. That further emphasizes the importance 

of collective vision even in schools striving to become learning organizations. 

Learning networks and network-level learning culture 



Complexity, ambiguity and unpredictability of modern business drives many organizations 

toward economy of integrations in terms of networking to coordinate resources, competences 

and capacities. This process is often based on virtual networks formed ad hoc to enable 

exchange of resources and skills but also to facilitate joint market access. Organizations become 

boundaryless, both internally and externally, and establish partnerships with various 

stakeholders, even competitors, by developing a culture of cooperation. In such circumstances, 

the source of competitiveness becomes cooperation or, in other words, cooperation 

management, as the process of managing stakeholder relations. The result is a synergy of action 

in terms of emergent and jointly acceptable strategy. That is why it could be stated that the 

firm’s competitive potential is highly determined by the quantity and quality of its established 

relations with stakeholders, or by the quality of its business ecosystem.  

In this context, Dirani et al. (2021) examined learning networks and network-level learning 

culture. Stakeholders in learning networks share a common vision and establish communities 

of practice that facilitate individual, team and organizational learning. Learning networks 

should consist of participants (individuals and organizations) of various expertise and discipline 

background to enable fruitful knowledge generation and sharing, followed by organizational 

agility or readiness for change in order to tackle complex, often “wicked” problems in an 

innovative fashion. Such networks often consist of cross-sectoral, interdisciplinary and even 

international entities that communicate in a decentralized manner, while leaders coordinate their 

interactions.  

In this regard, Dirani et al. (2021) analyzed learning networks by using the DLOQ model by 

Marsick and Watkins (1993). They used interdisciplinary collaboration framework as the 

networks encompassed by the study were interdisciplinary (Rosenfield, 1992), consisting of 

entities from different sectors (profit, government, academic, research), interest (tourism, 

health, environment), and geographical location. Learning organization framework, in terms of 

implementing a learning culture following the seven dimensions of the questionnaire, should 

facilitate collaboration and lead to the design of solutions of complex problems by integrating 

different expertise. Dirani et al. (2021) examined 181 entities that shared a common purpose 

and goals and that could be characterized as learning networks. Their results support the idea 

that the dimensions of the learning organization questionnaire by Marsick and Watkins (1993) 

could describe activities and behaviors of learning networks. In addition, they found that all 

dimensions were related as correlations were positive and statistically significant. Behavior of 

learning networks relative to the dimensions of the questionnaire as shown in Table 1 could 

benefit practitioners engaged in networks and alliances that emphasize learning and knowledge 

sharing.  

Table 1. Beneficial behavior and actions of learning networks according to DLOQ 

Dimensions of the learning 

organizations 

questionnaire 

Behavior and actions of learning networks 

Continuous learning Learn to collaborate 

Learn how to think “outside the box” 

Share experiences 

Generate ideas to learn and innovate 

Inquiry and dialogue Provide feedback  

Ask questions 

Bring different individuals to work together 



Identify shared opportunities 

Identify common priorities 

Team learning Assemble interdisciplinary teams  

Provide interdisciplinary collaboration 

Develop trust and sense of community  

Share knowledge with teams from different 

networks 

Embedded systems Implement systems that filter, organize and 

manage information 

Implement infrastructure that supports 

collaboration 

Implement policies that support collaboration 

Implement systems that enable data sharing 

within and among networks 

Empowerment Provide means and resources to empower team 

members 

Enable involvement of experts 

Provide supportive leadership 

System connection Connect with the community  

Bring members of the community to the team 

Seek input from politicians if needed 

Strategic and shared 

leadership 

Develop a clear vision 

Help determine common purpose and goals  

Help bring together diverse ideas  

Enable different perspectives from different 

disciplines 

Addressing complex 

problems 

Implement interdisciplinary collaboration 

Consider economic, social, political, cultural, 

environmental, ethical, esthetical and other 

dimensions of the problem 

Stimulate commitment 

 

Restaurants as learning organizations 

The study of learning organizations benefits from placing research into various contexts 

organization- and culture-wise. Even though there are studies that showed that work 

environment, training and learning positively affect employee creativity, customer service and 

satisfaction, and overall performance (e.g. Yeh and Huan, 2017) in hospitality industry, there 

is room for more research, especially regarding smaller, non-chain, independent restaurants. 

Boccia and Cseh (2021) have addressed this research gap. In particular, they examined how 

U.S. non-chain restaurants fare across seven dimensions of learning organizations as suggested 

by the Learning Organization Questionnaire by Marsick and Watkins (2003).  

Restaurants could be a challenging context for learning and participative management. They 

employ mostly low-skilled workforce, often immigrants, so there could be language issues, 

along with other deficiencies related to low-skilled workforce. However, as trends are changing 

and competition is fierce, these “non-conventional” organizations also have to improve learning 

and knowledge-sharing among their employees to survive and thrive. Apart from quantitative 

studies, there is a high need for a more nuanced, qualitative approach with descriptions of actual 

policies and practices in these organizations. With their research in small and mid-size 

restaurants, Boccia and Cseh (2021) responded to this call.  



In their paper, they provided perspectives from various respondents to triangulate the results, 

such as managers, chefs, bartenders, servers and other staff, by using different methods such as 

DLOQ, individual and focus group interviews, documents and observations. To better 

understand their results, it is important to note that they studied non-chain restaurants in 

suburban community in the Northeast USA, open for at least one year, which were full-service 

diners with multiple interactions between customers and employees. 25 restaurants met the 

criteria and three were finally studied in detail. Special emphasis was put on surveying 

managers to find out how they and their employees learn and what roles they have in learning-

related activities. They examined the restaurants according to these dimensions:  

1. creation of continuous learning opportunities; 

2. promotion of inquiry and dialogue regarding work practices; 

3. collaboration and team learning; 

4. systems for capturing and sharing learning; 

5. empowerment toward a collective vision;  

6. connection with the environment; 

7. role of leaders. 

Table 2 shows best practices regarding these dimensions based on the results by Boccia and 

Cseh (2021).  

 

Table 2. Best practices based on the results by Boccia and Cseh (2021).  
Dimensions of 

learning 

organization 

Best practices 

Creation of  

continuous 

learning 

opportunities 

for staff 

Managers tell 

(provide 

directions) 

Managers 

explain (to 

ensure 

understanding

) 

Mistakes as 

learning 

opportunitie

s  

Learning on the 

job, practice 

based learning 

Learning by 

using harsh 

words 

tolerated due 

to shared 

cultural 

background 

Promotion of 

inquiry and 

dialogue 

regarding 

work 

practices 

Casual pre-

shift 

briefings 

with tenured 

employees 

Formal and 

all-inclusive 

pre-shift 

briefings 

about the 

menu and 

customer 

feedback 

Food and 

beverage 

tastings  

Experimentation

s with food and 

beverage 

products  

Discussions 

regarding 

daily menu 

specials 

Collaboration 

and team 

learning 

 

Servers 

helped each 

other with 

food delivery 

and 

arranging 

tables  

Bartenders 

discuss 

cocktail and 

wine pairings 

with chefs  

Chefs 

discuss new 

dishes with 

bartenders  

Managers 

promote 

discussions 

regarding menu 

experiments  

 

Systems for 

capturing and 

sharing 

learning   

Exams and 

tests on 

menu 

knowledge 

Shadowing 

experienced 

employees 

Personal 

journals 

Personal notes 

on experiment 

results   

Reliance on 

communicatio

n if there are 



no significant 

changes 

Empowermen

t toward a 

collective 

vision 

If vision is 

lacking, 

emphasis is 

put on joint 

understandin

g of:  

Policies Principles Quality 

standards  

Customer 

feedback 

Connection 

with the 

environment 

Personal 

connection 

with 

customers 

Procuring 

ingredients 

from local 

farmers 

Serving 

locally 

produced 

drinks (e.g. 

craft beer) 

Participation in 

local charity 

events 

Catering to 

older 

customers 

Role of 

leaders 

 

Managers as 

“hubs” of 

knowledge 

Managers as 

learners with 

employees  

Modeling 

team-role 

behavior 

Stimulating 

experimentation, 

inviting others 

to learn  

Organizing 

briefings, 

trainings and 

field trips 

 

Practitioners should note that small, non-chain restaurants mostly rely on informal learning. 

Experimentation based on employee commitment is key for their survival and competiveness. 

Employees with a high degree of identification with the establishment but also their career are 

likely to look for inspiration in different places (such as old books explaining trends from the 

past) and experiment to craft something unique for that particular establishment. In this regard, 

dedicated employees should be given full autonomy to experiment without fear of being 

punished if the experiment failed. Learn-as-you-go seems to be the best approach to facilitate 

informal learning and experimentation. However, it is suggested that this approach is supported 

by a strong learning climate designed by the manager/leader. Such small establishments could 

lack systems to capture system-level learning so it is suggested that practitioners pay attention 

to this dimension to prevent that great ideas, recipes and approaches are lost to oblivion. In 

addition, managers/leaders should ensure some extra budget to enable employees to engage in 

learning outside work and to look for inspiration in different locations.  

Learning-oriented leadership and teamwork 

Stothard (2021) investigated learning-oriented leadership and teams by means of Dimensions 

of a Learning Organization Questionnaire. She proved that learning organization really is a 

multilevel phenomenon and that Dimensions of a Learning Organization Questionnaire could 

be used at the team level and to measure teamwork from the learning organization perspective, 

as suggested by the questionnaire. She collected data from Australian Army personnel. 

Investigation of teams in that context is especially interesting as there is significant power 

disparity in terms of rank differences within a team. Position power is known to cause seeming 

compliance on the part of the followers. However, their real attitude could be one of rejection 

and even despise for those in the position of power. On the other hand, position power supported 

by expertise could cause enthusiasm and above average results.  

Negative initial assumptions of higher-ranked team members are often reality in many 

organizations. For that reason, higher-ranked team members, aware of such possibility, could 

be cautious regarding their subordinates’ ideas and suggestions and ignore them. For these 

reasons, followers could express latent resistance during achievement of goals, stall and 

protract, make mistakes or otherwise sabotage the leader. Resistance could even escalate to an 



open conflict and riot, causing unnecessary losses. Both such assumptions and behaviours 

should be carefully examined in learning organizations and corrected to reflect mutual respect, 

productive dialogue, joint reflection and sense making, knowledge exchange and team learning.  

However, hierarchical or teams with power asymmetry need not be inhibited to learn if 

appropriate, people-oriented leadership is implemented (Koeslag-Kreunen et al., 2018). When 

learning-oriented leadership is implemented, even more success regarding team learning and 

performance could follow. Stothard (2021) postulated that learning-oriented leadership not only 

benefits team learning and their performance, but also affects other dimensions from the 

questionnaire. The role of team leaders could be twofold: to establish systems and processes 

necessary for joint work and learning, and implement a specific culture and climate that, in the 

context of learning organizations, stimulates dialogue, inquiry, knowledge sharing, 

experimenting, learning and change. Stothard (2021) found that learning-oriented leadership 

indeed plays a key role in improving other measures from the questionnaire in hierarchical 

teams and minimizes the negative effect power asymmetry could have on team performance, 

including learning. Her finding is pertinent to military teams. However, practitioners could 

implement learning-oriented leadership in any hierarchical team and expect good results.  

The importance of managerial coaching in developing strategic leadership 

Strategic leadership for learning has been identified as one of the dimensions of the learning 

organization questionnaire designed by Marsick and Watkins (2003). Watkins and Kim (2018) 

found that strategic leadership at the system level is more highly related to organizational 

performance than other individual- and team-level dimensions and has always been rated higher 

than other six dimensions of the questionnaire. More precisely, strategic leadership for learning 

dimension has typically been found to produce the highest mean (Dahanayake and Gamlath, 

2013). Watkins and Kim (2018) also detected that the item “leaders mentor and coach those 

they lead” positively predicted knowledge, adaptive and ultimately financial performance. 

Leaders mentoring and coaching was therefore found to be the most significant determinant of 

work performance.  

Ellinger and Ellinger (2021) warn that the terms mentoring and coaching are often used 

interchangeably, and yet they are not synonyms. Coaching is a process in which an individual 

acquires or improves skills related to immediate work performance. Mentoring, on the other 

hand, is related to career development of a person in which a mentor provides guidance and 

support. In this issue, Ellinger and Ellinger (2021) especially address the process of managerial 

coaching within the context of strategic leadership for learning. In that way, managers as 

coaches stimulate certain employee behavior that enables their learning and growth.  

Practitioners could be most interested in which behaviors and approaches are impactful when 

engaging in managerial coaching. Managers could facilitate work of employees by helping 

them find solutions to problems. In that way, managers could enable employees enough time to 

think about work-related issues, rather than providing them with answers and solutions. That 

could lead to increased employee delegation and empowerment. Managers could also exercise 

path-goal coaching in which they help employees determine goals and then provide them with 

adequate resources and remove obstacles while they work on accomplishing goals without 

managerial help. However, mutual interaction is very important to facilitate progress. In that 

way, managers should both provide and seek feedback from employees but also provide a 

friendly environment that stimulates dialogue and group thinking and sense making.  



Input from external stakeholders is also useful to facilitate learning, performance and growth. 

Thinking out of the box is also useful so that employees learn to approach problems 

unconventionally and creatively. Storytelling and using analogies is also very important to help 

employees understand the essence of matters, especially for newcomers not yet accustomed to 

organizational values. Managers should keep in mind that they virtually always serve as coaches 

in that they act as role models for employees who look up to them for reference and inspiration 

and model their behavior accordingly. In that way, work- and behavior-related standards they 

set for themselves would likely be emulated by employees so their attitude is indispensable 

even in this regard. It is important to note that good quality coaching would likely result not 

only in better skills and behaviors, but also in greater work satisfaction, commitment and 

identification with organizational goals.  

Conclusion: learning for increased adaptive performance 

Practitioners’ interest in learning organizations is mostly related to the question if, how and to 

what extent they help improve performance, especially financial performance. It should be 

mentioned that the relationship between learning and performance has generally been found to 

be positive (Zhao et al., 2011). Kim et al. (2017) found that in an organization developed as a 

learning organization knowledge performance is increased, which in turn positively affects 

financial performance. Even Kaplan and Norton (1992), in their balanced scorecard model, 

identified learning as one of the organizational forces driving performance and competitiveness. 

Sustained performance is even more important in the complex and ever changing business 

conditions, especially in the situation of numerous restrictions and the need to substitute labor 

for capital, leading to higher break-even point. That is why organizations are continuously 

looking for ways to increase their learning capacity and the speed of transforming knowledge 

into new value added.  

 

In his recent paper, Kim (2021) revisited the relationship between learning organizations and 

performance. Performance could be tangible, such as financial performance, and intangible, 

such as knowledge-related performance. Few studies have investigated what effect learning 

organization has on intangible performance, apart from knowledge performance. For that 

reason, besides revisiting the relationship between learning organization and knowledge and 

financial performance, Kim (2021) also examined how learning organizations affect 

organizational adaptation or the so-called “adaptive performance”.  

Performance, especially adaptive performance, is related to maintaining organizational 

effectiveness in term that the value added (products and services) is marketable. In other words, 

it is related to the fact that the organization is continuously able to do “the right thing”. That is 

why it is important that practitioners continuously examine if and to what extent they are 

creating new products and services or improving the existing portfolio. It is also necessary to 

continuously examine the adequacy of their structure, systems and processes that enable 

creation and production of “the right thing”. For that purpose, Watkins and Marsick (1997) 

defined knowledge performance as “enhancement of products and services because of learning 

and knowledge capacity”. Starting from this premise, adaptive performance is related to the 

organizational agility or readiness for change and, more precisely, to the ability to manage 

effective change in time. As effective change is based on knowledge, it is quite obvious that 

adaptive performance must be related to individual and organizational learning ability or 

capacity.  



Practitioners would, of course, benefit from knowing how to estimate their organization’s 

adaptive capability. Kim (2021) used the following statements: 

 In my organization, changes in organizational scope, such as market share, mergers, 

geographic distribution or size, are absorbed better than past year 

 In my organization, response to overall changes in our industry is better than past year 

 In my organization, response to competitors’ product or service changes is faster than 

past year 

 In my organization, new business opportunities are seized better than past year.  

 In my organization, unexpected situations are handled better than past year 

 In my organization, new technology is adopted more rapidly than past year 

It is suggested that practitioners adjust these statements to their needs. It is, however, important 

to continuously estimate the following: 

 relationship with external stakeholders 

o customers: if and to what extent the proposed value solves their problems 

easier and with more satisfaction that the value by the competitors, 

o suppliers: are new materials and other inputs available and obtainable,  

o distributors: is there a consensus on how the value should be marketed or 

presented to the customers, 

o partners: regarding possibilities for improving cooperation,  

o competitions in terms of differentiation possibilities,  

 relationship with internal stakeholders 

o especially with employees by estimating their level of commitment, 

identification with goals, motivation and learning, 

 technology 

o if and to what extent the value creation process (techniques and know how) 

could be improved, 

 contingencies 

o are contingency plans developed and how management deals with uncertainty 

and ambiguity. 

Kim (2021) gathered data through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk and gained input from 560 

participants, mostly from the U.S. He showed that there is a direct effect of a learning 

organization (measured by using the Dimensions of a Learning Organization Questionnaire) on 

each performance measure (financial, knowledge and adaptive performance). The study also 

showed that knowledge and adaptive performance, both based on learning, serve as a significant 

predictor of financial performance, as suggested by Kaplan and Norton (1992). That indicates 

that practitioners should not manage their financial performance per se and have a short-term 

orientation, but should focus on managing their intangible assets instead such as effective 

learning and knowledge, which would later become evident in organizational financial 

performance. By using the opposite vantage point, practitioners should try to remove all 

obstacles to effective learning and knowledge implementation. Practitioners should also keep 

in mind that key enablers for that process are learning- and collaborative culture and learning-

oriented leadership, both examined in this special issue and in this review.  
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