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Abst r act

The concept of organizational |earning and the evolution of |earning
organi zations have gained popularity in recent organization theory
literature as conplenentary subjects. Particularly, organizationa
learning literature was enriched with the contributions of different
academ c perspectives varying from psychology and organizationa
devel opnent to cultural studies. So far, nost of the enpirica
studies on this issue focused on the relationship between
or gani zati onal | ear ni ng and ot her nmai nstream constructs.
Nevert hel ess, nany resear chers del i neat ed t he process of
organi zational learning and the primary characteristics of |earning
organi zations from the standpoint of private enterprises, paying
little attention to the dynam cs of organi zational learning in public
sector. There is al so no conprehensive nodel so as to denbnstrate the
I i nkage between organizational |earning and |earning organizations,
and the role of culture on this relationship. This paper is ained to
fill this gap by proposing a nodel for transformation of public
organi zations to |earning organizations. Accordingly, organizational
learning is scrutinized under the scope of six disciplinary
perspectives which provide distinct contributions and conceptions of
problems regarding the learning process in organizations. The

dynam cs of organizational learning and distinctive features of
| earni ng organi zati ons are explored as well. Though not exhaustive,
the nodel sheds light on the prominent steps in transfornmation

process and the role of a learning culture on this course of action
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| nt roducti on

The concept of organizational |earning and the evolution of |earning
organi zations have gained popularity in recent organization theory
literature as conpl enentary subjects. Several scholars have devel oped
theoretical nodels based on the work of Peter Senge (1990),
denonstrating the rel ationship between these abstract phenonena; and
organi zational success was argued as the ultimate goal behind
conti nuous endeavors to pronote organi zati on w de | earning.

Neverthel ess, nobst of the studies delineated the processes of
organi zational learning and the primary characteristics of |earning
organi zations from the standpoint of private enterprises, paying
little attention to the dynam cs of organi zational learning in public
sector. In addition, those organizations which performquite well in
public sector were not exam ned conprehensively in ternms of their
diverse characteristics representing the prevalence of a “learning
culture” within their boundaries.
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This paper is ainmed to fill aforenmentioned gap by proposing a node

for transform ng public organizations into |earning organizations. In
the first part of the paper, organizational learning is scrutinized
under the scope of six disciplinary perspectives which provide
distinct contributions and conceptions of problens regarding the
| earning process in organizations. Then, dynanics of organizational
learning and distinctive features of I|earning organizations are
explored based on the existing literature. Finally, after the
di scussion of challenges and alternatives for public sector
organi zations on the way of beconming |earning organizations, a
conprehensive “transformation nodel” is presented. The prom nence of
building a “learning culture” is highlighted at different parts of
the study; but particularly in the discussion of the nodel, which
presumes the culture as the primary conponent of transformation
process.

Di sci plines of Organizational Learning
Organi zational |learning, which is defined as “the capacity or process

within an organization to maintain or inprove performance based on
experience” (Nevis, DiBella, and CGould, 1995; p.73), has recently

becone one of the nost striking subjects in nanagenent literature

Al though the concept is nostly covered and delineated in
organi zational studies, different academ c perspectives have made
prom nent contributions to its understandi ng. There are basically

six disciplinary perspectives discussed by Easterby-Smth (1997)
whi ch provide distinct contributions and conceptions of problens to
t he conprehension of organi zational |earning. These perspectives can
be listed as psychol ogy and organi zational devel opnent, managenent
science, sociology and organization theory, strategic perspective,
production managenment, and cul tural perspective.

As stated by Easterby-Smith (1997) psychology and organizationa
devel opnent are the earliest perspectives which incorporate
organi zational learning to their spheres. These perspectives focus
on human developnent within the organizational context (Easterby-
Smith, 1997) and assune that ideas about individual |earning can be
adjusted to organizational |earning. Accordingly, cognitive nmaps and
frames of individuals are deened to be very inportant to surface the
interrelationship between individual thinking and actions as well as
the organi zational ones. The nain probl ems observed under the scope
of these perspectives are stated as the transfer of the Ilearning
content from individuals to collective groups, defensive reactions
anmong individuals and groups, and ultimately, ‘ conmuni cati on
deficiencies’ in organizations due to the |ack of effective dial ogues
(Easterby-Smith, 1997).

The second perspective, nmanagenent science, concentrates on the
gathering and processing of information 1in the organizations
(Easterby-Smith, 1997). In this perspective, as offered by Huber
(1991), organizational |earning enconpasses four main processes which
are know edge acquisition, information distribution, information
interpretation, and organizati onal nenmory. Know edge can be acquired
either in the form of inherited know edge of nenbers or external
knowl edge provided by new staff. Distribution and interpretation
phases, on the other hand, are restricted by both the amunt of
information and cognitive capacities of individuals. According to
nmanagenment science, the nost inportant concern for organizational
learning is the distortion and suppression of information by
organi zati onal politics and irrational behaviors of nanagers
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(Easterby-Smith, 1997). In addition, the conflict between short-term
agendas which concentrates on the exploitation of current technol ogy
and the long-term plans which conprise the exploration of new
technol ogy i s seen as another prom nent problem

Sociology and organization theory disciplines enconpass broader
soci al systens and organizational structures where the |earning my
be enbedded and which nmay influence organizational | ear ni ng
(Easterby-Smith, 1997). There are four types of views delineated by
Easterby-Smith (1997) under the scope of sociology and organization
theory: functional, contingency, constructivist, and critical views.

The  functional view ains to identify the reasons behind
organi zations’ inability to |earn. It proposes that structura
aspects, like the inclination to bureaucratic nodels, hinder

organi zational adaptability to environnental changes. According to
the cognitive view, characteristics of the organizational |earning
systens differ in line with the nature of the organization, either

being bureaucratic or participative. The constructivist view
enphasi zes the inportance of informal |earning and perceives it as
both the process and outconme of social construction. Finally, t he

critical view concentrates on the hierarchical differences and on the
ability of individuals to provide valid and practical know edge to
t he organi zati on. On the whol e, sociology and organi zati on theory
di sci plines present fundamental questioning of the nature of |earning
in organizations (Easterby-Smth, 1997) and benefiting parties as
well as defending the idea that the triangle of politics, conflict
and power can not be avoided through the inprovenent of infornmation
syst ens.

Strategi c perspective views organi zational |learning as a conpetitive
tool that provides advantage to the organization over others.
According to this perspective, organizations should be able to learn
nore efficiently than its conpetitors and mai ntain good rel ati onships
with its environnent. Easterby-Smith (1997) defines the nmain
contributions of strategic perspective as articulation of conpetitive
advantages gained through the inplenmentation of principles of

organi zational learning and adaptability of the organizations to
rapidly changing environmental conditions through direct experience
and collective |earning. The problens arise from the outside

pressures of conpetitive forces or structural changes associated with
organi zational growth (Easterby-Smith, 1997).

Production nanagenment discipline primarily outlines the relationship
between |earning and organizational productivity, and efficiency.
“Learning curve” approach which is founded on the idea that the
production costs reduce in proportion to the cunulative nunber of
units produced, gave direction to the early studies in this field.
Nevertheless, in sone studies it is argued that assunptions of the
learning curve may not be applied to the real life cases since
organi zational know edge can depreciate over time. The primary
concerns for this discipline are the shortconi ngs of enploying single
criteria to conpare organi zati onal configurations and mnethodol ogi cal
l[imtations in conducting conparative researches (Easterby-Snth,
1997).

Lastly, cultural perspective views culture as a prom nent cause and
result of organizational |[earning. Organi zational culture can be
defined as a nodel of “basic assunptions and beliefs that are shared
by menbers of an organization, that operate unconsciously, and that
define an organization's view of itself and environnent” (Schein,
1985; p.6-7). Organi zati onal learning literature under this
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di scipline is based upon the generalized view of culture and focuses
on the conception of learning in different cultural contexts. It is
suggested that the nature or process of learning may vary in
different situations and cultures. Sone studies also shed |ight on
the question of whether sone cultures, which can be regarded as
“learning” or “collaborative cultures”, may go beyond others in their
facilitation of | ear ni ng. The problens ascertained by this
perspective are the relativity of cultural beliefs, norns, and val ues
and the difficulty in transferring know edge from one culture to the
ot her.

Revi ewi ng the general perspectives on the concept of organizational
learning and particularly drawing upon the tenets of cultura
perspective, this paper attenpts to draw a broad picture of dynam cs
of or gani zati onal | ear ni ng, characteristics of | earni ng
organi zations, and the role of <culture in transformng public
organi zations into | earning ones.

Dynam cs of Organi zational Learning

Organi zational learning literature provides divergent definitions for
the term and clarifies the differences between the concept of
organi zational |earning and |earning organizations. Serving to the
latter purpose, in 1995, Lundberg proposes that organizationa

| earni ng conprises the processes of |earning which take place wthin
t he organi zati on, whereas the learning organization is an entity with
different characteristics and capacities. He also puts forward a
“definitional convergence” in the literature with regard to three
conponents of organizational I|earning which are: organizationa

learning is nmore than the sumof individual learning, it is a form of
doubl e-loop learning, and it enconpasses cognitive processes and
organi zational activities (Beeby and Booth, 2000).

From the perspective of Argyris and Schén (1978), organizational
learning conprises both adaptive (single-Ioop) | earning and
generative (double-loop) learning. Single-loop learning is related to
the identification and correction of errors in the systemto attain
predetermined goals within the existing structures. On the other
hand, doubl e-1o0op | earning occurs as the organization questions |ong-
hel d assunptions about its mssion and capabilities, and devel ops new
ways of looking at the world. It is proposed that double-Ioop
learning is generally frame-breaking, and by challenging the theories
and procedures in use, it can facilitate openness, flexibility, and
autonony in the organi zati on (Beeby and Booth, 2000).

Argyris and Schoén (1996) also argue that a theory of organizationa
learning should consider the interactions between higher-|evel
organi zational entities such as departnents, divisions, or groups of
managers. Coghlan (1997) enhances this view by proposing that four
di screte | evel s of conpl exity (i.e. i ndi vi dual , t eam
i nt erdepartnental, and organi zati onal | evel s) i nfl uence t he
devel opnent of learning in organizations. According to this author,
organi zational Ilearning conprises a “flow of change” through the
i ndividual, team interdepartnental, and organizational |evels and
its performance is dependent upon the effective managenent of inter-
I evel activities.

As the first level in organizational |earning process, individuals
nove through the learning cycle of experiencing, processing,
interpreting, and taking action. During this process, individuals
contenplate and seek new experiences as well as paying conscious
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attention to inner thoughts and feelings when faced wth
di sconfirmng data. At the teamlevel, content of the |earning, which
include certain group tasks and process issues, and group dynam cs,
whi ch influence group cohesion through dialogue, are inportant.
Di al ogue enabl es team nenbers to devel op a coll aborative thought and
a coordinated action (lsaac, 1993). Learning at the interdepartnenta
I evel, on the other hand, is characterized by the conscious attention
to effects of different departnmental perspectives and cultures on the
content and process of |earning. Negative inter-group dynam cs where
rigid distinctions are surfaced anpbng departments may inhibit the
process of or gani zati onal | ear ni ng. Wth respect to the
organi zational |level learning, it can be stated that |learning at this
| evel requires the integration of the learning at the previous |evels
with the Ilearning about external environment and organizationa
strategy. As a new dinension or level for the Coghlan’'s nodel, Beeby
and Booth (2000) introduce inter-organizational |earning, which they
deem essential for the attainment of productive organizationa
| earning. |Inter-organizational relationships, generally defined as
being conpetitive in nature, may lead to better know edge creation
when they are incorporated wth the Ilearning systenms wthin
organi zati ons.

In addition to the discussion of |learning processes at multiple
levels, the review of different studies on organizational |earning
shows that knowl edge managenment and learning go hand in hand in
organi zations. There are mainly four mechani snms described by LOpez

Peaon, and Odas (2004) which are directly linked to |Ilearning
process: acquisition of know edge through external sources or of
internal developnent; distribution, through which know edge is
extended to all nenbers of the organization; interpretation which
i nvol ves individuals’ sharing different aspects of their know edge
and devel opment of a shared understating; and finally, organizationa

nenory, which enables the storage of know edge for future use.
According to Cross and Baird (1999), organizational |earning requires
a shift from sinply acquiring nmore know edge to put into the
dat abases, to pronmoting different ways that know edge can freely
mgrate into the organization and affect its performance.
Accordingly, acquisition, distribution, interpretation of know edge

and devel opnent of an organi zational nmenory do not have any practica

use unless these processes create a considerable effect on
organi zation’ s busi ness perfornance.

Anot her argunent which is contenplated in several theoretical and
enpirical studies is the significance of know edge creation as an
integral part of organizational learning. The prinmary novers in the
process of organizational know edge creation are the individual
nmenbers of the organization. According to Nonaka (1994), know edge
is created through conversion between tacit and explicit know edge
accumul ated by the individuals or groups in the organizations.
Explicit knowl edge refers to “knowl edge that is transnmittable in
formal, systematic |anguage” (Nonaka, 1994, p.16) whereas tacit
know edge “has a personal quality, which nakes it hard to fornalize
and comuni cate” (Nonaka, 1994, p.16). It enconpasses both cognitive
and “notor elements” and fornms a base for individual skills. There
are basically four conversion nodes presented by Nonaka (1994) which
are used for know edge creation in organizations. These npbdes, as
denonstrated in the following figure (Figure 1), represent the
different conbinations of explicit and tacit know edge within the
organi zati ons.
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Tacit know edge Explicit know edge
To
Taci t
Soci al i zati on Ext ernal i zati on knowl edge
From
Explicit : . . .
Internalization Conbi nati on knowl edge

Figure 1. Modes of Know edge Creation
Adapted from Nonaka, |., 1994, “A Dynanmic Theory of Organizational Know edge
Creation,” Organization Science, 5(1), 14-36.

The first nmode of know edge creation, conbi nati on, i nvol ves
i ndividual s’ use of social processes to conbine different groups of
explicit know edge. Knowl edge is exchanged and conbined through
di f ferent exchange nechani sms such as neetings, databases, and inter-
departnental activities. Accordingly, reconfiguration of available
information can lead to new know edge creation via individuals’
sorting, adding, recategorizing, and recontextualizing explicit
knowl edge. In the second node, socialization, individuals convert
tacit know edge through social interactions. Transfer of information
is realized through shared experiences in which individuals share
each others’ thinking process. Mntorship and on-the-job trainings
exenplify this know edge creation node. In the conversion of explicit
know edge to tacit know edge, internalization, which is simlar to
the traditional notion of “learning”, is described as the rel evant
node. Individual actions and practices are highly related with the
internalization of the transmtted know edge in a particular setting.
Finally, externalization node is based on the netaphors and
analogies, telling of stories and anecdotes, and contrasting of
situations that are used to convert explicit concepts into tacit
knowl edge.

After proposing the different nodes of individual know edge creation,
Nonaka (1994, p.20) proposes that “organizational know edge creation
takes place when all four nodes of know edge creation are
organi zationally managed to form a continual cycle”. The cycle
involves a series of shifts between different nodes of know edge
creation. Interactions between tacit and explicit know edge are
predi sposed to grow progressively and nmore rapidly as nore actors
around the organizations join in the cycle. The author illustrates
the organizational know edge creation process as a spiral nodel
starting with the individual level and nmoving up to the hierarchy
until it reaches the organizational and sonetinmes inter-
organi zational |evels.

Lear ni ng Organi zati ons

The concept of |earning organization has gained popularity with the
publication of Senge's book, Fifth Discipline, in 1990 and the term
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was associated with the idea that organizational |earning should be a
continuous process that conprises different levels of learning
(i ndividual, teamor group, departnmental, etc.) in organizations.

Senge (1990) calls attention to the prom nence of five factors, which
are systens thinking, personal nastery, nental nodels, building
shared vision, and team |l earning, for achieving the goal of creating
a learning organization. Sl ater and Narver (1995), on the other hand,
suggest five critical conponents of the |earning organizations two of
which are elenents for culture and the remaining three are elenents
of climate. According to these authors, cultural elenments consist of
mar ket orientation and entrepreneurship, whereas the climate el enents
involve facilitative |eadership, organic and open structure, and a
decentralized approach to planning. As an alternative approach,
Dilworth (1996) focuses on the obstacles that hinder the creation of
| earni ng organi zations. The author states that treatnment of |earning
as an individual phenonenon rather than as sonething that can invol ve
groups or teans; paying little attention to informal workplace
| earni ng whil e overenphasi zing formal training; treating business and
learning processes as entirely discrete worlds; nonlistening in
wor ki ng environments; and attachnent to hierarchy and bureaucratic
| eadership styles are the prinmary obstacles behind organizations’
inability to transform thenselves into |learning organizations.
Besi des, defining a learning organization as “one that is open to
change or even nore so, one that can change from within itself”
(p.132), Finger and Brand (1999) enphasizes the inportance of
adaptive or reactive stance against environnmental pressures which
enabl e organizations to change and learn faster than the others
acting defensively.

Recently, Ortenblad (2004) has developed an integrated nodel of
| earning organizations in which he presents four aspects of these
organi zations, which are organizational |earning, |earning at work

learning climate, and | earning structure.

The author divided organizational learning into three levels in
congruence with the Argyris and Schoén's (1978) classification
singl e-1 oop | earning, double-loop |earning, and deutero |earning. He
argues that organizations should be able to inprove current systens
and principles (single-loop learning), build the capacity to question
t hese processes (double-loop learning), and learn how they actually
learn (deutero learning). Learning at work refers to the on-the-job
| earning where learning climate signifies a favorabl e atnosphere that
facilitates |earning process. Anot her prom nent aspect, |earning
structure is associated with the flexible and organic organizati onal
structures where the learning clinmate pronotes individual |earning as
wel | as know edge creation and shari ng.

According to Ortenblad (2004), when aforenentioned four aspects are
integrated in a learning organization, the basic outconme wll be
“flexible action”. This outcome wll be achieved through a
decentralized, flat, teambased, informal structure, where everyone
is free to nake independent decisions in the organization’s best
interest and an organizational nenory, which is extended by the
| earning process. |In learning organizations, organizational nenory
conprises nore of shared understandi ngs, norns and val ues rather than
routines since too many routines may limt the enpl oyees’ freedom and
restrict flexibility in these organizations. Otenblad (2004)
proposes that formal |earning nodules |ike conferences and quality
circles as well as cross-functional |earning systens maintained by
work rotations contribute to the inprovenent of organizationa
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menory, which enables every organizational nenber to know what
know edge is available in the organization and how to access it.

In their article which presents a diagnostic survey for conpanies to
hel p them determ ne how wel|l they performas a |earning organization

Garvin and his colleagues (2008) define l|learning organization as a
“place where enpl oyees excel at creating, acquiring and transferring
know edge” (p. 110). The authors specify three building blocks of
| earni ng organi zati ons which are: a supportive |earning environment,
a concrete learning processes and practices, and | eadership behavi or
that reinforces learning (Garvin et al., 2008). According to the
aut hors, a supportive learning environnent is created when
organi zation provides psychological safety for enployees, pronote
appreciation of differences and openness to new ideas, and allow tine
for a pause in the daily routine that encourages thoughtful
assessnent of organizational processes. Concrete |earning processes
and practices, on the other hand, denote those |earning processes

whi ch i ncl ude gener ati on, col I ecti on, interpretation, and
di ssem nation of information as well as sonme other systematic
practices. The last building block, |eadership behavior that

reinforces |learning, conprises such |eader behaviors as actively
qguestioning and listening to enployees; encouraging multiple points
of view, and providing time, resources, and venues for reflecting and
i mproving on the past performance (Garvin et al., 2008). The authors
enphasi ze that the three building blocks reinforce one another in
| earni ng organi zations and to sone extent, they overlap

Learning Organi zations in the Public Sector

Wth the rise of globalization, technological progress -particularly
in the areas of informatics and telecomunications-, and energing
gl obal possibilities for big enterprises, which had started to suffer
from the limts of national economes, public sector organizations
encount er with new and unexpected ©pressures from externa
environnent. On the other hand, while conpeting with each other for
new investnents and jobs, nation-states |ose control over the
i ndustrial devel opment process, producing a legitimation problem on
their side (Finger and Brand, 1999). Consequent | vy, public
organi zations all around the world have been surrounded with “a
doubl e challenge of increasing conpetitive pressure on one hand and
the erosion of the nation-state on the other” (Finger and Brand,
1999, p. 133).

Wth the economc globalization, foreign investnent initiatives have
increased largely in any part of the world and activities of
mul tinational conpanies has extended to those fields, which are
traditionally domnated by public sector. As a result, public
enterprises increasingly face the pressure fromtheir private-sector
counterparts, particularly in their nost profitable segnments (Finger
and Brand, 1999). Mst of the tine, they have hard time in keeping up
with the technological developnents and maintaining operationa

efficiency. In addition, they also confront the pressures “from
within” as nation states are gradually losing their politica

resources and legitimation in the eyes of their citizens.

Wth the enmergence of international and multilateral organizations
such as IM- and WIO, in nost parts of the world, national policies
are directed towards the deregul ation of the public sector as well as
the withdrawal of the public sector organizations from productive
areas (Finger and Brand, 1999). Privatization and deregul ation are
viewed as applicable solutions for overcomng existing problens
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resulting from inefficiency and lack of customer orientation in
public sector.

Having been used to stability and continuous protection, public
sector organizations are challenged to adapt this new and rapidly
growi ng context (Finger and Brand, 1999) particularly in the |ast
three decades. In nost of the developing countries, public sector
organi zations perform poorly (Gindle, 1997) due to contextua
factors such as poverty, economc crises, corruption, and politica
instability that nmake it extrenmely difficult for themto conpete with
their conpetitors in the private sector. Although in 1990s, distinct
types of reforns has been inplenmented to increase the efficiency,
ef fectiveness, and responsiveness of public sector organizations,
these reforns, focusing generally on stabilization and structural
adjustnent of public sector, have not solved the problem of poor
per f or mance.

The main argunment in this study is that the problem of poor
performance and |ow responsiveness on the part of public sector
organi zations cannot be nerely defeated by nmacro-institutiona
initiatives, which are generally generated outside the organizationa
boundaries. The change should be generated from within. Public
organi zations should not only strive for keeping up with the rapid
change in environmental <conditions but they should also Ilearn
sonething from change process and conbine it wth their own
structure. In other words, public organizations should gradually
transform thenselves into |learning organizations which pronote
organi zational learning, flexibility, and an adaptive stance.

Progressing on the way of becoming |earning organizations, public
organi zations may cone up with a series of obstacles which will slow
down their transfornmation process.

The first type of obstacles which inpede the transformation process
is environnental constraints. Public sector organi zations, operating
in a political environnent where the interests of political actors,
citizens, and society have to be served sinultaneously and properly
face with conplexities in their functioning and managenent. From a
br oader perspective, public organizations are part of a |arger system
with various stakeholders and their transformation process calls for
the transformati on of the systemas a whol e.

Wth reference to organizational aspects, organizations in public
sector share many conmonalities. For instance, having been protected
from conpetition and even from conparison nostly due to their
nonopol y position, t hese organi zati ons have becone quite
bureaucratic. Accordingly, organizational |earning signifies form of
a threat for them as it often occurs in a radical way and under a
short period of tine.

Finally, gaining conpetency in each of five learning disciplines
which were initially proposed and discussed by Senge (1990) is
extremely difficult for public organizations due to their persistent
structural, cultural, and nental barriers (Bayraktarolu and Kutanis,
2002). Nanely, in these organizations, formation of a comon vision
is a challenging job since the vision can change according to the
preval ent agenda and policies of governnents. Wat is nore, it is
difficult to prombte a systenms thinking since public organizations
nostly act wunsystematically in accordance with the concerns of
di fferent stakeholders including political parties, local conmunity,
politicians, and nmedia. Wth respect to personal mastery, public
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enterprises are again in a di sadvantaged position. Public workers are
inclined to put forth only “necessary” effort for assigned jobs and
hardly question the existing systems so as to find outlets for
per f or mance i mprovenent. Hi erar chi cal rel ati onshi ps in t he
bureaucratic structure hinder teamlevel or i nt erdepart ment al
I earning and |ack of opportunities for open dial ogue cause existing
nental nodels to resist organizati on wi de | earning.

In order to overcone these obstacles and transform thenselves to
| earni ng organi zations, public sector enterprises should primrily

strive to create a “learning culture” in their boundaries and
subsequently learn to inplenment a sound know edge managenent process
where the knowl edge is acquired, dissenmnated, interpreted, and

stored effectively. The key building blocks of this transformation
process is denonstrated in the follow ng conceptual nodel (Figure 2)
which reflects the different phases of transformation.
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Figure 3: Transformation of Public Organizations to Learning O ganizations
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Proposed Model for Transformng Public Sector Organizations
to Learning Organizations

In the proposed nodel for transformng public sector organizations to
| earning organizations, the first and the forenost phase is the
devel opnent of a “learning culture”. Serving to this aim organizations
should prinmarily focus on inproving structural, cultural, and |eadership
capacities to learn within the organization which will in turn lead to
the creation of a climate conducive to both individual and collective
| ear ni ng.

In order to enhance structural capacity to learn, public sector
organi zations should capitalize on the benefits of decentralized
structures allowing for nore participation, flattened hierarchies, small
units, or cross-functional teans and integration of central functions
into the line. Bureaucratic inpedinents for the formation of nore
flexible and flattened structures, which are associated with an open
climate for learning, should be elimnated. The new structure should
facilitate ‘know edge’ sharing between departnents (Teece, 1998) through
formal and informal coordination nechanisns such as formal procedures

rules, liaison roles and task groups (WIIlem and Buel ens, 2007) as well
as personal contacts, informal comrunication, and socialization processes
(Reger and Gerybadze, 1997).

As organi zational norms and values significantly affect individual and
collective learning processes, appropriation of such values which
pronotes creation of a proper learning environnent is essential for
public sector organizations. Taking into account the contenplations of
different scholars (e.g. Elkjaer, 1998; @Qupta, lyer, and Aronson, 2000
Nevis et al., 1995; Ruggles, 1998), follow ng values can be proposed as
the building blocks of ~cultural capacity to learn wthin public
organi zations: a long-termvision and advance nmanagenent of change, trust

and respect for all individuals, tolerance for anbiguity, comunication
and open dial ogue, and tolerance for risk-taking and diversity
encouragenent. In addition to these well-established val ues, Popper and

Li pshitz (2000) posit a hierarchy of five values in the formation of a
learning culture, which conprises continuous |earning, transparency,
accountability, issue orientation, and valid information, and place
continuous learning at the apex of value hierarchy as it reveals the
adoption of other val ues by organizational nenbers.

The final conponent in the creation a favorable learning climate is the
i nprovenent of |eadership capacity to learn. The |eaders have a
significant inpact on individual and collective learning through their
| eadership styles and capabilities such as ability to coach, to nentor,
to question existing views and to accept criticisne as well as
alternative solutions for organizational problens. Garvin et al. (2008)
argue that there are specific |eader behaviors which reinforce |earning
in organizations. Nanely, inviting input from others in discussions,
aski ng probing questions, encouraging rmultiple points of view providing
time, resources and venues for identifying problens and organizationa

chall enges are anong those behaviors which facilitate learning in
or gani zati ons.
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As represented in the nodel, the existence of a climate that is conducive

to learning will enhance individual and collective capacities to learn in
public sector organizations. I ndi vi dual capacity to learn denotes
“individuals’ ability and conpetence to |learn” (Finger and Brand, 1999,
p. 150) . When the individuals in an organization are able to think

systematically and critically, put themselves in the minds of others, and
are open to new information and experiences, individual |earning capacity
is heightened in a specific organization. On the other hand, collective
| earning capacity, which results from successful interaction anopng
i ndi vidual s, is enhanced with the successful management of group spirit,
mul ti-functionality, and capacity to deal productively with conflict at
group or organizational Ilevel. The enhancenent of individual and
collective learning capacities wll facilitate know edge creation in
organi zations, with the use of relevant know edge creation nodes (i.e.
i nternalization, externali zation, soci al i zati on, and conbi nati on)
dependent on the characteristics of the know edge —-tacit or explicit-
derived fromindividuals or collective units.

The second phase in transform ng public sector organizations to |earning
organi zations is the “know edge nanagenent process”. After the
devel opnent of a learning culture in public sector organizations, it is
i mportant to ensure effective managenent of “what is learnt”.

Knowl edge nmanagenent process starts with the organizational know edge
acqui sition which involves exploitation of “learning sources” inside and
outside the organization. Internal sources of |learning consist of
formal training and educational activities |ike practice semnars,
conferences and regular neetings, informal training through job rotation
and self-directed learning teanms, open access to statistical data and
managenent infornmation systens. The external sources include custoner
panel s, feedback |oops, narket research, benchmarking, analysis of the
press, and in particular, public and private networks which contribute
t he out si de sour ces t hr ough i nter-organi zati onal | ear ni ng.
Col | aborative learning arrangenents with private sector organizations as
wel | as the other public enterprises |like central/local public
authorities, research <centers or universities wll provide public
organi zations the chance of learning from the experiences of others.
These arrangenents can be held in the form of regular workshops,
know edge sharing sessions, inter-organizational team neetings, or joint
educational and training prograns.

The second step, distribution of acquired know edge, can be attained with
the initiation of formal know edge sharing nechanisns as well as the
i nformal ones. Serving to the former purpose, a specialized unit can be
charged for fast and accurate transfer of new know edge to relevant

departnments and persons. This wunit should be also responsible for
sharing information wth networks of experts wthin/outside the
or gani zati on. Informal know edge sharing nechanisns generally include

personal contacts and socialization processes inside the organization.

Interpretation of know edge requires sharing of experience and different
aspects of know edge which eventually produces shared understandi ng and
coordi nat ed deci sion naking. As the final step in know edge nmanagenent
process, organizational nenory denotes to the storage of know edge for
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future use, either in organizational systens designated for this purpose
or via formal rules, procedures and systens.

Through the devel opnent of a “learning culture” and inplenentatation of
an effective know edge managenent system as illustrated in the nodel,
public sector organizations will be able to transform thenselves to
| earning organi zations and prevail over the problens of inefficiency,
i neffectiveness, and | ower adaptability to changes.
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Concl usi on

The deficiency in developing a learning culture and an effective
know edge nmanagenent process wthin their boundaries nmakes public
organi zations prone to several inefficiencies. Havi ng been used to
stability and continuous protection, public sector organizations face
difficulties in adapting to the rapidly changing environment and
responding the conpelling demands of different parties like their own
governnents, comunity menbers, and the gl obal market.

In this paper it is proposed that in order to overcone their existing
inefficiencies and adaptation problens, these organizations should
primarily develop a |earning organizational culture through the creation
of a favorable <climte for individual and collective |[|earning.
Subsequently, they should follow an effective know edge managenent
process that incorporates the steps of know edge creation, accunul ation,

di ssenmi nation, and organi zati onal nenory. In line with these argunents,
a conprehensive nodel is developed as an illustration of transformng
public sector organizations to |earning organizations. It is believed

that by exam ning the |earning organization concept under the context of
public sector organizations, a significant contribution is nade to
previ ous discussions regarding the operational content of transformation
initiatives in public sector.
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