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Abstract This theoretical study is an attempt to provide an overview of literature on organizational learning by covering the concepts of

prominent scholars from Cangelosi and Dill (1965) to Fang et al., (2010). In the last two decades, the multi-facets of the concept have emerged

in academic as well as in corporate world. The field of organizational learning can be considered in several perspectives and dimensions. The

aim of the study is to evaluate the salient aspects of the field while exploring the different perspectives and approaches of organizational learning

namely individual/cognitive, objective, technical, social, cultural, humanistic, and political. This paper also expounds various processes like

single-loop, double-loop and experiential through which organizations learn.
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INTRODUCTION

The history of learning is as ancient as existence of mankind.
The concept of ‘organizational learning’ in the lexicon of
organization theory can be traced five decades back by
Simon and March (1958). The concept had been under
consideration since long period of time independently
without having any connection with organizational theory.
Later, Cangelosi and Dill (1965) explored this topic in
organizational context for the first time. Then it became
common point of discussion and we came across the ideas
of several prominent authors like Argyris and Schon (1978),
Daft and Weick (1984), Huber (1991), Ulrich et al., (1994),
Mabey and Salman (1995). There is growing literature on
the concept of organizational learning in both the volume of
publications (Crossan and Guatto, 1996) and acceptance of
the concept (Dodgson, 1993). The researchers of 21*' century
like Hult et al., (2001), Teo and Wang, (2005) and Fang et
al., (2010) also explored the different dimensions in the field
of organizational learning. The extant literature is evident
that organizational learning faces two prevalent problems;
confusion and over-simplification (Easterby-Smith et al.,
1998). The confusion in this field is because of the entrance
of a number of players from diversified disciplines and
backgrounds having different points of view on the concept
as represented in Table 1. Because of the diversification of
ideas, the discussions turn around whether there should be
common definitions of central concepts of organizational
learning or the diversity of ideas should be encouraged.
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This narrative study is a glimpse on the evolution of the term
organizational learning from 1958 to 2010 by considering
multidimensional aspects of the concept. The notion of
organizational learning is now an integral part of both the
academic and corporate spheres. In the sphere of corporate
world, several books (Pedler et al., 1989; Senge, 1990)
have been written through which the concept has spread
among the practitioners and business consultants alike. In
the academic world the concept of organizational learning
has been adopted by several disciplines of management and
business underpinned by two basic ideas of its improvement
capabilities; either incremental or radical changes (Miner and
Mezias, 1996). There are several recurring deliberations occur
within and across the disciplines, the two most common are
being discussed. First, whether the organizational learning is
better to perceive as individual/ cognitive constructs (Argyris
and Schon, 1978) or as social/ cultural process (Cook and
Yanow, 1993). The second widespread debate among the
researchers and practitioners is whether the organizational
learning is considered as objective and technical process or
it is to be seen in humanistic and political perspectives.

This study also sheds light on the common hindrances in
the way of organizational learning process like, superstitious
learning, ambiguity of success and competency traps
(Leavitt and March, 1988). Having introduced the concept
of Organizational Learning the scheme of the study will
further revolve around the following core ideas:

1. Literature Review
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Table 1: Concepts of Prominent Scholars of Learning

Researcher (s) Year Concept
Cangelosi and Dill 1965 The term organizational learning first time introduced in the thesaurus of management.
March and Olsen 1975 Concerned about the cognitive limitations of individuals who affect learning.
Organizations are similar to individuals and collective learning depends on them; there are two types
Argyris and Schon 1978 and 1996 | of learning, adaptive and generative. Provide the idea of single and double loop learning in mecha-
nistic way.
Heberg 1981 Organizations are similar to individuals
Daft and Weik 1984 OL is knowledge between actions and its environment
Fiol and Lyles 1985 OL is concerned with the acquisition of new knowledge which influences the behaviours. Sharing
4 and using the knowledge (explicit and tacit both) ultimately become the culture of the organization.
Prahalad and Bettis 1986 OL is single-loop, incremental
Experience curve is a powerful symbol of organizational learning. Organizations learn from their
Leavitt and March 1988 own experiences through trial-and-error and experiences of other organizations when they imitate
their processes.
Stalk 1988 Gave idea of adaptive and generative learning
Leymann 1989 ‘OL hides who learn” and Individuals only can learn not organizations.
The knowledge exists outside the individuals as they are connected with the shared vision and per-
Senge 1990 spective of wholeness. Argues in favour of organizational memory. He emphasized the role of leader-
ship. Managers should work as coaches instead of directors to create a learning environment.
Emphasized the role of managers should be like coaches instead of directors. Consequently an orga-
Garratt 1990 . . . . s 5 .
nizational climate will facilitate the individuals’ learning.
Huber 1991 Single-loop, learning is incremental and based on individuals
Pettigrew and Whipp 1991 The main focus should be on “organizational capability”” which is based on the hidden and unnoticed
learning
Simon 1991 Individuals only can learn not organizations
Menon and Varadarajan | 1992 Behavioural change is the link between organizational learning and its performance.
Watkin and Marsick 1993
. Learning creates behavioural change which leads corporate performance. Learning depends on indi-
Garvin 1993 . o .
viduals who lead and spread within the organization.
Contrary to cognitive, he presents cultural approach to organizational learning. Organizations learn
Cook and Yanow 1993 not as individuals but as collective but knowledge still stick to the individuals.
Sinkula 1994 Qfgar.nzatlonal legrnlng is a multi-facet process; information acquisition, information diffusion and
joint implementation.
Ulrich et al. 1994 Organizational learning increases the firm’s performance as time increases.
Jones 1995 Organizations are similar to individuals
Crossan, Lane, White s . S .
and Djurfeldt 1995 Presented 41’s model; three levels of learning; individual, group and organization.
Blackler 1995 Knowledge exists at five places, he calls knowledge as “knowing” is not a noun; it is a process and
a verb, which can be accumulated.
Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995 Dissemination of knowledge makes the knowledge valuable for the organization.
Mabey and Salman 1995 Organizations learg cqllectlvely. OL is categorized in two main dimensions exploration (internally
focused) and exploitation (externally focused)
Nevis et al. 1995 Acquiring new knowledge and usage of existing knowledge is the part of learning culture
Hult and Ferrel 1997 QL.ISZ the expansion of knowledge or insight which has the prospective to influence behaviour of
individuals.
Easterby-Smith 1998 Summarized organizational learning in different disciplines of learning
Organizational learning is the main source of organizational renewal. They described the organi-
Crossan et al. 1999 zational learning in four processes, known as 4I’s model; intuiting, interpreting, integrating, and
institutionalizing linking with three levels; individual, group and organizational.
Argote 1999 Getting and storing new knowledge in organizational memory facilitates to acquire new knowledge.
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Hult ot al. 2001 Orgamzatlonal learning is the knowledge and the capacity to develop knowledge within the organi-
zation.

Shin/Zhou 2003 Sup.porFive, empowering arllq transformational leadership behaviours have positive influence on or-
ganizational learning (empirical evidence).

Aragon-Correa et al., 2005 Supportive, empowering and transformational leadership behaviours have positive influence on or-

Llorens Montes et al. ganizational learning (empirical evidence).
Five aspects of organizational learning; climate for learning orientation, system orientation, knowl-

Teo and Wang 2005 edge acquisition and utilization orientation, information sharing, and finally information dissemina-
tion orientation.

Burke et al., Kurland/ 2006 Supportive, empowering and transformational leadership behaviours have positive influence on or-

Hertz-Lazarowitz ganizational learning (empirical evidence).

Kahan 2006 Experiences are very important which should be shared and utilized in different parts within the
organization (importance of tacit knowledge).

Fang et al. 2010 Organizational learning increases firm’s corporate performance

Methodology

Defining the Organizational Learning

Processes of Organizational Learning

Learning as a Mode of Knowledge Acquisition
Learning as Information Sharing and Dissemination
Experiential Learning

Major Disciplines

e A AN i

Conclusion

LITERATURE REVIEW

Organizational learning has become a focal point of
discussion in recent years. Although, a number of researchers
have worked in this field, the concepts of the most prominent
scholars of learning have been evaluated and summarized in
Table 1.

Table 1 shows that the concept of organizational learning
evolved across the disciplines very rapidly. In subsequent
sections the paper will further explain and discuss main
concepts, perspectives, and approaches of organizational
learning derived from the ideas of prominent theorists and
researchers.

METHODOLOGY

We conducted a narrative review of the literature rather than
a meta-analysis because of the wide variety of disciplines in
this growing concept. The systematic growth of the concept
from its beginning from 1958 to 2010 is recorded in tabular
form as given in Table 1. For this purpose total 38 relevant
research papers from top notch journals have been selected
and evaluated. The scheme of the study is as the introduction
of the paper is covered in the first part while the second part
is about literature review which is covered systematically
in a tabular form. The next part of this study defines and
interprets the commonly used concepts, terminologies, and

jargons in the extant literature. The barriers of learning have
also been highlighted in this part. In the last section of this
study we concluded the study by highlighting the importance,
problems and future implications of organizational learning.

DEFINING ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING

The concept of organizational learning can be viewed
through two main theoretical perspectives; modernists
and postmodernists. The former is associated with open
system theory of organizations following the path of natural
sciences. Modernists (in 1960s) are of the points of view that
organizational learning is like a self-regulated cybernetic
system like management information system, performance
evaluation and budgeting (Hatch, 1997, p. 371). Argyris
and Schon (1978) support this idea by introducing single-
loop learning system and define the concept as “detecting
and correcting errors in the existing process and embedding
the results / knowledge into the system”. Later, they
challenged their own single-loop learning concept and
stated that organizations learn through double-loop system.
The postmodernists define the term organizational learning
alternatively as socially constructed concept which is an art
contrary to the modernists’ view of natural sciences. Many
postmodern theorists have defined the term organizational
learning in different ways.

Tsang (1997) explains that the organizational learning is a
process which is comprised on certain types of activities
that happen in an organization. Organizations learn through
past history by making improvements in the previously
taken actions (Fiol and Lyles, 1985). Crossan et al., (1999)
define the concept differently and highlight the strategic
perspective. They argue that the organizational learning is
the main source of achieving the strategic-renewal in an
organization.

Organizations learn along with experience or learning-curve
involuntarily (Leavittand March, 1988). This type of learning
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is known as competency and competitive advantage of an
organization depends on the tacit knowledge (Stata, 1989).
Leavitt and March (1988) further explain that organizations
can learn through direct and indirect experiences. The former
is through trial-and-error technique and indirect experience
is like imitating the best practices of the other organizations.
They are also of the point of view that the organizational
learning is a cultural process which takes place through
stories, rituals, norms, traditions and linguistic symbols.

According to Daft and Weik, (1984) organizational learning
is the knowledge between actions and environment of
the organization. Ulrich et al., (1994) and Fang et al.,
(2010) empirically proved that the organizational learning
increases the performance of the firm with the time-line.
This perspective is also emphasized by Mabey and Salman,
(1995) that organizations learn collectively according to
their capacity, pace, and intensities. They argue that learning
normally has positive effects on performance. Huber (1991)
emphasizes the behavioural aspect of organizational learning
as the potential behaviours are expanded by processing of
information. According to Hult et al., (2001) organizational
learning is the knowledge and the capacity to develop
knowledge within the organization. Teo and Wang (2005)
discussed the different facets of organizational learning
as system orientation, climate for learning orientation,
knowledge acquisition orientation, information sharing, and
finally dissemination orientation.

PROCESSES OF ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING

The literature can be best described on the processes by
emphasizing on three different foci points; fundamental
assumptions for organizational actions, experiential
learning and information processing cycle of knowledge
acquisition. Likewise, Sinkula (1994) discussed the
process of organizational learning into three steps; includes
information acquisition, information dissemination and
shared implementation. The information can be acquired
through direct experience, others’ experience and from
organizational memory. It is further categorized in two
main dimensions; exploitation means to utilize the internal
resources, existing procedures and knowledge while
exploring new knowledge from external sources to bring
innovation (Mabey and Salman, 1995). Crossan et al.,
(1999) describe organizational learning process through
their well-known 41’s model includes; Intuiting, Integrating,
Interpreting, and Institutionalizing, linked with three levels;
Individual level, Group level and Organization level. The
frequently used concepts of organizational learning in the
literature are briefly discussed in the subsequent sections.

Single-loop and Double-loop Learning

»

Organizational learning is hypothesized in the literature to
be concerned with the growth of new knowledge or insights
that have the ability to stipule the behaviours (Fiol and Lyles,
1985; Sinkula, 1984). The literature indicates two most cited
types of learning; adaptive and generative learning that have
been underpinned the concepts of single-loop and double-
loop learning respectively (Argyris, 1987; Leonard-Barton,
1992; Stalk, 1988).

Adaptive Learning

Adaptive learning is also known as single-loop learning.
This form of learning is the most common one employed in
majority of organizations. This kind of learning is sequential,
incremental, and traditionally concentrated on problems and
prospects (Prahalad and Bettis, 1986). The idea of such type
of learning is underpinned by self-regulatory cybernetic
system based on negative feedback. It is about detecting
and correcting mistakes from previously taken actions
according to the built-in capacity of the system. This self-
regulatory system can be best understood by assuming the
working mechanism of thermostat in an air-conditioner. The
thermostat within the air-conditioner maintains the room
temperature automatically as set by the user from outside.
Adaptive or single-loop learning process like air-conditioner
points out and rectifies the problem only based on the set
standards and procedures underpinned by negative feedback.
It addresses the question of ‘what’ and its solution but it does
not raise the question of ‘why’ to explore the underlying
assumptions of the problem. This is linear system based on
if-then rule which has no capacity to change the behaviour
of the system by itself.

Generative Learning

Generative learning or double-loop learning occurs when
organizations challenge its long-held assumptions about its
mission, strengths, values, culture, and looking for new ways
of development to understand the relationships and systems
that are relevant to the issues and events. Slater and Narver
(1995) found in their research that the generative learning
is more effective for organizations to sustain competitive
advantages than adaptive learning. Argyris and Schon
(1978) are the main advocates of generative or double-loop
learning concept. They argue that the double-loop learning
fallouts in a profounder level of knowledge. They describe
that the individual learning is the basis of organizational
learning but it is inadequate condition for the process. They
suggest that the individuals should disseminate and share
their knowledge within the organization and individual
learning must be embedded into the organization’s memory
to incorporate it in the processes and practices. But the way
they presented both the ideas of single-loop and double-loop
learning still reflects cyclical and mechanistic fashion.
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LEARNING AS A MODE OF KNOWLEDGE
ACQUISITION

Crossan et al., (1999) define the concept of organizational
learning as “the main source of achieving the strategic renewal
of an organization”. The strategic renewal is identified
by March (1991) as tension between exploitation and
exploration. According to him the renewal is exploring and
learning new knowledge while using the existing knowledge
and ways what they have already learned (exploitation).
Acquiring new knowledge and usage of existing knowledge
is the part of learning culture (Nevis et al., 1995; Marquardt,
1996; Teo and Wang, 2005). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995)
specified that the acquisition of knowledge has loop effect as
the total knowledge of the organization is greater than the sum
total of knowledge of the individuals. It has also been argued
favourably in the literature that getting new knowledge and
storing it in organizational memory facilitates to acquire
new knowledge (Huber, 1991; Argote, 1999).

LEARNING AS INFORMATION SHARING AND
DISSEMINATION

One of the important dimensions of the learning capacity
or getting new knowledge is the communication with other
individuals, groups, teams, departments, and organizations
(Teo and Wang, 2005; Sinkula, 1994). The importance of
knowledge sharing hasalso been emphasized by Huber (1991)
as reaching the information from different sources spread
the organizational learning concept. Nonaka and Takeuchi
(1995) describes that the dissemination of information make
the knowledge valuable for the organization. Researchers are
consensually agreed that without information sharing and
its dissemination, the absorption of knowledge within the
organization is not possible. The experiences of individuals
are important which should be tacitly shared and utilized
in different parts within the organization (Kahan, 2006).
Literature also highlights the importance of learning culture
within the organization to exercise the practices effectively as
mentioned above by the prominent authors and researchers.

Organizational Culture

One of the basic components for organizations to learn is its
culture and environment. Literature describes that the learning
culture depends on the four basic attributes; empowerment,
developmental needs of learning, satisfying learning as well
as developmental needs, and implementation of learning
at workplace (Armstrong and Foley, 2003). Sharing and
using the knowledge (explicit and tacit both) across the
organizational hierarchy ensures that the new technologies
and other environmental conditions are being adapted which
ultimately become the culture of the organization (Huber,
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1991; Nevis et al., 1995; Hult and Ferrell, 1997; Teo and
Wang, 2005).

EXPERIENTIAL LEARNING

Pettigrew and Whipp (1991) criticize the ideas of single and
double-loop learning and argue that the main focus should be
on “organizational capability” underpinning by the hidden
and unnoticed learning. The hidden and unnoticed learning
is basically an experiential learning or tacit knowledge. The
experiential learning which has been discussed above, takes
place in two ways i.e., direct and indirect ways. The direct
organizational experience change routines and beliefs of
individuals through trial-and-error experimentation in daily
routine practices within the organization. If the objectives are
achieved under this type of experimentation, the organization
increases the use of such routine practices (Cyert and March.
1963) otherwise starts thinking alternatively.

The alternative method is ‘organizational search’ or learns
indirectly from others’ experience. Organizational search
is the use of alternative practices and procedures contrary
to the trial-and-error technique in the routine procedures.
If organization discover better alternative, it is adopted
which leads a new change opposite to the routine change
which has been seen formerly in trial-and-error case
(Radner, 1975). Both the ways of experiential learning have
described by Miner and Mizias (1996) as incrementalists
and radicals views respectively. The incrementalists view
or trial-and-error method is very common and useful in
organizations. Organizations mostly spend their time on
continuous and gradual improvement of their products in
response to the feedback of their customers, clients, and
employees (Levinthal and March, 1993; Miner, 1990).
The organizations that use the alternative approach of
indirect experience either by using different techniques or
by imitating other organizations’ processes get competitive
edge. This sort of organizational approach is known as
competency trap. Argyris and Schon (1978) presented the
idea of radical change first time by emphasizing on double-
loop learning concept. They suggested that organizations
should create capability of double-loop learning to create
sustainable competitive advantage. The radical or indirect
experiential learning occurs in an innovative environment
where every member’s opinion is valued. Therefore it is core
responsibility of an organization to empower the individuals
and provide them a learning environment regardless the
hierarchical constraints.

BARRIERS IN THE WAY OF LEARNING
PROCESS

Organizational learning is not a simple and linear process
rather it is a complex system which has many constraints,
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Table 2: Disciplines of Organizational Learning

Discipline Ontology

Key Ideas

Psychology and OD Human Development

Cognitive organization; development; communication and
dialogue

Management Science Information Processing

Knowledge; memory; feedback; error correction

Organization Theory Social Structure

Effects of power and hierarchy; conflict and interest; ide-
ology and rhetoric

Strategy Competitiveness Organization/ environment interface; learning between
organizations
Production Management Efficiency Learning curves and productivity; design to production

time

Cultural Anthropology Meaning System

Culture as cause and effect of organizational learning; val-
ues and beliefs

Source: Easterby-Smith, M., Snell, R. and Gherardi, S., (1998). Organizational Learning: Diverging Communities of Practice? Management

Learning, 29(3), 259-272

barriers and difficulties. Leavitt and March (1988) point out
some of the difficulties as under.

Superstitious Learning

If there is an unjustified or incorrect connection between
actions and its respective outcomes, this is known as
superstitious learning. For instance in organizations, the
promotions of employees are generally considered the
indicators of their high level performance and achievements.
But at times these promotions are the result of the replication
of the characteristics and act of their leaders regardless the
actual mission and vision of the organization. Authenticity
of right and wrong has also of no importance. Therefore it
does not reflect the true learning rather this misattribution
leads the employees towards overestimation of their ability
and they perform in the same way in future (Leavitt and
March, 1988).

Ambiguity of Success

In today’s turbulent environment and situations, targets and
objectives do not remain fixed but keep on changing on
contingent basis. If objectives and targets keep on moving,
the scale of measuring success has to be tailored persistently.
Therefore mostly organizations fail to estimate their success
accurately. Learning is usually based on the successful
history of past events and actions. If there is an ambiguity
in measuring success, it is not possible to learn properly
(Leavitt and March, 1988).

Competency Traps

Usually organizations focus on improvements in existing
frequently used procedures and practices as discussed

above. If it results into success then this improvement style
is further reinforced and continued. But if competitors
introduce some better procedure/ practice, the organization
may be mesmerized into competency trap because of its
own incremental learning belief. Argyris and Schon (1978)
emphasized on radical concept of learning instead of
depending only on incrementalists’ points of view. Easterby-
Smith et al., (1998) stressed on the need of cross-disciplinary
study of organizational learning.

MAJOR DISCIPLINES

Organizational learning has been developed into various
disciplines based on different key ideas and their respective
ontologies as shown in Table 2 (Easterby-Smith et al., 1998).

Although the disciplines mentioned in Table 2 do not cover
all aspects of organizational learning but with the evolution
of the field, existing ideas can be applied to new emerging
problems. The researchers and companions of related fields
can start importing these ideas into their practices and
researches. Though all the disciplines have their distinct
communities of practice but two persistent debates arise
within and across the disciplines. The first debate is about
organizational learning as individual/ cognitive constructs
versus social/ cultural process. As Table 1 shows that the
ideas of earlier authors of learning like Argyris and Schon
(1978), March (1991) and Huber (1991) revolve around
the individualistic/ cognitive approach. They argue that
the individuals are the only source of learning who learn,
develop the meanings and disseminate their knowledge
within the organization. They are introducers and supporters
of single-loop and double-loop learning in a cyclical and
mechanistic way.

Contrary to the individualistic approach, Cook and Yanow
(1993) prompt that the individual learning theory itself is
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incomplete; it cannot find clear justification of new ideas
to be acceptable to the society or organization. They argue
that the organizational learning starts from group level as
the collective actions of a group are able to acquire, sustain
or change the inter-subjective meanings of the ideas of
individuals and make them legitimate and acceptable.
Many other researchers and authors have also supported
the concept of collective learning where every member of
an organization can learn from each other (Gherardi et al.,
1998; Richter, 1998; Araujo, 1998).

The second recurrent debate among the researchers and
practitioners is whether organizational learning is to be
considered as objective/technical process or it is best
understood in humanistic and political perspectives. The
former idea concentrates on data and information processing
which is dependent on suitable learning technology. It is
based on objective socio-technical perspective which is the
rapid growth of computer software envisioned to support
the field like decision—support system, and conferencing
systems. Initially several computer software were
formulated to support operational functions but afterward
more were altered gradually to facilitate both individual and
group level learning. Humanistic and political perspectives
focus on non-rational inter-subjectivity of individuals that
are about the hidden motives, emotions, semantics, and
political intentions of human and organizational behaviour
(Coopey, 1998). Nonaka (1995) names this phenomenon as
tacit knowledge which is underpinned by experiences of the
individuals.

In humanistic and political perspective even for overall
learning environment the leadership has an importantand vital
role. Senge (1990) pointed out the importance of leadership
for learning culture (Table 1), now in recent years from 2000
onwards, the role of leadership has proved empirically and
has become indispensable for establishment of learning
culture in any organization (Shin/ Zhou, 2003). The research
has also proved empirically that the organizational learning
has positive impact on firm’s financial as well as non-
financial performance (Fang et al., 2010).

CONCLUSION

Organizational learning is as important as ‘learning’ itself
which roots into the existence of the mankind. This field has
drawn attention of researchers, academicians, practitioners,
theorists and scholars over the last five decades. The paper
reviews and evaluates the ideas of prominent scholars
to understand the concept of organizational learning in
different disciplines, aspects and perspectives. The field of
organizational learning is divided into two main epochs,
modernists and postmodernists. According to the modernists’
approach the organizational learning is an objective,
technical, individualistic and cognitive phenomenon. It
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can be observed and treated like natural sciences. But
postmodernists’ approach is entirely opposite. They consider
it as an art underpinned by the socially constructed concepts
of collectivism, humanistic, and political perspectives.

Organizational learning is a process based on three stages;
information acquisition, information dissemination, and
shared implementation of knowledge. This field is not a
simple and easy process but there are many barriers in
developing the learning environment within the organization.
The researchers are persistently distributed in two ubiquitous
discussions confusion and over-simplification (Table 1).
Some of the experts are in the favour of establishment of
some common definitions and argued that these common
definitions and languages will benefit the cumulative
development of the field (Shrivastava, 1983; Huber, 1991).
Others are in favour of over-simplification and argue that
the different concepts as a conceptual diversity are better
to promote the field. Diverse disciplines have different
ontologies which will notbe helpful to any forceful integration
of any field. They express that this field will progress more
if the degree of focus is continued within the separate
sub-areas. Seemingly the tendency of the field is towards
over-simplification. The problem with diversified concepts
may arise when one fails to fully understand the concepts
borrowed from other disciplines, individuals or groups along
with their underlying assumptions and semantics. After
evaluating and coming across the diversified ideas, concepts
and discussions the following few points may be crucial for
future research:

1. The concept valid in America or Europe or at one place
may not be valid at other places. Therefore indigenous
research in this field is necessary to bring localness to
this concept.

2. A scant research has empirically proved that the
supportive, empowering and transformational
leadership behaviours have positive influence on
organizational learning (Shin/ Zhou, 2003). This study
invites the researchers to explore the missing link
between leadership styles and organizational learning
as Crossan et al. (1999) and Senge (1990) have
emphasized on this issue.

3. Theliterature accentuates frequently that every member
of the organization across the organizational hierarchy
should take interest in learning process (Armstrong and
Foley, 2003). But due to fear of powers and controls,
elite of the organization including owners, CEOs and
top management hinders to promote such learning
culture. The study suggests that the change should
be at strategic level as Crossan et al. (1999) name it
strategic renewal.

4. The concept is now tilting towards knowledge creation
and knowledge management as Nonaka has provided
knowledge creation theory of knowledge spiral. There
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is a missing link between organizational learning and
knowledge management which needs to be developed
in future research.
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