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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this research is to measure Organizational Learning Capability (OLC)
perception in the managers of public, private and multinational organizations and establish the link
between OLC and firm performance.

Design/methodology/approach – The data were collected from a sample of 612 managers
randomly drawn from Indian industry, using a questionnaire survey.

Findings – Organizational capability perception for the managers of the IT sector and of
multinational firms was the highest, while it was lowest for the engineering sector. Mixed results were
found for the market indicators of firm performance, i.e. firm’s financial turnover and firm’s profit as
predictors of OLC in Indian organizations, where financial turnover was predicting organizational
learning capability.

Research limitations/implications – The research paper does not test the possibility of firm
performance affecting OLC, which may be true, and the author acknowledges it as a limitation of the
research study. Future studies may investigate this further.

Originality/value – The managers felt that the processes for encouragement of experimentation and
environmental scanning needed more attention in Indian industry. The variable of sensitivity to people
and their potential provides implications for a rigorous talent management strategy. If adequate
attention is paid to this dimension, then it can lead to gaining of competitive advantage, through
retention and development of key talent.

Keywords Learning, Company performance, Learning organizations, Managers, India

Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Indian economy in the last decade has seen intense changes in its corporate
environment. From the time of independence in 1947 until 1990, the Indian economy
was in a regulated regime until the World Bank and the IMF agreed to help on the
condition that it changed to a “free market economy” from a regulated regime. To
answer the needs of this environment, the government declared a series of economic
policies beginning with the devaluation of the Rupee, ensued by a new industrial policy
and new fiscal and trade policies. A number of reforms were made in the public sector,
in trade and exchange policy, and in the banking sector, and foreign investment was
liberalized. Of special importance is the strengthening of the Public Sector, wherein
functional autonomy was granted by withdrawing 696 guidelines, issued by the
Department of Public Enterprises. Granting freedom to eleven select Public Sectors,
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(called the Navratnas) to incur capital expenditure, raise finances and decide on joint
ventures and strategic alliances. In the foreign sector several changes were made, for
example, automatic approval for foreign investment up to 51 per cent in 35 high
priority areas, single and market exchange rate of the rupee, no restrictions on the
usage of the foreign brand names and trademarks; foreign companies permitted to
open branches in India (Kandula, 2001, and also see special issue of The Columbia
Journal of World Business, 1994). The reforms have had a positive effect and India is
now considered one of the largest emerging nations, having bypassed the Asian
economic crisis. The World Bank forecasts that by 2020, India could become the fourth
largest economy (Budhwar, 2000).

Corporations require new skills to face the uncertainties of the new environment. It
is in this context of the changes brought about by the liberalized Indian Economy, that
organizational learning assumes importance in India (Ramnarayan and Bhatnagar,
1993; Shukla, 1997). As has happened globally, Indian industry is realizing that
technology, IT infrastructure, large-scale operations and capital are “entry criteria” and
not competitive tools anymore. The competitive edge will come from a company’s
ability to innovate, create and use the entrepreneurial energies of its people.
Organizational members would be required to be more in the “not our way of doing
things” mode. This requires coming to terms with the new environment, accepting the
shortcomings in organizational practices and coming up with fundamentally different
standards, norms relationships . . . priorities (Nilakant and Ramnarayan, 1998). With
this context, the challenges for organizational learning and a capability perspective
becomes an exciting area of research in Indian Industrial setting.

This study is based on the earlier work of Ramnarayan, carried out at different
points between 1992-1997, in the Indian industrial context, which was immediately
after the liberalization of the economic reforms. These studies explored the nature of
organizational learning in the Indian Organizations, their main characteristics and the
challenges the organizations were facing, due to liberalization of the Indian Economy.
Ramnarayan and Bhatnagar (1993), based on the Indian industrial setting of
liberalization of the economy, carried out a series of studies on identifying enablers and
inhibitors to organizational learning as against a radical change in the environment.
These provided the measures on which this study is based (refer to Table I).

In those years the Indian organizations were closed to competition and had been
operating in very safe and stable environments, so whatever learning was taking place
was at the single loop level. However, with liberalization, the organizations were facing
the challenge of globalization, diversification, technology acquisition, introduction to
new systems and professional culture, greater power sharing and participative
management, and there was a need to move on to double loop learning. The
liberalization of the economy, and the extra competition from overseas firms, has put
considerable pressure on the personnel function of Indian domestic companies to
prepare and develop their employees. The foreign operators in India are known to have
better skilled human resources, and are more efficient and effective (for more details
see Budhwar and Khatri, 2001; Krishna and Monappa, 1994; Sparrow and Budhwar,
1997; Venkata Ratnam, 1995). The Indian HRM departments are under severe pressure
to bring about large-scale professionalized changes in their organizations in order to
cope with the challenges brought about by economic liberalization (Rao et al., 2001;
Som, 2002). There has been evidence of a general need among the managerial cadre to
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build capabilities, resources, competencies, strategies to respond proactively to the
environmental pressures caused by economic liberalization. Thus mapping the
organizational learning capability of the Indian managers, from a Strategic HRM
perspective becomes imperative in this context.

Blocks to learning in
Indian organizations
(Ramnarayan and
Bhatnagar, 1993;
Ramnarayan et al., 1993)

Learning challenge resultant
in developing learning
capability
n ¼ 1; 686 Indian Managers Theoretical support

Functional myopia 1. Clear focus on objectives
and plans for internal
integration

1.1 Clear focus on objectives
1.2 Attention to integration

and among departments
and functions

1.3 Attention to vertical
integration

Systems perspective in shared vision
(Senge, 1990a)
Systems thinking (Stata, 1989; Senge, 1990b;
Leonard-Barton, 1992)
Systemic thinking (McGill et al., 1992)
Systems perspective (Nevis et al., 1995)
Clarity of purpose and mission (Goh and
Richards, 1997)
Systems orientation (Hult and Ferrell, 1997)

Command and control
orientation

2. Sensitivity to people
potential and needs

Facilitative leadership (Slater and Narver,
1995)
Shared priorities and values (O’Brien, 1990)
Team learning (Senge, 1990b)

Preoccupation with day
to day routines

3. Concern for long-term
planning and success

Conscious efforts to development of latent or
intangible efforts (Itam, 1987)
Integration of internal knowledge
(Leonard-Barton, 1992)

Excessive formalization 4. Support for
experimentation and
creativity

Creativity requires deliberate and
temporary relaxation of rules (March, 1971)
Openness and experimentation, Openness to
new ideas (Stata, 1989)
Openness and creativity (McGill et al., 1992)

Insufficient external
orientation

5. Environmental scanning Absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal,
1990)
Environmental responses are interpreted by
individuals who learn by updating their
beliefs about cause-effect relationships (Lee,
1992)
Processing of information, Huber (1991)

Lack of urge for change 6. Concern for development
of capabilities

Old success does not lead to success in the
future (DeGeus, 1988; McGill et al., 1994;
Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995;
Slater and Narver, 1995; Naman and Slevin,
1993)
Continuous learning and experimentation
culture (McGill et al., 1994)
Experimentation and learning from past
experience and from others (Garvin, 1993)
Continuous experimentation and learning
from past situations (Slocum et al., 1994)

Source: Ramnarayan, 1996

Table I.
Theoretical framework of
the development of the
questionnaire based on
inhibitors to the learning
process in Indian
organizations
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The current study has the broad objectives to:

(1) find the managerial perception of the organizational learning capability;

(2) find whether there is a difference in the perception of managers of public,
private and multinational sectors (ownership based), on one hand and managers
of various industrial sectors(technology based), on the other hand;

(3) find the linkages between the organizational learning capability and firm
performance indicators; and

(4) let us look at the theoretical framework of organizational learning and
organizational learning capability which leads to the development of the
hypotheses.

Theoretical framework
During the last decade, the learning organization has become the aphorism in the field
of organizational change and development. It continues to be of increasing interest in
the present decade, as evidenced by the volume of literature devoted to the topic
(Senge, 1990a, 1990b; Argyris and Schön, 1996; Pedler et al., 1997; Elkjaer, 2001; Ayas
and Zeniuk, 2001; Salisbury, 2001).

Theorists have criticized the field and state, while the perspective taken in
organizational learning is sometimes a normative one (for example: Bower, 1993;
Marquardt and Reynolds, 1994) which presupposes that “something is wrong with
organization (Sadler-Smith et al., 1999) which do not conform to some ideal state ‘rather
than being based on trying to’ understand existing learning capabilities and
orientations” (DiBella, 1995). DiBella et al. (1996, p. 361), link organizational learning
and organizational learning capability, and state that “organizational learning may be
increased by building on existing capabilities or developing new ones. . . Organizations
can enhance their learning capability through either approach”.

The focus on capabilities can be traced back to Babbage et al. (1999) feel, that the
notions of capabilities and learning are present in Smith, Babbage or Marshall’s
reflections. It can be mapped to Chandler (1977, 1990, 1992), who has considered them
to be one of his major themes. In the current times, there has been a slight shift in the
field of learning where the focus of organizational learning is on developing
“organizational capability”, (Armstrong, 2000; Pettigrew and Whipp, 1991). In
contemporary research, learning has emerged, from a strategic perspective, especially
the resource based theory of the firm, which emphasizes it as a source of differentiation
between firms and as providing value, rarity, imperfect imitability and
non-substitutability to its resources. (Grant, 1991; Lei et al., 1996, 1999; Snell et al.,
1996). The knowledge residing in human resources constitutes a decisive factor to
organizational success and the source of competitive advantage (Pfeffer, 1994; Nonaka,
1994; Storey and Quintas, 2001; Noon and Blyton, 2002). Goh (2003, p. 217), gives the
perspective of theorists which have defined learning capability as, “the ability of the
organization to implement the appropriate management practices, structures and
procedures that facilitate and encourage learning” (Leonard-Barton, 1992; Popper and
Lipshitz, 1998; Garvin, 1993; Goh, 1998). The current paper is guided by this set of
definitions.

From the above discussion, we can state that Learning capabilities can be intangible
and tangible and may include: a strategy; guiding principles about learning; structures;
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leadership; accountabilities and roles for learning; systems and processes;
organizational learning theories; tools; competencies; resources and core values, feel
Nathan et al. (1997). An organization has a certain mix of organizational learning
capabilities and may evolve to certain generic capabilities, unique to its own culture
and national culture context. Thus a measurement criterion in a western culture may
not be applicable to the Indian context, and we need to thus look at a specific
combination of capabilities.

Dibella et al. (1996, p. 372) state that, “Learning capabilities . . . are formal and
informal processes and structures in place for the acquisition, sharing and utilizing of
knowledge and skills . . . in organizations. Besides the normative and the
developmental perspective, a third position is the capability perspective. Within the
organizations there are intrinsic learning capabilities, their manifestations vary across
organizations, through distinctive style and patterns of learning”. Ulrich et al. (1993,
p. 60) on the other hand define organizational learning capability as “the capacity of
managers within an organization to generate and generalize ideas with impact.”

In western literature, Goh and Richards (1997) developed an Organizational survey
tool, to measure organizational learning capability, the indicators of which were,
Experiment; Knowledge Transfer; Teamwork. They also measured leadership role and
mission clarity. A more recent study has been of Gémez et al. (2004), their study has
identified different dimensions within organizational learning capability as learning
commitment, systems thinking, knowledge transfer and integration, openness and
experimentation.

In India, Shukla (1995) offers a theoretical perspective of the definition of OLC, by
describing learning capabilities in the learning cycle, as capabilities for self-reflection
and planning, environmental scanning capabilities, capabilities to disseminate and
share information, capabilities to act and experiment. On the measurement side, Pareek
(1988) has conducted Indian studies on learning orientations, called the Organizational
Learning Diagnostics. Further, Deshpandé and Pendse (undated), had prepared two
questionnaires – a 25 item questionnaire on five aspects of learning organizations
suggested by Senge (1990a), and another 44 item questionnaire on four aspects
suggested by Garvin (1993). Other than Ramnarayan (cited), in India no empirical
research has been conducted to study how the organizational learning capability builds
the competitive advantage in the Indian organizations, and there is a need to address
these as post liberalization reforms have institutionalized and India has witnessed the
first and the second phase of successful economic reforms. The need to measure
organizational learning capabilities thus becomes more crucial in this context.

Research approach and hypotheses
Organizational learning capability differential in Indian public sector, private sector and
multinational managers
From 1947 until the 1980s, in striving to achieve a socialistic society with self-reliance,
the Indian government adopted centralized planning, highly regulated and restrictive
use of private domestic and foreign investment (Amba-Rao et al., 2000). State-owned
public sector forms dominated the organized or the “modern” sector jobs, where
two-thirds of the workforce was employed (Sodhi, 1994). Public sector enterprises,
constrained by government and union pressures, were compelled to accept this
“entitlement” approach, resulting in workforce inflexibility and lower productivity.
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The inefficiencies of centralized planning also created shortages in all sectors and led
to abuse of power and questionable practices by various officials (Mathias, 1994;
Tayeb, 1988). Historically the PSU setup in India has been a mixed bag. While some
PSUs have been in financial and operational disrepair, there have been others who
have excelled in their fields (Thakur, 1999). In an empirical analysis of Multi national
corporations, public sector and private firms in India, Virmani and Guptan (1991)
concluded that all firms used similar management practices, and differed only in
degrees. Similar firm findings were reported by Amba-Rao (1994). A key difference
that Virmani and Guptan (1991) observed, however, was that the practices of the
Indian firms were more personalized and ad hoc, subject to the whims of top
management, while the practices of the Western firms were more likely to be
impersonally institutionalized and stable. Private sector organisations in India tend to
recruit their relatives to top positions, and accordingly practices related to promotion,
transfer and benefits are manipulated as a result of social contacts and personalized
relationships (Dutta, 1997). A professional approach (based on formal rules) to
managing in Indian private sector organisations is generally not adopted because it is
perceived as a threat to the owners’ ability to enforce control (Piramal, 1996, 1998). For
example, India’s largest family conglomerate, the Tata Group that accounts for three
percent of country’s GDP, chose to nominate a family insider to Chair the board of the
corporation although several more competent non-family senior managers were
available (Ramaswamy et al., 2000). Moreover, senior managers in Indian public sector
organisations make fewer decisions in conjunction with their subordinates (Mankidy,
1995; Tayeb, 1988).

In addition, studies of managers in large public sector and private firms in the last
two decades found wide disparity between desired and actual practices (Cyriac, 1992;
Cyriac and Dharmaraj, 1994; Monappa, 1977; Soares, 1981). Therefore, the Public
Sector firms may allow a limited amount of employee input into decisions (Sinha, 1994),
and organizational learning capability may differ significantly in managers of Public,
private and multinational firms. With the dynamic economic environment, private and
multinational firms will be more learning oriented than the public sector. Thus, we
posit that:

H1. The public sector, private sector and multinational managers’ perception of
organizational learning capability will differ significantly, with private sector
and multinational managers showing higher OLC.

Further Industrial sectors in India also vary in terms of responding to change in the
environment. Hence, the organizational learning capability within the sectors will also
throw an interesting picture. Propositions related to the Industrial sectors thus are:

P1a. Managers in Indian industrial sectors will differ in the perception of
Organizational learning capability.

P1b. The managers of sunrise sectors will have a higher organizational learning
capability than managers of manufacturing/engineering sectors.

Organizational learning capability and firm performance
Few concrete studies exist that clarify how the learning organization concept works to
achieve performance improvement (Goh and Richards, cited in Henderson, 1997;
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Jacobs, 1995; Kaiser and Holton, 1998). As far as organizational learning and
performance is concerned, Ellinger et al. (2003), has established a link between financial
indicators of performance and Organizational learning, through empirical research. It
is imperative to refer to the difference between Organizational Learning and Learning
Organization. Thomsen and Hoest (2001), states organizational learning and learning
organizations can be seen as two sides of the same coin. The process to become a
learning organization is through the development of organizational learning and
organizational learning is the central activity in the learning organization (Gephart
et al., 1996; Tsang, 1997).

Scholars contend that adopting learning organization strategies should promote
individual, team, and organizational learning and that such enhanced learning should
yield performance gains (Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Day, 1994; Hunt and Morgan, 1996;
Pettigrew and Whipp, 1991; Slater and Narver, 1995). The financial turnover and
financial profit are widely used measure of organizational productivity (Youndt et al.,
1996).

Thus, we posit that:

H2. Organizational learning capability will be predicted by firm’s profits and
financial turnover.

Methodology
Sample and data collection
A questionnaire survey was adopted to collect the data. The sampling was done in two
steps in 2001. In the first step, 50 Indian organizations were chosen randomly from the
National capital region of India, from the prowess data base, available on the intranet
of Institute for Integrated Learning in Management (IILM), New Delhi. Out of these
fifty organizations, 1,000 managers from top, middle and lower level, who were either
HR or Line, were randomly approached to fill in the questionnaires. These were filled
personally by the executives in meetings and were kept confidential. The response rate
was 61.2 per cent. There were 213 managers from the Government sector, while 248
from the private sector and 151 managers from the multinational sector, totaling upto
612 managers. The sample size for the industry wise analysis is incorporated in
Table II.

Questionnaire. We selected a 40 item organizational learning capability
questionnaire (Ramnarayan et al., 1993, Ramnarayan, 1996, 1998) for this study, as
it was focusing on learning capabilities emanating from learning challenges, in the
Indian context (refer to Table I).

This is based on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from does not match at all (0) to
matches perfectly (5). The result of the Cronbach alpha (0.88) and interclass correlation
indicate that the scale has achieved acceptable levels of inter-item and inter-rater
reliability (Judd et al., 1991).

Data analysis. To prove the first hypothesis and the two propositions ANOVA,
along with mean and standard deviation were calculated, while to prove the second
hypothesis, step wise regression analysis was calculated using the statistical package,
SPSS w, 11.5 version.

Results. When we refer to Table III we find that the ANOVA of Type of Ownership
(df ¼ 8; 603, F ¼ 10:55, Probability ¼ 0:000) is significant at 0.01 level of significance.
Thus, we accept the Hypothesis 1. Whereas Table IV, depicts the mean and S.D. of the
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Means and standard

deviation of OLC and
OLC sub-variables of
managers in the nine

industrial sectors in India
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responses of the managers on OLC, with the MNC mean being the highest, and the S.D.
being closer to the mean (M ¼ 135:43, S:D: ¼ 15:97). The capabilities which is
standing out is the potential and capability development (22.74, 19.33), while
experimentation-creativity and environmental scanning have lower means (9.67,
10.23). Studies have found an increased importance to employee development in Indian
organisations (see Balaji et al., 1998; Budhwar, 2000). This is further evidenced by the
presence of in-house training and development facilities in many Indian public sector
organisations (see Sharma, 1992). This result finds support from the study conducted
by Ramnarayan (1998), who found in a survey of 2,630 senior managers from 82 Indian
firms that organizations tend to pay adequate attention to generation of new ideas for
change, but ignore the dimension of organizational processes, which facilitate or block
the flow of these insights to other parts of the organization. Moving to the propositions,
we find the ANOVA for nature of Industry is significant, refer to Table V, (df ¼ 106,
505, F ¼ 1:626, F Probability ¼ 0:000). Thus OLC between the managers of the nine
Industrial sectors differ significantly, (refer to Table II), with the mean of the sunrise
sector, Information Technology being the highest (M ¼ 138:2), and that of the
engineering sector being the lowest (M ¼ 111:37).

Both the P1a and P1b find support in the results of the study. The results of this
study are well supported by the study of Sharma, 2001, which reported significant
difference in ANOVA of foreign and Indian Firms, in terms of organizational learning
and organizational capability. The results further support the findings of the study
conducted by Virmani and Guptan (1991) and Amba-Rao (1994). The results support
the study of Budhwar and Boyne (2004), who found Indian private sector firms to be
more prompt to respond to the competitive business environment. A number of Indian
writers (see Mankidy, 1993; Krishna and Monappa, 1994) have shown the influence of
the Japanese models of management in Indian organisations.

To test H2, whether firm performance indicators of financial turnover and firm’s
profit were predictors of OLC, we carried out the Stepwise regression analysis.
Tables VI, VII and VIII depict the model. We find encouraging results here. When we
examine the R 2, we find that after the first step it has jumped from 0.031 to 0.037,
which is quite negligible and in effect shows the redundancy of adding financial profit
as the second independent variable. This is well supported by Kerlinger (1973, p. 629),
who states, “efficiency of predictor is as good with one independent variable”. Further
the multiple R-value indicating the strength of the relationship between the firm
turnover and firm profit with OLC is 0.017, signifying that there is some linear
relationship present. Next the ANOVA F is significant, signaling that it is justifiable to
use a straight-line relationship to model the variables in this case. Further to test the
statistical significance of b, we examine the t’s. In the first step the t for financial
turnover is significant (significant to 0.000).We did not test Financial profit, due to the
redundancy factor.

Source Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

Between groups 33628.69739 8 4203.587173 10.55736995 0.000
Within groups 240094.1784 604 398.1661334
Total 273722.8758 612

Table III.
Summary of one way
ANOVA of variable OLC
and type of ownership
(public sector, private
limited and multinational
firms)

TLO
13,5
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This result is partly supported by the study of Ellinger et al. (2002, pp. 163-172), whose
“exploratory research suggests a positive association between learning organization
practices and firms’ financial performance. These findings offer tentative support for
some of the more normative assertions that are found in the learning organization
literature. These findings also lend credence to the existence of a business case for
embracing learning organization practices”.

Implications and conclusion
The result of this study implies the criticality of organizational learning capability and
its enhancement in Indian Managers. The current study lends credence to measuring
OLC in Indian organizations. Managerial responses based on nature of ownership and

Model summary

Model R R square
Adjusted
R square

Standard error of
the estimate

1 0.177317588 0.031441527 0.029853726 20.84491354
2 0.192423809 0.037026922 0.033864449 20.80178099
a Predictors: (constant),

Financial turnover
b Predictors: (constant),

Financial turnover,
Financial profit

Table VI.
Stepwise regression
model for firm’s turnover
and profit as predictors of
OLC

ANOVA
Model Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

1 Regression 8604.146879 1 8604.146879 19.80193449 0.000a

Residual 265051.3564 611 434.5104203
Total 273655.5033 612

2 Regression 10132.62105 2 5066.310526 11.70821708 0.000b

Residual 263522.8822 610 432.7140923
Total 273655.5033 612

a Predictors: (constant),
Financial turnover

b Predictors: (constant),
Financial turnover,
Financial profit

c Dependent variable: OLC

Table VII.
Stepwise regression
model for firm’s turnover
and profit as predictors of
OLC

Source Sum of squares df Mean square F Sig.

Between groups 923.32585 106 8.710621227 1.626005209 0.000
Within groups 2705.319575 506 5.357068465
Total 3628.645425 612

Table V.
Summary of one way
ANOVA of variable OLC
and managers of various
in technology based
sectors

TLO
13,5
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type of industry also significantly differ in their perception of OLC, with Information
technology sector managers and multinational managers showing higher OLC. Further
it shows good signs for development of potential and capabilities, though the managers
felt that the processes for encouragement of experimentation and environmental
scanning needed more attention in the Indian Industry. In the IT sector, currently there
are the expectations of the industry to focus on volume growth and the trends in the
Information technology sector, which lend credence to the need for high organizational
learning capability. Support to this finding, also drives from the fact that Multinational
managers and Information technology managers have access to excellent systems in
India, as compared to the public sector and engineering sector managers, which
demonstrated the lowest means. Encouraging results of predicting OLC through firm
performance were found, where a linear relationship was established, through financial
turnover. More robust performance indicators, different samples and a longitudinal
study with qualitative and quantitative research design can strengthen the limitations
of the current study. This research helps establish a business case for OLC in India,
and represents a foundation for future studies, following Ellinger et al. (2002).
Managers can gain competitive advantage if they continuously upgrade their
organizational learning capability faster than their competitors. The findings find
strong implications for the organizational learning capability of Indian managers,
nested in a context of a learning economy, after the economic reforms. The study
contributes to both theory and practice. From a theoretical point of view, the results
help to test the public sector versus private/multinationals debate in the field of HRM
in India for HR professionals, the study provides crucial information regarding the
context-specific nature of HRM that can be used to develop new programmes for
managers operating in India, which will enhance the organizational learning capability
of the managers and the firm. Strategic HR interventions on organizational learning
capability can be provided more visibility and a constant endeavor must be made
within the organization to benchmark against the best practices. Thus implying a need
for continuous environmental scanning- both internal and external, to facilitate this
process. Support for experimentation and creativity can be further built through
organizational development interventions. With intense changes taking place in the
environment the western talent wars are facing the Indian market as well. The variable
of sensitivity to people and their potential provides implications for a rigorous talent
management strategy. If adequate attention is paid to this dimension, then it can lead
to gaining of competitive advantage, through retention and development of key talent.
Thus HR managers and top management of public, private and multinational firms
need to pay attention to the emerging aspects of organizational learning and for
designing HR practices that leverage this against their competitors.

Coefficients
Unstandardized

coefficients
Standardized
coefficients

Model B Standard error b t Sig.

1 (Constant) 177.3051738 11.07095864 16.01534064 0.000
Financial turnover 5.559971586 1.249449658 0.177317588 4.449936459 0.000

Table VIII.
Stepwise regression

model for firm’s turnover
and profit as predictors of

OLC

Measuring
organizational

learning

427



Limitations
The study has two main limitations. First, the researchers cannot draw generalizations
based on the sample, but can reiterate that it is an indicator of organizational learning
capability trends. The reasons for this may be attributed to the limitation of sample
size from organizations clubbing into various sectors, which is small. However, we can
draw generalizations based on the managerial profile. Further research can refine the
sampling technique. Secondly the study focuses only on the managerial cadres of the
organization. Further research in the area may include non-managerial employees in
different units and functions of the organizations. In this survey firm performance
indicators of return on equity (ROE), return on assets (ROA), Tobin’s q, and Market
Value Added (MVA), (Ellinger et al., 2003) could not be used, which further studies can
pursue. The study looked at managers of the Indian public sector, private firms and
multinational firms. The research paper does not test the possibility of firm
performance affecting OLC, which may be true and the author acknowledges it as a
limitation of the research study and future studies may investigate this further.
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