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ABSTRACT  
 
 Measuring organizational learning is one of the important issues in organizational studies. A structural 
equation model was represented in this survey in order to measure organizational learning which was studied in 
Fooladtechnic International Engineering Company in Isfahan province. Four dimensions of management 
commitment, systemic view, open space and experimentation and knowledge integration and transfer were 
measured. Results reveal that learning could be measured through these four dimensions and managers could 
improve organizational learning using this tool. Gomez et al 's questionnaire of organizational learning 
capability is the research tool. Factorial analysis method, t-test and variance analysis (ANOVA) were used to 
determine validity of the model, analyze data and determine the level of organizational learning capability in 
this company. Findings indicated validity and accuracy of the model. Given to the obtained results, it is 
concluded that open space and experimentation is more important than other dimensions. Results of variance 
analysis show nonexistence of a significant difference at various organizational levels. Also, there is 
nosignificant difference among gender, age and various education levels according to the results of analysis. 
Limitation of the survey was that studying various types of organizations was impossible. Thus it is suggested to 
consider this factor in future studies so that more precise and applied results would be achieved for more 
organizations. 
 
Key words: organizational learning, structural equation model, measurement, management commitment, 

systemic view, open space and experimentation, knowledge integration and transfer. 
 
Introduction  
 
 Importance of studying and analyzing organizational learning has been increased in recent years and 
different researchers have analyzed it from various viewpoints. Studies in this regard are based on psychology 
approach (March 1963, Daft & Weick 1984), social approach (Nelson & Winter 1982, Levitt & March 1988) or 
organizational theory (Cangelosi & Dill1965, Senge 1990; Huber 1991). Recently, organizational learning has 
been regarded as a source of heterogeneity and distinction among the organizations as well as a basis to create 
competitive advantage strategically (Grant 1996, Lei et al 1996, 1999). Concept of learning organization 
originates from this approach which changes traditional methods of behaving with business management. 
Although studies about organizational learning have created limited views in this regard, there are some aspects 
which have not already been studied and analyzed sufficiently. Complexity of organizational learning structure 
has deeply been considered in various case studies (like Leonard-Barton, 1992). However, measuring and 
testing organizational learning scale could affect these studies and makes it easy to achieve general results. 
Thus, it is necessary to consider multidimensional structural nature that has been referred in most studies (like 
Senge 1990, Lei et al 1999).  
 Objective of the present survey is to study and test the capability to apply structural equation model in order 
to measure organizational learning in Fooladtechnic International Engineering Company in Isfahan province 
(based on a sample consisted of 92 persons of the administrative personnel). It is intended to create a 
measurement tool which is compatible with multidimensional nature of organizational learning. 
 In the following, aspects of organizational learning are stated by focusing on its complex nature. Then the 
measurement scale along with its valuation is represented and finally conclusions and implementation of the 
model will be mentioned. 
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2- Concept of organizational learning:  
 
 Concept of organizational learning dates back to the year 1900 when Fredrick Taylor proposed the issue of 
learning transfer to other employees in order to enhance efficiency and improve the organization (Yeung et al, 
1999). But Richard Cyert and James March were the first who put two terms of learning and organization beside 
each other in 1963 and proposed it as an organizational phenomenon in literature (Lewis et al, 2002).  
 No general agreement upon the concept, definition and theories of organizational learning has already been 
achieved in spite of extensive studies about conceptualization, management, development and using 
organizational learning (Crossan et al, 1999, Matila et al, 2001). It has several reasons. First organizational 
learning is multidisciplinary like sociology, psychology, management and industrial economy (Yeung et al, 
1999). Second, it is related to applying organizational learning in various scopes like information processing, 
product innovation, organizational change and the culture and strategic implementation (Yeung et al 1999, 
Crossan et al 1999). Third, it's because analyzing the concept of learning is multi-level from personal level to 
organizational level (Templeton et al, 2002). Some various definitions of organizational learning are represented 
in table (1).  
 
Table 1: Various definitions oforganizational learning. 

Various definitions of learning 
Organizational learning is the process of improving actions through knowledge and better understanding. 
Organizational learning is development of organizational capacity to perform effective actions. 
An entity learns if range of its potential behaviors is developed through information processing.  
Organizational learning is the process of recognition and error correction.  
Organizational learning is a process during which knowledge about actions, output and communications between the organization and 
the environment is developed. 
Organizations are regarded as learning organizations by encoding inferences of the history and changing them into principles which 
direct behavior.  
Organizational learning is created through common insight, knowledge and mental models and is built based on previous knowledge 
and experiences.  

 
 In literature regarding organizational learning we are more faced with documentaries which study 
psychological aspect of the individual's learning. This has limited the individuals' perception of organizational 
learning to personal learning and considering personal scales to measure learning in the organization (Kim, 
1993). Although organizational learning is rooted in personal learning of people, accumulation of personal 
learning of each member is not the process which improves it (Shrivastava 1983, Senge 1990).Organizational 
learning is a dynamic process on the basis of knowledge which indicates moving among different levels of 
activity, movement from personal to group level and then returning to the organizational level (Huber 1991, 
Crossan et al 1999). This process is rooted in knowledge acquisition and creation by people and advancement 
by changing and accumulation of this knowledge until the accumulated knowledge is created and inserted in 
organizational culture and processes (Hedberg, 1981). The collected knowledge is stored in the organizational 
memory. What a person learns in the organization depends extensively on what other members know based on 
common knowledge of that organization (Simon, 191). Figure (1) shows process of organizational learning in 
the organization.  
 Templeton et al studied more than 150 scientific articles in which the term learning was used and classified 
them to offer an integrated definition for organizational learning. They stated three paradigms of demographic, 
social action and outcome perspective were applied in organizational learning definition. Learning in 
demographic paradigm has been defined from the angle of personal and organizational learning. In social action 
paradigm there are issues such as knowledge acquisition, information dissemination, information interpretation 
and organizational memory. Finally, issues such as structured changes, deutero learning, intelligence, 
information content validity and organizational consequences are considered in outcome perspectiveparadigm 
(Templeton et al, 2002).  
 Templeton et al define organizational learning as "a set of organizational actions like knowledge 
acquisition,information dissemination, information interpretation and memory that affects positive 
organizational change consciously and unconsciously" based on seventy eight definitions in literature 
(Templeton et al, 2002).  
 Garvin represents a similar definition too and states: "learning in many schools is defined as a process that 
is appeared during the time and is related to knowledge acquisition, deeper understanding and performance 
improvement" (Garvin, 1999). 
 Gumez et al, too, have considered organizational learning from the viewpoint of knowledge acquisition 
process. They have defined three major processes of organizational learning as knowledge acquisition or 
creation, knowledge transfer and knowledge integration. According to these three processes, they 
conceptualizeorganizational learningas capability of an organization to process knowledge. In other words, they 
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define it as the capability to create, acquire, transfer and integrate knowledge and modify the organizational 
behavior to reflect the new position or improved performance of the organization (Gumez et al, 2005).  
 They asserted that four conditions are necessary in order to create and develop organizational learning 
capability. First, management of the organization should provide a strong support for organizational learning. In 
other words, management should take the lead in this process, specifies its support clearly and encourages all 
personnel to participate (Stata 1989, Garvin 1993, William 2001). Second, existence of a collective intelligence 
to view the organization as a systemic entity and a common perspective among the employees are necessary. 
This causes the organization to be converted into a system in which each factor participates in order to achieve a 
satisfactory outcome (Senge, 1990). If there is no group perspective, personal activities could not be effective on 
organizational learning (Kim, 1993). Third, the organization needs to develop organizational knowledge on the 
basis of transferring and integrating of the personal acquired knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). It is 
necessary to create a set of organizational knowledge to ensure continuous organizational learning regardless of 
those who have constituted it (Daft & Weick, 1984). Finally, compatibility with the created changes in the 
environmentis not sufficient through which learning becomes a resource for competitive advantage, rather it is 
essential to move beyond adaptive learning and reach generative learning which requires open mentality and 
experimentation behavior. The organization should look for adaptive learning and focuses on the required 
learning levels to investigate and question organizational systems and, if necessary, create changes to find more 
generative and flexible alternatives (Hedberg 1981, McGill 1993).  
 

 
 
Fig. 1: Process of organizational learning. 

 
3- Measuring organizational learning: 
 
 Learning components are used to measure organizational learning. Resultant of these components 
demonstrates the extent and depth of learning in the organization and helps better perception of learning inside 
the organization. Building learning measurement systems using learning components is their most important 
application. Templeton et al conducted a survey to measure organizational learning (Templeton et al, 2002) in 
which eight components were exploited using factor analyses. Thus, they designed a questionnaire according to 
organizational learning definition in four aspects of knowledge acquisition, information dissemination, 
information interpretation and organizational memory and distributed it among 46 manufacturing firms. These 
components and evaluation indexes for each component are illustrated in table (2).  
 Lahteenmaki et al compiled three components to measure organizational learning based on single loop 
learning and double loop learning (Lahteenmaki et al, 2001). These three components are called "the ability for 
learning, collective regulation of mission and strategy and creating the future collectively". 
Evaluation indexes of each of the above components are displayed in table (3). 
 Goh and Richards compiled five components to measure organizational learning (Goh & Richards, 1997). 
These components and their measurement indexes are displayed in table (4).  
 Gumez et al exploited four organizational learningcomponents and called them organizational learning 
capability in order to measure organizational learning using literature and conceptualization method (Gumez et 
al, 2005). They used structural equations modeling and Gah and Richard's research was the basis of their 
studies.  
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Table 2: Components of organizational learning in Templeton's model. 
Learningcomponents Evaluation indexes 

 
 
 

Awareness 

Employees' awareness regarding the place of information 
Awareness regarding the status of important performance variables of the organization 

Knowing about the problems 
Existence of a macro picture of information in top management 
Employees' awareness regarding where their knowledge is used. 

 
Conversation 

Using electronic tools for conversation by employees 
Existence of various contexts for conversation 

Encouraging employees to perform conversation 
 

Performance assessment 
 

Collecting data from different performance aspects 
Keeping precise information to guide operations 

Existence of a formal center for information management 
Encouraging to use decision-making models and methods 

 
 

A context for creativity growth 

Developing of experts inside the company 
Learning from beneficiaries like customers, suppliers and the allies 

Transferring employees to other sections of the organization for learning 
Learning new subjects about the organization through direct observation 

 
Adaptation with environment 

Extensive utilization of information systems to support tasks 
Extensive utilization of electronic storages 

Slow reaction towards technology changes (-) 
Using the information archive in decision-making 

 
Social learning 

Concealment of information (-) 
Resistance against modern procedures of work (-) 

Employees' learning about new advances of the company  through  informal channels 
(-) 

Knowledge growth management Creating new sub-sections (department, organization and so on) based on short-term 
financial profit 

Maintaining a special combination of specialties (-) 
Hiring specialized forces 

The link between the organization and 
outside environment 

Being ignorant of rivals' strategies (-) 
Supplying capability from outside of the organization when the internal capability is 

inefficient 

 
Table 3: Organizational learning components ofLahteenmaki's model. 

Learning components Evaluation indexes 
The ability for learning Open and positive attitude regarding risk acceptation 

Open conversation 
Intention towards personal development 

Challenging and meaningful work 
Existence of primary conditions to create change 

Encouraging for being active at work 
Minimum personal tension 

Collective regulation of mission and strategy Commitment to the process of change 
Being aware of organizational purposes 

Commitment to purposes 
Active participation in decision-making 

Creating the future collectively The ability for cooperation 
Effective decision-making 

Effective and fluent flow of information 
The ability to utilize team work 

Operation-oriented culture 
Effective strategic planning 

Fluent work flow 
Management support to develop human resources 

 

 These components included management commitment, systemic view, open space and experimentation and 
knowledge transfer and integration which were measured using 16 items (these items are indicated in the 
questionnaire attached at the end of the present survey) and their value were determined by members of the 
organization through Likert scale (Gumez et al, 2005). 
 Given that the method applied by Gumez et al is comprehensive, it is applied here too but with some 
modifications. These capabilities are explained briefly in the following.  
 
3-1 Dimensions of organizational learning capability:  
 
3-2 Management commitment for organizational learning: 
 
 Management should perceive importance of learning and develops the culture in theorganizationso that 
knowledge acquisition, creation and transfer are enhanced as a basic value in the organization (Richards 1997, 
Gravin 1999, McGill & Slocum 1993). It should state strategic viewpoint of learning explicitly, because it is a 
valuable tool to achieve long-term results (Slocum et al 1994, Olrich et al 1993). Also it must ensure that 
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employees have perceived the importance of learning, as it is a major factor in success of the organization 
(Senge 1990, Slater et al 1995). Finally, management should omit old mental models and beliefs, since they 
could hinder learning although they might help change previous realities. It's because they perpetuate 
hypotheses that are suitable for the current status (McGill & Slocum 1993).  
 
Table 3: Organizational learning components ofGoh and Richards' model. 

Learning components Evaluation indexes 
 
 
Transparency of the mission and purposes  

Extensive acceptance and support of the organization's declaration 
Lack of information regarding how to achieve the mission (-) 
Clarity of organizational values  
Existence of personal assessment opportunity through fulfillment of 
purposes  

 
 
Leadership ability and commitment  

 

Managers' fear from new ideas and resistance against changes (-)  
Existence of shared perspective to do tasks among managers  
The possibility to criticize managers  
Creating a feedback environment to recognize opportunities and problems 
by managers  
Involvement of individuals in decisions by managers 

Experience Bringing ideas into the organization 
Encouraging employees to ask questions  
Reward for innovative ideas  
Paying attention to new ideas by managers  

 
Knowledge transfer  

Opportunities for talking about reasons of success 
No discussion about failures (-) 
Sharing helpful work processes 
Existence of learning system from others 

 
Team work and group problem-solving  

Problem-solving collectively before talking with the manager  
Establishment of problem-solving groups 
Establishment of inter-organizational problem-solving groups  

 
3-1-2 Systemic view: 
 
 Different people, sections and parts of theorganization should have a clear viewpoint towards purposes of 
the organization and perceive how it is possible to develop them (Lei et al, 1996). The organization should be 
regarded as a system consisted of different sections each of which has its special application but work 
consistently with each other (Leonard-Barton, 1999, 23). Considering the organization as a system extends 
recognition of the importance of communications based on information exchange and services implicitly (Olrich 
et al, 1993) and is led to development of common mental models (Kim 1993, Senge 1990). It is because 
organizational learning applies knowledge, perception and common beliefs and speed of this process is 
increased in spite of a common language and involvement of all individuals. Therefore, a common language is 
resulted in knowledge integration that is a key aspect to develop organizational learning (Grant, 1996).  
 
3-1-3 Open space and experimentation: 
 
 Creative learning or double loop learning requires an open space and new ideas and viewpoints inside the 
organization or outside of it are important. Similarly this kind of learning allows personal knowledge to be 
reconstructed, developed and improved statically (Leonard Barton 1992, Slocum et al 1994, Sinkula 1994, 
Senge 1990). Open space is led to experimentation for new ideas that are occurred inside the organizationor 
outside of it and is an essential aspect for creative learning, because this method looks for innovative ways in 
order to solve current and future issues using various methods and procedures (Garvin 1999, Leonard-Barton 
1992).Experimentation needs a culture which enhances creativity as the ability for entrepreneurism and 
readiness to perform controlled risks and supporting ideas which could be learned from mistakes made by others 
(Slocum et al 1994, Slater et al 1995).  
 
3-1-4 Knowledge transfer and integration:  
 
  The last capability refers two interrelated processes of internal knowledge transfer and integration which 
are occurred simultaneously rather than consequently. Efficiency of these two processes is related to the 
existence of absorptive capacity (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) and internal obstacles eliminate transferring of best 
actions in the organization (Zulanski, 1996). Transfer contains an extent of acquired internal knowledge at the 
level of people that is essentially created through interaction and speech among people. In other words, transfer 
process is conducted through the flow of communication and conversation and negotiation.Flow of 
communication is mainly based on active information systems that ensure precision and accessibility of 
information (McGill & Slocum, 1993). Negotiation and meetings of work teams could be ideal conferences to 
share ideas and transfer knowledge (Lei et al 1996, Slater & Narver 1995, Nonaka 1994, Stata 1989, Garvin 
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David 1999). Major role of work teams has been mentioned in literature by focusing on multidisciplinary and 
multiple-task teams in order to develop learning (DiBella et al, 1996). Transferring, interpreting and integration 
of the acquired knowledge by people are resulted in creation of a set ofknowledge that is engrained in culture, 
work processes of the organization and elements of knowledge retention (organizational memory) (Huber, 
1991). Hence, such knowledge could be retrieved and applied in diverse situations even along with natural 
rotation of employees (Levitt & March, 1988).  
 
Research hypotheses:  
 
Primary hypothesis:  
 
 Fooladtechnic Company is a learning organization. 
 
Secondary hypotheses:  
 
1- Dimension of management commitments is dominant in this company.  
2- Dimension of commitments of systemic view is dominant in this company.  
3- Dimension of open space and experimentationis dominant in this company.  
4- Dimension of knowledge transfer and integration is dominant in this company. 
 
4- Methodology: 
 
4-1 Statistical population and statistical sample:  
 
 Statistical population included all employees (except those of service sectors) among which 100 persons 
were selected as research sample through random sampling method given to the research problem that is 
measuring of organizational learning in Fooladtechnic International Engineering Company.  
 A sample consisted of 30 persons was used to estimate variance in order to determine sample volume. Then 
sample volume was obtained equal to 92 persons with confidence interval 95% using the below formula.  
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N= the whole statistical population 
n= sample volume  
Z= normal standard probability 
d= maximum optimal sampling error (amount of the intended error by researcher was equal to 0.05% in this 
survey).  

2 = pilot sample variance  
 
4-2 Compilation of the questionnaire:  
 
 Gumez et al 's organizational learning capability questionnaire was the research tool. Four dimensions of 
organizational learning capability included sixteen (16) questions that were responded using five-point Likert 
scale.  
 Also questions related to respondents including age, gender, education and organizational post were 
inserted in the questionnaire which were used as control variables.  
 
Reliability and validity of the survey and research model:  
 
 Factor analysis, t-test and variance analysis were used to determine validity of the model, analyze data and 
determine the level of organizational learning capability in the above company.  
 One hundred questionnaires weredistributed among which ninety seven were completed and two of them 
were omitted because of imprecision but other questionnaires were analyzed. 
 Cronbach alpha was used to ensure reliability of the measurement scale and confirmatory factorial analysis 
and correlation test were used to test validity.  
 The calculated alpha was equal to 90% which showed acceptable reliability of measurement tools. Amount 
of alpha for each capability is shown in the following table.  
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Table 5: Calculating the amount of alpha. 
Capability Management commitment Systemic view Open space and 

experimentation 
Knowledge transfer and integrity 

Alpha 0.785 0.724 0.792 0.717 

 
 Results of second-order factor analysis are shown for Gumez's organizational learning capability scale in 
the below table.  
 
Table 6: Standardized regression weights.  

  Loading 
Management commitment 

Systemic view 
Open space and experimentation 
Knowledge transfer and integrity 

MC1 
MC2 
MC3 
MC4 
MC5 
SP6 
SP7 
SP8 
EX9 
EX10 
EX11 
EX12 
TR13 
TR14 
TR15 
TR16 

Organizational learning 
Organizational learning 
Organizational learning 
Organizational learning 

Management commitment 
Management commitment 
Management commitment 
Management commitment 
Management commitment 

Systemic view 
Systemic view 
Systemic view 

Open space and experimentation 
Open space and experimentation 
Open space and experimentation 
Open space and experimentation 
Knowledge transfer and integrity 
Knowledge transfer and integrity 
Knowledge transfer and integrity 
Knowledge transfer and integrity 
Knowledge transfer and integrity 

0.890 
0.891 
0.966 
0.900 
0.721 
0.438 
0.714 
0.767 
0.661 
0.663 
0.707 
0.728 
0.816 
0.649 
0.676 
0.675 
0.774 
0.629 
0.502 
0.585 

p<0/001 

 
 In the above table factorial loads related to the observed and latent variables have been shown except 
factorial load related to the item of "learning is in viewpoint of cost management rather than investment". 
Otherfactorial loads are larger than 0.5. The following results have been obtained by omitting this item and 
repeating factor analysis.  
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 Chi-square is the most general and widely used goodness index in structural equation model in order to 
confirm model's significance. Whatever chi-square is smaller, goodness of data to model is better. Amount of 
chi-square in this model has been reduced to 157.36 from 183.11in comparison with the previous model.  
 Significance of chi-square test that shows dissimilarity of covariance matrix and the observed data indicates 
the model is unacceptable (table 7). But this index is influenced by sample volume and null hypothesis 
(similarity of covariance and observed matrixes of the model) is usually rejected if sample volume is increased.  
 Normal or relative chi-square is another general index of goodness that is calculated through dividing the 
amount of chi-square by degree of freedom. Ullman believes that amount of this index is acceptable when it is 
between 1 and 2 (table 7).  
 
Table 7: CMIN. 

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF 

Default model 34 157.367 86 .000 1.830 

Saturated model 120 .000 0   

Independence model 15 657.673 105 .000 6.264 

 
 Another index is RMSEA and whatever it is smaller it shows acceptability of the model. Goodness of 
models which have amounts higher than 0.1 is estimated weak. Amount of this index in the above model was 
equal to 0.09. Another applied standard to determine goodness of the model is GFI that is between 0 and 1 and 
its higher value shows better goodness of the model. This index is equal to 0.85 that has been increased with 
regard to the primary model.  
 Given that indexes of model's goodness have been improved (by omitting the second question-second item 
in the model) it is suitable to use this modified model than the primary model to determine level of 
organizational learning capability.  
 Discriminant validity: it is used to separate the issue under study from other issues. In other words, 
questions related to each organizational learning capability should have the highest correlation with the same 
capability.  
 
Correlations 

 MC1 MC2 MC3 MC4 MC5 SP1 SP2 SP3 EX1 EX2 EX3 EX4 TR1 TR2 TR3 TR4 
MC .813** .503** .830** .773** .707** .596** .395** .418** .565** .478** .487** .603** .482** .530** .421** .334** 
SP .483** .405** .458** .444** .455** .771** .822** .820** .581** .446** .388** .365** .425** .447** .334** .414** 
EX .519** .350** .502** .634** .621** .381** .388** .548** .828** .776** .793** .779** .618** .472** .313** .450** 
TR .483** .415** .388** .500** .489** .438** .427** .533** .579** .469** .461** .561** .774** .584** .692** .724**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
 Convergent validity: it is created when measurement tools have high correlation. To put it differently, all 
scales of measuring organizational learning capability should have a high correlation. Correlation among four 
capabilities is significant at confidence level 99% according to the below table.  
 
Table 9: Correlations. 

 MC SP EX TR 
MC Pearson Correlation 1 .585** .688** .583** 
SP Pearson Correlation .585** 1 .546** .577** 
EX Pearson Correlation .688** .546** 1 .655** 
TR Pearson Correlation .583** .577** .655** 1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
 Results of t-test show level of all capabilities as well as organizational learning is more than the average 
level with confidence interval 99%. (Five-option Likert scale was used to measure organizational learning 
capability, thus the average value was equal to 3).  
 
Table 10: One sample test. 

 Test Value = 3 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 99% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 
MC 5.200 94 .000 .40730 .2011 .6135 
SP 5.556 94 .000 .38951 .2049 .5741 
EX 5.039 94 .000 .36517 .1744 .5560 
TR 5.461 94 .000 .39326 .2037 .5828 
OL 6.285 94 .000 .38876 .2658 .5117 

 
 Independent t-test was used to show significant difference of organizational learning capability among 
males and females. No significant difference was observedamong males and females at confidence level 95% in 
terms of organizational learning.  
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 Results of variance analysis at confidence level 95% illustrate there is no significant difference among 
levels of organizational learning capability in different age groups.  
 Also the conducted varianceanalysis at confidence level 95% illustratesthere is no significant difference 
among organizational learning capability, education level and organizational post.  
 
5- Discussion and conclusion: 
 
 Major objective of this survey was to represent a tool to measureorganizational learning capability in 
organizations. Learning organizations have a considerable competitive advantage than other organizations in the 
current competitive and changing environment. Given that most managers don't know how to implement 
organizational learning in their firms, clarifying the dimensions of organizational learning could help the 
manager in the process of changing into a learning organization. Dimensions considered in this model have 
more comprehensibility than other researches. By studying learning dimensions from the viewpoint of other 
authors through tables 2-4 in concepts section it is possible to achieve these results. Indeed the four dimensions 
in this survey cover all factors intended by Gah and Richards, Lahteenmaki, Templeton and other researchers' 
models and have a considerable comprehensiveness than other researches. 
 Results indicate impacts of organizational learning are not similar on each of the four dimensions. Impact of 
organizational learning on open space and experimentation is higher than the other three dimensions. Therefore, 
we could be more successful in achieving organizational learning by creating innovative and experimental 
environment in organizations. 
 Compiled tools in this survey could be used in similar organizations and each organization could recognize 
its strengths and weaknesses through measuring the above four dimensions and generallyorganizational learning 
and creates stable competitive advantage by improving organizational learning. Also, this tool could be applied 
to measure the impact of organizational learning on capabilities and other factors of organization like 
performance.  
 Given to the obtained results of t-test in table 10 (absolute value of t>2 and positive) it could be concluded 
that Fooladtechnic International Engineering Company is beyond the average level in learning and has a 
favorable status. Also, it is similarly concluded that this organization has a favorable status beyond the average 
level in other dimensions of learning given to t values. As a result the primary and secondary hypotheses are 
confirmed.  
 Another finding is that there is no difference between learning in men and women. Moreover, no significant 
difference was observed among the individuals in different organizational posts (employee, supervisor and 
manager who were mentioned in the questionnaire), different ages and various education levels.  
 The major limitation of this survey was that only one organization (engineering and counseling services 
company) had been considered and other types of organizations (manufacturing, services, etc) were not 
considered. Also given that the company under study (Fooladtechnic International Engineering Company) is a 
private company the obtained results might be different for similar public organizations. Hence it is suggested to 
study all kinds of organizations in future studies and obtain more precise results by comparing them.  
 
6- Questionnaire: 
 
1- Managers of this organization often invite their personnel to participate in decision-making.  
2- Learning in the organization is a kind of cost not capital in management's viewpoint. 
3- Management is always eager to create some changes at work for progress of the organization. 
4- Employees' learning capability is regarded as a key factor in the organization.  
5- Creative ideas are encouraged in this organization.  
6- All employees have general knowledge regarding purposes of the organization.  
7- All sectors of the organization are aware of the manner of cooperation with other sectors in order to achieve 
purposes of the organization. 
8- All sectors of the organization are interrelated and coordinated with each other.  
9- Creativity, innovation and experimentation are regarded in this organization as a way to improve manner of 
conducting tasks. 
10- Ideas and experiences of similar organizations that improve performance are used in this organization. 
11- Ideas and experiences provided by external resources are regarded as helpful tools for learning.  
12- Culture of this organization is in a way that employees could recommend their ideas and opinions about how 
to conduct tasks.  
13- Mistakes and errors at each level are always discussed and analyzed.  
14- Employees have the opportunity to talk about ideas, plans and activities which could be used by the 
organization. 
15- Team work in this organization is not the common method to conduct tasks (-). 
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16- This organization has tools (instructions, data bases, etc) through which previous experiences of employees 
remain reliable and written.  
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