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ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING AND KNOWLEDGE IN ORGANIZATION THEORY: FROM INDIVIDUAL TO INTERORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL

Abstract: Organizational learning and knowledge management are relatively new concepts in theory of organization; thus, they are areas of great debates. The starting point of this paper is that in the modern organization theory there is a need for understanding all the levels at which a particular organizational phenomenon manifests; consequently, the paper provides a multilevel overview on learning - from individual to interorganizational level. Conclusions and results of influential research from the field of organizational learning and knowledge have been systematized, discussed and analyzed in this paper. It also identifies potential directions for future research that the field of knowledge management would significantly benefit from.
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ОРГАНИЗАЦИОНО УЧЕЊЕ И ЗНАЊЕ У ТЕОРИЈИ ОРГАНИЗАЦИЈЕ: ОД ИНДИВИДУАЛНОГ ДО ИНТЕРОРГАНИЗАЦИОНОГ НИВОА
Апстракт: Организационо учење и управљање знањем су релативно млади концепти у теорији организације, па су уједно и подручје великих дебата. Полазиште рада је да у савременој теорији организације постоји изразита потреба за разумевањем свих нивоа на којима се одређени организациони феномен манифестује и зато рад даје вишенивовски преглед теме учења - од индивидуалног до интерорганизационог нивоа. У раду су систематизовани, дискутовани и анализирани закључци и резултати утицајних истраживања у области организационог учења и знања. Рад је идентификовао потенцијалне правце будућих истраживања од којих би област управљања знањем имала значајне користи. 

Кључне речи: организационо учење, организационо знање, управљање знањем, нивои учења, процес учења.
INTRODUCTION
Organizational learning belongs to a group of those phenomena which started gaining importance and significance in the work of academia and practice only after the 1980ies. Within the wide group of social sciences, the phenomenon of organizational learning has been analyzed from a number of different perspectives: psychological, sociological, anthropological, political, economic and business, which resulted in the exponential increase in the quantity of information on the topic of organizational learning, as well as in the development of new perspectives and streams of academic thought about organizational learning and knowledge (Dierkes, Berthoin, Child & Nonaka, 2001). The analysis undertaken by Crossan and Guatto (1996) indicates that only three papers on the subject of organizational learning were published during 1960ies, nineteen during 1970ies, around fifty during 1980ies, an one hundred eighty four by the mid of 1990ies. In the twenty-first century the interest in knowledge management has increased (Zollo, Reuer & Singh, 2002); consequently, organizational learning and knowledge management have become more and more discussed in the relevant literature. In the early period of research of organizational learning (by the end of the 1980ies) psychological approach to this topic was predominant, and it was mostly based on the methodology of clinical case studies (Argyris, Schön, 1978). In the 1990ies, the focus in the area of organizational learning shifted to studying and understanding social aspects and trying to set the basis of a new discipline. Parallel to psychological and sociological research, the importаnce of this topic was increasingly recognized by engineers and economists who were studying organizational performances, above all (1) the potential of increasing productivity through experiential learning and (2) innovation capacities of an organization. At the end of XX and the beginning of XXI century, learning at interorganizational level gained its full importance. 

Bearing in mind the explained dynamics, we can conclude that learning and knowledge transfer are relatively new concepts in management theory. For that reason this is also an area with numerous debates focused on explaining ’’what learning is, how it takes place, and when, where and why it occurs’’ (Miller, 1996: 486) and what are the implicatons it has on behaviour of organizations. From the very beginnings of writings on the topic of organizational learning, two separate branches have positioned: one that is based on non-critical approach to these phenomena, that is prescriptive and practice oriented, that supports the concept of ‘’a learning organization’’ and the other ‘’…distant from practice, skeptical of the first-branch claims, nonprescriptive, and neutral to its definition of learning…’’ (Argyris, Schön, 1996: xix).

Together with being affirmed in scientific and professional literature, and increasing number of papers that analyze learning form different perspectives, leading business schools have also contributed to the legitimacy of this issue by introducing topics on organizational learning and knowledge transfer into their curricula, and through the development of specialized courses, institutes and seminars on the subject of learning. On the other hand, consulting companies offered education in the field through multidisciplinary and multilevel approach. The aim of this paper is to offer a brief review of the development of theoretical concepts of organizational learning and transfer of knowledge, and to present a sum-up analysis of these issues, as a starting point for understanding learning and knowledge in organizations. The aim is also to indicate to the potential directions of research in the future, in reply to the dynamics of business practice and need for research in organizational science.
LEVELS OF LEARNING IN ORGANIZATION THEORY
Basically, learning is a phenomenon which is predominantly studied on the individual level of analysis. The first experiments and research about learning focused on an individual striving for the essence of learning on the individual level; in other words, how an individual learns. Therefore the topics on learning and knowledge transfer are mostly grounded in the field of psychology. or instance, Ebbinghaus published a book about experimental studies on human memory as early as in 1885 (Maier, Prange & Rosensteil, 2001). Furthermore, during the XX century psychological insights into learning such as those of Pavlov (1849-1936), Thorndike (1874-1949), Hull (1884-1952), Tolman (1896-1959) and Skinner (1904-1990) were the most productive and influential. Almost all theories on individual learning developed so far can be categorized into one of the following three: (1) behavioral learning theories, (2) social learning theories and (3) the theories on memory and information processing. The most important behavioral learning theories are classical conditioning theory and instrumental conditioning theory, which are based on the analysis of the stimulus-response and response-reaction relationship. Social learning theories are based on the assumption that individuals learn through observation. Theories on memory and information processing focus on the analysis of the ways external information are encoded, stored in and retrieved from memory.

For a long time, individual learning had a dominant status in comparison with the remaining two levels of learning: group and organizational learning. In the preface of the revolutionary Organizational Learning II: Theory, Method and Practice, Argyris and Schön note that

‘’…with few exceptions among the more notable of whom were Michel Crozier, Philip Herst, and Herbert Simon, organizational learning was largely absent from the scholarly literature of organizational research (Argyris, Schön , 1996: xvii).’’

Within the management literature, knowledge from the field of individual learning developed by psychological school has been used basically in two ways. Firstly, management scholars have used the analogy to individual learning in there thrives to understand how organizations learn. Secondly, individual learning has been used as a basis and presumption for organizational learning (Maier et al., 2001).

Herbert Simon made a special contribution to the study of learning on the individual level and consequently the study of the ways in which decisions are brought within organizations. In his work Administrative Behavior he affirms the concept of the bounded rationality. Bounded rationality is the central issue of behavioral economics. The expression bounded rationality is used to refer to rational choices which take into account cognitive limits both in terms of knowledge and the cognitive capacity of an individual. When a dominant stream of economic literature argued for the attitude that people make rational choices in order to come to the best product at the lowest price, Simon believed that there is inevitable limit to cognitive capacities which narrows the scope of human knowledge as well as analytical abilities and thus makes people choose the first good option, the one good enough to satisfy their present needs. Simon believed that maximizing and coming to the best possible choice are simply impossible to put in practice because decision makers are faced with uncertainty. Bounded rationality focuses very simply and directly on the fact that people have limited cognitive abilities, limited abilities to view and analyze and compare all the alternative information and knowledge about the future, as well as imperfect skills to process and learn from the information available. Simon’s research on bounded rationality have opened the space for the phenomenon of organizational learning to be included into orthodox economics models (Boerner et al., 2003: 92). From the point of this paper it is very important to note that Simon argued that organizations do not learn and are not able to learn, but only individuals do (Simon, 1991).

The work of Carnegi school enabled, to a large extent, a transfer of theory of learning from the level of an individual to the level of organizations. A simplified attitude to group and organizational learning could lead to the conclusion that these are simply sum of individual learning. Nevertheless, according to contemporary theory such simplification is unacceptable and organizational learning is not and cannot be regarded as simple sum of learning on the individual level; on the contrary, it represents a far more sophisticated and complex interpersonal process (Hedberg, 1981; Fiol, Lyles, 1985; Fear, 2001: 162;). Hedberg’s (1981) point of view that
 ,,… although organizational learning occurs through individuals, it would be a mistake to conclude that organizational learning in nothing but a cumulative result of their members’ learning’’ and further ,,… members come and go, and leadership changes, but organizations’ memories preserve certain behaviors, mental maps, norms and values over time’’ 
seems to be particularly important.
The relation between individual and organizational learning is a complex phenomenon which equally depends on the both sides. On the one hand, individual learning of the employees as well as their interaction are an important determinant of a total learning within an organization, while at the same time, the interaction of the employees within an organization and the exchange of information and knowledge in organizational context influence both the level of knowledge and learning on the individual level (Argyris, Schön, 1996; Nonaka, 1994:17). A large number of authors agree that efficient individual learning is a key to organizational learning, and that organizational learning can occur if and only if individuals within an organization are ready to apply their knowledge (Alderbesti, 2002: 7). In addition to this, Hamel (1991) states that individual learning becomes collective when there are mechanisms for summing up individual learning and when a sum up of individual learning is transferred to all these who can benefit from that transfer of knowledge in a way. 
Argyris and Schön (1996: 13) recognize two distinct conditions under which individual knowledge becomes organizational. First, when organization serves as a holding environment for knowledge possessed by the individual members of an organization, or held in organizational routines, files and records, as well as in the physical objects that members of an organization use as references and guideposts. Second, refers to the case of knowledge embedded into strategies for performing complex tasks. 

The development of the theory of organizational learning and raising number of papers published on this issue gave it legitimacy within organization science. Nevertheless, although that issue is thriving over three decades, there is low level of convergence and consensus among different authors with regard to contents and the nature of learning (Crossan, Lane & White, 1999). Different authors have offered different definitions of what learning within organizations is. At the beginning of Miller’s preliminary typology of organizational learning (Miller, 1996:485) the author says that ‘’the definition of learning remains somewhat obscure, in part because the process has been described so differently in the literature.’’ For example, in explaining organizational learning Huber (1991) takes information processing approach, Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) innovation approach, and March and Olsen (1975) the perspective of managerial cognitive bounds. Table 1 summarizes typical definitions of organizational learning. 
Table 1: Definitions of organizational learning

	Author
	Definition

	Shrivastava, 1981
	Organizational learning is the process of the development of knowledge base. 

	Daft, Weick, 1984
	Organizational learning is a process by which knowledge about action outcome relationship between the organization and the environment is developed. 

	Fiol, Lyles, 1985 
	Organization learning is the process of improving actions through better knowledge and understanding.



	Leavitt, March, 1988
	Organizational learning is the encoding of inferences fron history into routines that guide behavior.

 

	Shaw, Perkins, 1991
	Organizational learning is the capacity of organization to gain insight from its own experience, the experience of others, and to modify the way it functions according to such insight.




	Miller, 1996
	Organizational learning is the acquisition of new knowledge by actors who are able and willing to apply that knowledge in making decisions or influencing others im the organization.

	Boerner, Macher i Teece, 2001
	Organizational learning is an acquisition and use of existing knowledge and/or the creation of new knowledge with the purpose of improving economic performances.


The works published lately place emphasis on the group level of learning within an organization, so that organizational learning in groups becomes an important segment of the analysis. These research are based on the previous knowledge of a group as 
‘’ a social systems that has the following properties: it is perceived as an entity by its members and nonmembers familiar with it; its members have a degree of interdependency; and a differentiation of roles and duties takes place in the group’’ 
which learn differently than individuals or large organizations do (Guzzo, Shea, 1992). The first perspective of group learning starts from the classical functional organizational perspective, pointing to the well known silo effect, when organizational units are limited by their functional perspectives and for that reason do not have at the disposal the knowledge available to other organizational units. Dixon (1994), however, warns about another danger of functional approach to learning; that of alienation and the lack of exchange of knowledge between organizational units, which results with the problems in understanding their own information and their appropriate interpretation simply because they cannot see a total picture.

The second perspective points to the difference between learning that occurs within group from learning occurring within teams. This perspective in fact makes a distinction between groups and teams as social systems. According to Marquardt (2002: 42) there are three prerequisites for team learning: (1) a complex issue has to be addressed through collective insight, (2) innovative action is coordinated within a team and (3) team learning has an ability to encourage and stimulate learning in other teams. The research done by Wong (2005) indicates that teams can learn both in explorative and in exploitative way. Exploitative learning implies that team members use their previous knowledge and experience extensively, so that in the process of solving problems a group is faced with, they mainly start from the question whether a team member was previously involved with a similar situation and whether that knowledge could be exploited for the purpose of solving a specific problem in question. On the other hand, explorative or research approach to solving problems is based on facing new and creative problems, while at the same time the team is trying to come to a totally new and unexplored approach, and generate a new solution to a specific problem.

In the last three-four decades, the practice of interorganizational linking has been intensified. Companies, in the first place, but also organizations of other kinds, realized that new conditions under which they do business, require stronger interorganizational cooperation. Organizational learning and knowledge transfer represent one of the key reasons for forming strategic alliances in the modern environment. The research on organizational learning in strategic alliances was developed in the context of several clearly distinguished perspectives: general analysis of the knowledge management in the alliances (Inkpen, 1996, 1997; Child, 2003), technological perspective of learning and knowledge transfer (Mowery et al., 1996; Dierkes et al., 2001: 282; Zender, Kogut, 1995; Galbraith, 1990; Zander, 1991), cultural perspective (Lane, Beamish, 1990; Luo, 1997, Osborn, Hagedoorn, 1997), perspective of trust (Muthusamy, White, 2005), life-cycle perspective (Iyer, 2002), competition perspective (Khanna, Gulati, Nohria, 1994; Hamel, 1991) and the perspective of organizational fit and absorptive capacity (Cohen, Levinthal, 1990; Lorange, Rose, 1991; Szulanski, 1996; Lane, Lubatkin, 1998; Cummings, 2001; Inkpen, Ramaswamy, 2006). The research within each of the categories mentioned above basically followed one of the two streams: (1) the authors analyzed the influence of a specific factor, such as technology, time, trust and alike, and its influence on organizational learning and knowledge transfer within strategic alliance and (2) the authors analyzed the reason why strategic alliances do not result with the transfer of knowledge and learning to the expected extend, thus, the factors which caused the inhibition of learning and knowledge transfer.

ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING AND ORGANIZATIONAL KNOWLEDGE

Contemporary theory makes clear distinction between the concepts of organizational learning and organizational knowledge. Organizational knowledge is the result of the process of learning, as well as the basis for further learning.

Burton and associates (Burton, Obel & DeSanctis, 2006) define knowledge as ‘’information that corresponds to a particular context’’, addressing the difference between information and knowledge. Knowledge as a construct is unavoidably related to information: knowledge of any kind is structured and consisted of mutually related and logically connected groups of information. On the other hand, not every piece of information can be recognized as knowledge, but only the one that contributes to the increase of organizational knowledge (Table 2).

Table 2: The Relation Between Information And Knowledge
	Data
	Information 
	Knowledge
	Wisdom 

	Data available in raw form within organizations.

Data not systematized, nor cathegirized 
	Data become information for an organization when it processes and analyses the data so that they become the basis for decision making
	Information that corresponds to a particular context.
	Experience in applying organizational knowledge

An ability to recognize when and how an organization can apply a particular knowledge, what the advantages and the limits are. 


Together with information which is a constitutive part of knowledge, transferability of knowledge is often cited as one of its most important characteristics (Cummings, 2001). Argote and associates (2000) argue that the ability of organization to transfer knowledge becomes increasingly important as organizations which are able to undertake this process effectively have higher productivity and higher chances to survive in comparison to those less capable for effective knowledge transfer. Some authors point to the distinction that exists between using the terms of transferability and knowledge diffusion: transferability occurs to be an important characteristics of knowledge of any kind, inter or intra organizational. Knowledge transfer can be defined from different approaches, such as ‘’sharing ideas across boundaries both within and outside of an organization’’ (Yeung et al., 1999). On the other hand, knowledge diffusion is the movement of knowledge within organization, between its parts and units. Therefore, as Cummings notes (2001: 15) ‘’knowledge transfer is not simply diffusion of knowledge, but the planned sharing of it across organizational boundaries’’. Compared to other organisational resources, knowledge has one important particularity: it does not lose on its value when being used by numerous people, it can be transferred and distributed to a large number of users, and combined with other resources, physical, for instance, can produce significant sinergy effects, so the value of phycical resources increases when adequaty combined with knowledge. 

For a long time, knowledge transfer has been identified with technology transfer. Later research pointed to the existing differences between these two. Technical knowledged embedded into technology is only a part of organizational overall knowledge that can be a subject of transfer. Besides technology, every organization possesses other knowledge, embedded in its other elements. Authors that have been analyzing knowledge transfer point to it as a complex process which includes tree key elements: (1) characteristics of the subjects involved in knowledge transfer, (2) characteristics of knowledge being transferred and (3) characteristics of the mechanisms used for knowledge transfer. 

By the end of 1990ies and the beginning of 2000 organization theory starts to recognized three most important knowledge repositories: people, tasks and tools (Argote, Ingram, 2000). People repository of knowledge is represented with the members of organization, their individual knowledge and the knowledge embedded in their social network. Tasks represent organizational goals, aims and purposes. Tools include all technical components, hardware and software. Finally, all these elopements of organization require different approach to knowledge transfer. 

Table 3. Relations between knowledge repositories in organizsation
	
	People
	Tasks
	Tools

	People 

	Social networks
	It is known who performed a particular task
	Who knows how to work with a particular equipment, what programmes and the like


	Tasks
	It is known who performed a particular task
	Routines
	What steps are taken to perform a particular task, what tools are used to perform a particular task

	Tools 
	Who knows how to work with a particular equipment, what programmes and the like
	What steps are taken to perform a particular task, what tools are used to perform a particular task
	Compatibilty of technology


In order to use its potentials successfully, it is essential for an organization to see clearly where within its frame the knowledge is and who has a particular knowledge: employees with their specific competencies and skills, as well as with their social network; technology or organizational processes and routines (Table 3). An unfavourable position for an organization is definitely that when there is an important resource of knowledge within (at individual, group, contextual, technological level and/or task level, and not to use that knowledge at all or not to use it to its full capacity.
With an intention to investigate knowledge transfer and, at the same time, to overcome barriers imposed by traditional understanding of knowledge as technical, technological or human, different authors have developed different typologies of knowledge. Winter (1987), for instance suggests a typology which differentiates knowledge as (1) simple and complex, (2) teachable and not teachable, and (3) observable and not observable. Winter’s classification of organizational knowledge is very influential and often used by other authors, and at the same time operationalized in the work of Zender and Kogut (1995), which facilitates its application in business. Winter connects different types of knowledge to their potentials to be transferred, stating that some types of knowledge are simple, transferable, observable and independent form the context, whereas other types are rather complex, difficult to observe and transfer, integrated within a context they function in. Anderson (1983), on the other hand considers knowledge as declarative and procedural. However, the most influential typology of knowledge is the one given by Polanyi (1966) and further applied and built up by many authors. Poliany’s typology recognizes two types of knowledge: tacit and explicit. The distinction between tacit and explicit knowledge can be made by its characteristic of transferability. While explicit knowledge can be easily transferred through communication, tacit knowledge can be transferred only through application and acquired through practice (Grant, 1996:111). The implicit logic that underlies previously stated is that people usually know more than they can show, explain or say (Polanyi, 1966; Cummings, 2001: 18). Tacit knowledge is embedded within a specific context whereas explicit knowledge is open and easily achievable.

Within a literature we can find different explanations of the relationship between implicit and explicit knowledge. Cook and Brown (1999) for instance explain that tacit and explicit knowledge represent two completely different constructs and that one is not the version of the other, nor that one can be easily transformed into another. Other authors build the difference between tacit and explicit knowledge on the basis of their transferability. Grant (1996) states that while explicit knowledge can easily be transferred through communication; tacit knowledge can only be transferred through the application and acquired through practice. Nonaka (1991) explains that explicit and tacit knowledge are not necessarily mutually exclusive categories, but that conversion of one into the other is possible. In accordance with this he recognizes four modes of knowledge conversion: (1) socialization, (2) externalization, (3) combination and (4) internalization.

Organization science research also showed interest in investigation of knowledge transfer efficiency of various organizational mechanisms, such as rotations of employees and managers, meetings, joint training and development programs, the use of modern communications based on the Internet and other telecommunication platforms, and the development of shared vision and organization culture. The results of these research signify that knowledge transfer success depends on achieved level of fit between the type of knowledge to be transferred, mechanisms used for that purpose, and characteristics of subjects involved in that transfer of knowledge. In her research Costova (1999) showed the importance of respecting differences which exist between different countries. Overcoming well known Hofstede’s findings on the influence of national culture, she emphasized the influence of institutional differences and organizational practices which reflect these differences. Costova concluded that even in cases when certain practices are successfully transferred across national borders, there is a possibility that simply they will not fit into institutional environment and therefore the results will fail. 

From the beginning of 2000’s management literature started being occupied with knowledge management more than with knowledge transfer. Burton and Obel (2004: 10) state that knowledge management is an organization design issue to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of an organization and its people by sharing knowledge and information.

TYPES OF LEARNING IN ORGANIZATONS
Several learning typologies are developed in the literature so far. As the most outstanding we can recognize (1) single-loop, double-loop and deuteron loop learning by Argyris and Schön, (2) explorative-exploitative learning by James March, and (3) adaptive and generative learning by Peter Senge. Beside these highly influential are the typologies of Fiol and Lyles (1985) on higher and lower level learning, Duncan’s (1974) typology of behavioral and strategic learning, Hedberg’s (1981) on habit-forming and discovery learning, and Miles and Randolph,’s (1980) typology of reactive and proactive learning. 

Argyris and Schön (1978, 1996) offered a very specific point of view on organizations learn, including both behavioral and cognitive aspect of learning, which occurred to be highly influential on the future development of understanding of learning within organizations. First, they define learning as an organizational ability to recognize and correct mistakes. Furthermore, they distinguish between two types of learning: single loop and double loop learning. They define single loop learning:
‘’as instrumental learning that changes strategies of action or assumptions underlying strategies in ways that leave the values of a theory of action unchanged.’’ 
Therefore, single loop learning assumes behavioral changes within organization, while cognitive changes are not included; i.e. people change their behavior in everyday organizational life, but do not change the way they look at organization, its role in business world, and the basic assumptions they have about its functioning. Mode of single loop learning has been recognized before by Cyert and March (1963), as well as March and Olsen (1976). Double loop learning, on the other hand, produces not only change in behavior, but ’’change in the values of theory-in-use, as well as in its strategies and assumptions’’. Therefore, double loop learning assumes both cognitive and behavioral changes within organization; i.e. people’s change in behavior in everyday organizational life is followed by the corresponding changes in the way they look at organization, its role in the business world and the basic assumptions of its functioning (Argyris, Schön, 1996: 21). Argyris and Schön  alos recognize deuteron learning, which represents learning about how to learn – in single or double – loop. They state that in the process of deuteron learning memebrs of organisation discover and analyse previous experiances and reconize what helped and what made it more difficult to learn, think up learning strategies, and evaluate possibilities for appzing new learning strategies (Argyris, Schön, 1996: 28).

Fiol and Lyles (1985) make a difference between lower-level and higher-level learning. Lower level learning is characterized by well-understood context, repetition of past behavior and routine. On the contrary, higher-level learning occurs in the ambiguous context, when organization faces challenge of developing complex rules and non-routine behavior. 

March (1991) makes a distinction between explorative and exploitative learning. Exploration and exploitation represent two fundamentally different approaches in business. Explorative approach is oriented towards experiments, new and unexplored behavior, risk and innovations, while exploitation relies on efficiency and application of familiar, routine ways of behavior. 

Among all learning typologies the one of adaptive and generative learning by Peter Senge (1990) is highly influential and often cited. Senge makes a difference between adaptive learning, which is often called survival learning, and generative learning, which is ‘’learning that enhances our capacity to create’’ (Senge 1990:14).

In summary, we can notice that there is more semantic than contractual difference between different learning typologies. Basically, all authors do recognize two fundamental types of learning: one through which organization adapts to the new conditions in the environment, which is usually partial and routine; and the other which is more complex in nature and happens when organization needs to develop complex response to changing environmental conditions, non routine behavior and systematically change in numerous ways. 

Table 4 gives a summary of organization learning types.

Table 4. Types of organizational learning

	Author
	Typology
	Meaning

	Argyris, Schön (1978)
	Single-loop learning

Double loop learning
	Behavioral changes 

Cognitive changes

	Dancan (1974)
	Behavioral learning

Strategic learning
	Behavioral changes 

Cognitive changes

	Miles, Rundolph (1980)
	Reactive learning

Proactive learning
	Behavioral changes 

Cognitive changes

	Senge (1990)
	Adaptive learning

Generative learning
	Behavioral changes 

Cognitive changes

	Fiol, Lyles (1985)
	Lower-level learning

Higher-level learning
	Behavioral changes 

Cognitive changes

	March (1990)
	Explorative learning

Exploitative learning 
	Behavioral changes 

Cognitive changes


PROCESS OF ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING
The view on organizational learning as a process is mutual to all the authors that have been dealing with this issue. Also, one of the integrative elements of all perspectives of learning is that learning is seen to be unconnectedly attached to changes: when organizations learn this eventually leads to changes in the behavior of its members, or in the changes in their cognitive repertoire. Early work on organizational learning is highly related to the knowledge of how individuals learn i.e. to the view that learning is change in behavior in response to stimuli. Later authors recognized the importance of including not only behavioral, but a cognitive dimension of learning as well. From the behavioral standpoint, learning occurs when there is a change in response of the subject prior and after learning process. However, not every change in behavior can be regarded as the result of learning, but only the one that changes behavior in relatively stabile manner (Maier et al., 2001: 16). Moreover, only intentional and with a purpose behavioral change can be considered as learning. 

From the cognitive standpoint, behavioral changes are not necessary, but what is important is whether increased cognitive understanding and changes in the level of knowledge occurs after learning process (Wong, 2002: 8). Current stream of the work within the area without any doubts recognizes both cognitive and behavioral aspects of learning pointing to the fact that learning occurs on the cognitive, as well as on the behavioral level. Miller proposed the definition that
‘’organizational learning is the acquisition of new knowledge by actors who are able and willing to apply that knowledge in making decisions or influencing others in organizations’’ (Miller, 1996:486)’’

suggesting in a way that if learning is not associated with and doesn’t influence decision making process, than we cannot speak about real organizational learning. 

In order to explain learning process, authors have been taking different perspectives: Argyris and Schön (1978) insist on including both behavioral and cognitive dimension, Crosanne et al (1999) connect learning to exploration-exploitation paradigm, Huber (1991) takes information processing approach. 

Argyris and Schön (1978, 1996) offered a very specific point of view on organizations learn, including both behavioral and cognitive aspect of learning, which occurred to be highly influential on the future development of understanding of learning within organizations. First, they define learning as an organizational ability to recognize and correct mistakes. Furthermore, they distinguish between two types of learning: single loop and double loop learning. They define single loop learning ‘’as instrumental learning that changes strategies of action or assumptions underlying strategies in ways that leave the values of a theory of action unchanged.’’ Therefore, single loop learning assumes behavioral changes within organization, while cognitive changes are not included; i.e. people change their behavior in everyday organizational life, but do not change the way they look at organization, its role in business world, and the basic assumptions they have about its functioning. Mode of single loop learning has been recognized before by Cyert and March (1963), as well as March and Olsen (1976). Double loop learning, on the other hand, produces not only change in behavior, but ’’change in the values of theory-in-use, as well as in its strategies and assumptions’’. Therefore, double loop learning assumes both cognitive and behavioral changes within organization; i.e. people’s change in behavior in everyday organizational life is followed by the corresponding changes in the way they look at organization, its role in the business world and the basic assumptions of its functioning (Argyris, Schön, 1996: 21). Some explanations suggest that double loop learning can occur only if organization first unlearns old and previously learned, and only then accepts new knowledge (Hamel, 1991: 97). According to these views, organizational learning is more behavioral than cognitive process since in order to learn organizations need to change applied ways of doing business which operationally means that they need to change elements of their organization designs: information system, reward system, job designs, job descriptions, authority schemes and so on. Child and Faulkner (1998) recognize three types of learning, integrating in that way precedent classification. According to them, the first and the lowest level of learning is purely technical in nature and is based on optimization of performances within existing boundaries of organization. The second level assumes questioning of the existing organizational potentials, changes in existing organizational systems with an intention to integrate organizational activities. Third, and at the same time the highest level of learning is achieved if organization learns how to learn, and in that way increases its learning abilities. 

Argyris and Schön analyze organizational knowledge and learning from developmental point of view, since they focus more on how knowledge is acquired and shared within organization. Similarly, other authors have developed so called adaptive learning approach (Lant, 1994; Glynn, Miliken and Lant, 1992) which views learning as incremental process of adaptation made by decision makers, with the intention to ‘’uncover the nature of cause and effect relationships by adjusting their aspirations and behavior in response to experience’’. 

Crossan et al (1999) analyze organizational learning in the context of exploration – exploitation paradigm. Exploration and exploitation represent two fundamentally different business approaches. Exploration assumes research oriented behavior, experimental, risk taking and innovative, whereas exploitation is characterized by efficiency and application of already known and accessible technologies, organizational knowledge, marketing and managerial skills, and so on (March, 1991). According to these authors organizational learning reveals existing tensions between exploration and exploitation, because these processes compete for same organizational resources. Daft and Weick (1984) view learning as a process of interpreting information. According to them, learning does not depend only on how much information did we gather, but on organizational ability to process and interpret these information. Burton and Obel (2004: 11) relate the change learning process produces to organizational knowledge. According to them organizational learning is the improvement in the knowledge base of the organization: the continuing update of what we know and how to apply it in the organization. Further, they suggest that organizational learning involves four constructs: knowledge acquisition, information distribution, information interpretation and organizational memory. This comes as a good overture for deeper analysis of the phenomena of organizational knowledge. This approach to organizational learning we can recognize in the work of Duncan and Weiss (1978), as well as in Dutton and Duncan (1981). Quite alike, Nevis et al (1995) define the following learning phases: knowledge acquisition, knowledge sharing and knowledge utilization. Organization can acquire knowledge by accepting as a practice what individual within an organization knows, through its own experience, and on the basis of the experience of other organizations. Knowledge sharing is the process of the same importance as knowledge acquisition is. As much as it is important to build an organization in a way to be able to acquire knowledge, it is also important to enhance it to be capable to share that knowledge within its bounds. Of course, in the case of knowledge sharing as in the case of knowledge acquisition there is the difference between individual and organizational level. In case individual within an organization is knowledge-holder, he can share knowledge with other individuals within an organization in two basic ways: through direct contact one-on-one and through the application of formal organizational mechanisms of integration by which knowledge of an individual becomes exposed to groups and the organization itself. Some of the mechanisms used for this purpose are formal documents, e-mail communication, web portal, meeting with the aim of sharing information, training and lecturers, and teams.

A model of connecting individual, group and organizational learning can be found in Crossane et al (1999:523). They state that the three levels of analysis are mutually connected by means of social and psychological processes within an organization: perception, interpretation, integration and institutionalization. According to these authors, organizational learning is a multidimensional category, which involves individual, group and organizational level of analysis. As in their model, organizational learning is the process that starts with intuition, which is ‘’the preconscious recognition of the pattern and/or possibilities inherent in a personal stream of experience.’’ Interpretation, as in the view of these authors, is the explaining through words and/or actions, of an insight or idea to one’s self and to others. Integration is the process of development of shared understanding among individuals and mutual adjustment through coordinated action. The process of institutionalization opens the possibility of separating organizational from individual and group learning. Institutionalization makes it possible to build the knowledge in the possession of individuals and groups into the organizational context, organizational systems, structure, strategy, organizational routines and the processes defined. The fact that organizational learning is built into all the elements of organization mentioned above, makes it a more stable category in comparison to individual and group learning. Crossane and associates agree on the findings of Daft and Weick (1984) that interpretation gives the meaning to the data, and that that happens before organizational learning does. Interpretation establishes connections between individual and group learning, while integration connects group and organizational learning (Crossane et al., 1999:25). The process of institutionalization is of particular importance for enabling organizational learning. During this phase organizational memory as very important element of organizational learning is formed. Some authors propose that organizational memory is a basis for organizational learning because it provides knowledge and trace of corporate policies, strategies and structural variables. Crossane, Lane and White describe organizational learning as dynamic process which happens during a period of time and through different levels of organization, causing tensions between acceptance of new knowledge and the use of existing. According to these authors, two phases are particularly critical in the process of learning: interpretation-integration and institutionalization-intuition. The transit from the intuition into integration phase is in fact the transit from individual learning to learning among individuals and within a group. That process faces individuals with a new challenge to share structures withheld within their mental maps. This process is very complex because lot of elements in mental maps are implicit categories, and therefore not easy to communicate and transfer. On the other hand, the relationship between institutionalization and intuition is also complex because institutionalization has potentials to suppress intuition. In order to support intuition, organization must be ready to forgo proved successful solutions and to decide for untried, subjective experiments. 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) also consider learning as a process through which individual knowledge becomes available to the organization. They recognize four ways in which knowledge converts within an organization: (1) socialization, (2) externalization, (3) combination, and (4) internalization. This very important model will be discussed somewhat later in the thesis. Nonaka (1991) explains that explicit and tacit knowledge are not necessarily mutually exclusive categories, but that conversion of one into the other is possible. 
CONCLUSION AND DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
The increasing role of intellectual capital as an economic resource affirms the need for a more comprehensive understanding of how learning happens in and between organizations, the mechanisms by which it can be encouraged, the forms it may take and ways in which it can be transferred.
Literature review shows that there has been a significant contribution since the early writings about learning organizations and learning within organizations. In this paper, the conclusions and results of influential research in the field of organizational learning and knowledge have been systematized. Early studies of organizational learning were based on a psychological approach to the subject and predominantly focused on the individual. The turnover to this approach was made the work of the Leavitt and March (1988), who opened a number of topics which authors dealt with in the next two or three decades. This period in the development of the theory of organizational learning is characterized by generating knowledge about learning at the group and organizational level.
End of the twentieth century has affirmed interorganizational level and moved perspective across organizational boundaries. However, it is unequivocally clear that, in the contemporary theory of organization, there is a need for an understanding of the level at which a particular organizational phenomenon manifests. Some monographs devoted to the topic of organizational learning were aware of this challenge, and structured in such a way as to cover all the levels at which learning occurs in organizations
However , this did not fundamentally solve the problem the field of knowledge management was facing, and that is the lack of an integrative perspective that would include all levels of learning, demonstrate interconnection between sub-processes within the learning process and the ways in which the conversion takes place between the levels of knowledge . The Model by Crossan, Lane and White, which, for example, is presented in the paper, is a very successful way to connect the three levels of learning - individual, group and organizational. However , global business development and intensive networking among companies actualize the space to complement the model by Crossne, Lane and White, as organizations today enter intensively different processes of interorganizational connections through strategic partnerships , joint ventures , and various forms of flexible cooperation. There is considerable space for further research and building an understandable framework of interorganizational learning, which would upgrade the model intuition - interpretation - integration - institutionalization 

In the future, we can expect that the topics in the field of knowledge management will still arouse the interest and the due attention of the academic and professional community (Table 5). Research indicates that globalization will continue and that organizations in the future will face the challenge of careful selection strategies of their global performance, structure design and personnel management with an overall aim to achieve their goals at the global level.

Therefore, there will be a strong need to investigate and find out the ways in which they can create, retain and transfer knowledge on a global scale. Also, based on trends observed so far, it is expected that the area of knowledge management in interorganizational networks will continue to be very relevant.
Further, the incredible growth of some markets (eg BRIC countries) and all the major changes in developed markets show that the competition for talent and knowledge become the basis for the leading position in the market, which makes the knowledge, education and talents increasingly important resources of organizations.

Knowledge management would have a significant benefit from further research on the impact of technology on the learning of individuals, groups and organizations - technology has always had great importance and direct impact on the design of organizations, people's behavior in organizations and an overall performance of organizations, and now with the daily major changes in the field of ICT and other technology platforms, this effect is even further enhanced. The speed  at which new knowledge is created, but also the speed at which knowledge becomes obsolete, are also showing potential directions for further research
The influence of social networks and technology to better connect¸ disseminate and transfer knowledge is also a potential area for future research. At the same time, the organizational ability to develop mechanisms for protection from unwanted outflow of knowledge, which occurs due to increased fluctuations and instability of the employment structure, and due to greater technical and technological vulnerability through general virtualization of business. Research dealing with building an organization's ability to keep pace with changes in the field of technology development and human resources and to properly implement these in their practice, is also welcome.
Table 5. Summary
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SUMMARY
The aim of this paper is to offer a brief review of the development of theoretical concepts of organizational learning and knowledge respecting their multilevel nature, to present a sum-up analysis of these issues, as a starting point for understanding learning and knowledge in organizations and to indicate to the potential directions of research in the future, in reply to the dynamics of business practice and need for research in organizational science.

Organizational learning belongs to a group of those phenomena which started gaining importance and significance in the work of academia and practice only after the 1980ies. Within the wide group of social sciences, the phenomenon of organizational learning has been analyzed from a number of different perspectives: psychological, sociological, anthropological, political, economic and business, which resulted in the exponential increase in the quantity of information on the topic of organizational learning, as well as in the development of new perspectives and streams of academic thought about organizational learning and knowledge (Dierkes, Berthoin, Child, & Nonaka, 2001). In the early period of research of organizational learning (by the end of the 1980ies) psychological approach to this topic was predominant, and it was mostly based on the methodology of clinical case studies (Argyris, Schön, 1978). The turnover to this approach was made the work of the Leavit and March (Leavitt, March, 1988), who opened a number of topics which authors dealt with in the next two or three decades. This period in the development of the theory of organizational learning is characterized by generating knowledge about learning at the group and organizational level. Literature review shows that there has been a significant contribution since the early writings about learning organizations and learning within organizations. In this paper, the conclusions and results of influential research in the field of organizational learning and knowledge have been systematized. End of the twentieth century has affirmed interorganizational level and moved perspective across organizational boundaries. However, it is unequivocally clear that, in the contemporary theory of organization, there is a need for an understanding of the level at which a particular organizational phenomenon manifests, not on individual levels of analysis but through the development of integrative perspective which would encompass all levels of learning, pointing at mutual interdependency between subprocesses within learning processes on relevant levels and the ways in which knowledge conversion between these leves occurs. Increasing role of intellectual captal as economic resource especially affirms the need for better understanding the ways of learning in organizations and between them, mechanisms which can enhance learning, modes it can take and ways it can be transferred. 
In the future, we can expect that the topics in the field of knowledge management will still arouse the interest and the due attention of the academic and professional community. Research indicates that globalization will continue and that organizations in the future will face the challenge of careful selection strategies of their global performance, structure design and personnel management with an overall aim to achieve their goals at the global level. Therefore, there will be a strong need to investigate and find out the ways in which they can create, retain and transfer knowledge on a global scale. Also, based on trends observed so far, it is expected that the area of knowledge management in interorganizational networks will continue to be very relevant. Further, the incredible growth of some markets (eg BRIC countries) and all the major changes in developed markets show that the competition for talent and knowledge become the basis for the leading position in the market, which makes the knowledge, education and talents increasingly important resources of organizations. Knowledge management would have a significant benefit from further research on the impact of technology on the learning of individuals, groups and organizations - technology has always had great importance and direct impact on the design of organizations, people's behavior in organizations and an overall performance of organizations, and now with the daily major changes in the field of ICT and other technology platforms, this effect is even further enhanced. The speed at which new knowledge is created, but also the speed at which knowledge becomes obsolete, are also showing potential directions for further research. The influence of social networks and technology to better connect¸ disseminate and transfer knowledge is also a potential area for future research. At the same time, the organizational ability to develop mechanisms for protection from unwanted outflow of knowledge, which occurs due to increased fluctuations and instability of the employment structure, and due to greater technical and technological vulnerability through general virtualization of business. Research dealing with building an organization's ability to keep pace with changes in the field of technology development and human resources and to properly implement these in their practice, is also welcome.
INTERORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL


Technology transfer


Influence of differences in national and organizational cultures on organizational learning 


The role of trust and other ’’soft’’ organizational properties 


Competence vs colaboration


Iterorganizational desifn fit and sbsorptive capacity 














DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 





Development of integrative theory of organizational learning which would encompas all relevant levels. 


Knowledge creation, retention and transfer in global context; 


Managing knowledge in complex interorganizational networks. 


Influence of sohisticated information technology and new cmmunication platforms on learning at all levels and between them.


Influence of social networks and technologies that enable connecting, disseminationa and transfer of knowledge. 


High speed of new knowledge creation.


High speed of knowledge obsolescence


Organizational capacities and mechanisms of unwilling kolwedge leaking. 


Organizational capacities to follow up the dynamics of chnge in technology and human development. 





ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL





Definition and types of organizational learing


Process of organizational learning


Organizational and economic effects of learning





GROUP LEVEL





Group structure - homogeneity / heterogeniety


Size effects 


Learning in groups vs Learning in teams


Transactive memory systems





INDIVIDUAL LEVEL 





Experience learning (learning by doing)


Learning by observing / listening


Learning as change in behavior


Learning as cognitive change
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