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1. Introduction

Organizational commitment is a continuous process, which can be appeared by participating people
to make organizational decisions and concentrating to organizational people and their success &
welfare (Grant, 1996). There are various studies on how to build an innovative organization and how
organizational learning could influence on organizational innovation. Bui and Baruch (2010)
developed a conceptual framework to study antecedents and outcomes of Senge's five disciplines,
and presented moderators to describe the prospect associations, employing a multi-level analysis to
explore various issues, from the individual level through the collective level up to the organizational
level (Yli-Renko et al., 2001; Weerawardena et al., 2006).
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Based on this theoretical framework, they offered a set of propositions in the shape of a causal model,
which creates some relationship among the constructs of the model together. They manifested wide
areas of relevance to the learning organization and pointed out substantial interdependences and
interactions among the different constructs associated with Senge's five disciplines of the learning
organization.

Camison and Villar-Lépez (2011) investigated the role of organizational memory and learning
capabilities as antecedents to non-technical innovation, comprising organizational and marketing
innovation. They reported that both organizational memory and learning capabilities could favor the
development of organizational innovation and marketing innovation. In addition, their study
indicated that both kinds of non-technical innovation could promote the achievement of sustained
competitive advantage.

Garcia-Morales et al. (2007, 2012) analyzed the effects of personal mastery on organizational
performance, through the dynamic capabilities of organizational learning and innovation. They
confirmed these effects empirically in both large firms and SMEs and reported that personal mastery
affected organizational performance directly and indirectly through organizational learning and
innovation. In addition, they reported organizational learning affects organizational performance
positively, both directly and indirectly through organizational innovation.

Aragon-Correa et al. (2012) proposed that leadership style and organizational learning
simultaneously and positively influence firm innovation. In their survey, organizational learning had
a stronger direct effect on innovation than CEO transformational leadership. However, leadership had
a strong, significant impact on organizational learning, indirectly influencing firm innovation.

Gold et al. (2001) investigated the issue of effective knowledge management from the perspective of
organizational capabilities and recommended that a knowledge infrastructure consisting of
technology, structure, and culture along with knowledge process architecture of acquisition,
conversion, application, and protection were essential organizational capabilities or “preconditions”
for effective knowledge management.

Liao et al. (2008) built the constructs of knowledge inertia and examined the relationships between
knowledge inertia, organizational learning and organizational innovation. They reported that
knowledge inertia comprised both learning inertia and experience inertia. Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-
Valle (2011) reported that organizational learning and innovation contribute positively to business
performance, and that organizational learning influences innovation. According to Liao and Wu
(2010) organizational learning could be considered as the mediating variable between knowledge
management and organizational innovation.

Sarin and McDermott (2003) investigated how leadership characteristics in new product development
teams influence the learning, knowledge application, and subsequently the performance of these
teams. They explained that team learning had a strong positive impact on the innovativeness and
speed to market of the new products. Scarbrough (2003) concentrated on the emergence and
implementation of knowledge management and its particular application in Ebank. Wang and Ahmed
(2004) investigated the development and validation of the organizational innovativeness construct
based on confirmatory factor analysis.

This paper presents an empirical investigation to learn the relationship between organizational
learning and organization innovation. The organization of this paper first presents details of proposed
study and hypotheses in section 2 while section 3 presents details of our findings and concluding
remarks are given in the last to summarize the contribution of the paper.
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2. The proposed study
The proposed study of this paper considers the following five hypotheses,

1. There is a meaningful relationship between organizational learning and organizational
innovation.

2. There is a meaningful relationship between organizational learning and organizational data
collection.

3. There is a meaningful relationship between organizational learning and organizational
distribution.

4. There is a meaningful relationship between organizational learning and organizational
interpretation.

5. There is a meaningful relationship between organizational learning and organizational

memory.

The proposed study has been accomplished among employees of insurance firm who were working in
Iran. Therefore we could use the following formula to calculate the minimum number of sample size,

Nxzg/, % pxq

1)

S eix(N=1)+2%,xpxq’

where N is the population size, p=1-qrepresents the yes/no categories, z,,,is CDF of normal
distribution and finally ¢ is the error term. Since we have p=0.5,z,,, =1.96 and N=1357, the number

of sample size is calculated as n=255. We have distributed 300 questionnaires among the participants
in our survey.

The proposed study of this paper has been accomplished among some employees of insurance firm in
Iran who were enrolled in various positions in this insurance firm.

There are 21 questions associated with organizational learning and 14 questions are associated with
organizational innovation and all questions were designed in Likert scale. We have performed
normality test using Kolmogorov—Smirnov test where the null hypothesis states that all data are
normally distributed and the alternative hypothesis states that data are not normally distributed. Table
1 shows the results of our findings.

Table 1
The results of Kolmogorov—Smirnov test
Strategic Innovative Innovation Innovation Organizational Organizational Interpretation Distribution Data Organizational
innovation behavior in process in services innovation memory collection learning
Number 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300
Kolmogorov- -2.11 3.542 2.109 -1.398 1111 2.211 1.243 -2.243 2.487 1.109
Smirnov Z
Sig. 0.218 0.391 0.405 0.398 0.209 0.249 0.203 0.390 0.450 0.422

Therefore, we use Spearman correlation test to examine different hypotheses. Table 2 summarizes the
results of some basic statistics associated with our survey. As we can observe from the results of
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Table 1, all components of the survey including strategic innovation, innovation behavior, innovation
in process, etc. are normally distributed.

Table 2
The summary of some basic statistics
Mean 1069 13.88 16.88 12.88 3848 1442 1256 1806 17.44 5250
Standard deviation 3.90 4.78 5.85 5.35 7.03 5.42 3.90 5.11 6.58  15.40
Median 5 5 6 6 22 12 12 15 12 36
Mode 6 7 6 8 11 6 5 4 6 15
Max 6 5 21 28 43 85 18 16 14 44
Min 16 18 5 5 9 20 2 6 3 12

3. The results

In this section, we present details of our findings on testing various hypotheses of the survey based
on the implementation of Pearson correlation test. Table 3 demonstrates the summary of our findings.

Table 3

The summary of Pearson correlation test

Hypothesis Number Correlation Sig.
Organizational innovation and learning 300 0.701 0.00
Organizational innovation and data collection 300 0.52 0.73
Organizational innovation and data distribution 300 0.60 0.00
Organizational innovation and interpretation 300 0.47 0.00
Organizational innovation and memory 300 0.77 0.00

As we can observe from the results of Table 3, organizational innovation influences on organizational
learning, data distribution, interpretation and memory significantly but the effect of organizational
innovation on data collection cannot be confirmed when the level of significance is five or even ten
percent. We have also applied Freedman test to rank the relative importance of each components and
Table 4 demonstrates the summary of our findings.

Table 4
The summary of the results of Freedman test on the effects of organizational learning on
organizational innovation

Variable Mean rank Sum of rank Average Error Priority
Organizational memory 2.33 270.00 3.11 0.68 Third
Information learning 2.57 298.50 3.27 0.87 Second
Information distribution 1.94 224.50 3.05 0.69 Fourth
Information interpretation 3.16 367.00 3.53 0.53 First

As we can observe from the results of Table 4, information interpretation is number one priority
followed by information learning, organizational distribution and organizational memory. We have
also performed Freedman test on details of organizational innovation itself and Table 5 shows details
of our findings.

Table 5
The summary of the results of Freedman test on the effects of components of organizational
innovation

Variable Mean rank Sum of rank Average Error Priority
Innovation on products 3.25 377.00 3.68 0.47 First
Strategic innovation 2.53 293.00 3.27 0.63 Second
Innovation in behavior 2.34 271.00 3.32 0.59 Third

Innovation in process 1.89 219.00 3.12 0.56 Fourth
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The results of Table 5 indicate that innovation on products and services is the most important item
followed by strategic innovation, innovation in behavior and process.

4. Conclusion

We have presented an empirical investigation to study the effects of organizational learning on
organization innovation. The proposed study has been performed among some employees who
worked for an insurance firm in Iran. The results of this implementation have indicated that
organization innovation influenced on organizational learning, data distribution, interpretation and
memory significantly but the effect of organizational innovation on data collection could not be
confirmed when the level of significance was five or even ten percent. The implementation of
Freedman test has also indicated that Information interpretation was number one priority followed by
information learning, organizational distribution and organizational memory. The results of this
survey are consistent with findings reported earlier by Camison and Villar-Lopez (2011), Garcia-
Morales et al. (2007) and Wang and Ahmed (2004).
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