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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to understand the possible valid
interconnection among the variables/factors that are responsible for the
innovative performance of a firm through the organisational learning capacity
(OLC). This study has attempted to comprehend the complex relationship
among the factors that are to be put together to encourage innovation with the
help of OLC within the firm that leads to growth and development. The
analysis of the factors would lead to the outcome of the firm, i.e., innovative
performance. Total interpretive structural modelling (TISM) has been used to
explore the 11 factors on literature reviews. In the TISM structure, some of the
factors settled at the bottom of the hierarchy require more attention compared
to the factors at the top. An absolute supervision of these variables can
methodically achieve organisational innovative performance. The approach
also gives valid reasons to analyse why and what factors work as barriers or
effective endeavour to development.
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1 Introduction

Global market is changing drastically, and the key driven global market changes include
repositioning of production and consumption patterns, new innovative performance, new
strategic structure for conducting business and rapid policy changes. In an era of
globalisation, firms need to subsume new strategies to manage their intelligence and
production process to remain in the competition (Maune, 2014). The survival and success
of a firm in an unstable and dynamic environment highly depends on competitiveness
(Marin et al. 2014). In such a competitive environment, innovation becomes a major
requirement to ameliorate a firm’s success and sustainability. Innovativeness is the key
factor for achieving long-term goals and objectives of a firm (Onag et al. 2014). It is
associated with the firm’s research and development (R&D) that gives rise to new
innovative products and services, which improve companies’ market share and lead to
competitive advantages (Armbruster et al. 2008; Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle, 2011).
Hence, innovation is required to create successful executive ideas within an organisation,
which is significantly related to organisational learning (Balachandra and Friar, 1997).

Innovation is an individual and combined learning process that leads to producing
new ways to solve problems. The changing business environment has improved
organisational capability to evolve and adapt to the change. Organisational learning
accelerates the continuous requirement for adaptation and improvisation of firms.
Consequently, innovation relies upon the company’s capability to learn new knowledge,
which is then used for development (Alegre and Chiba, 2008). Organisational learning
encourages innovation effectiveness and efficiency (Calantone et al. 2002). It is an
idiosyncratic variable that plays an essential role in developing new products and should
adapt to the changing environment conditions such as customer’s demand, advanced
technological development and changing competitive market (Wheelwright and Clark,
1992). Looking from a strategic perspective, organisational learning is considered as a
source that helps in attaining possible competitive advantages (Gunsel et al. 2011). At
organisational level, the process of learning has some key components for increasing
knowledge, which increases the production of new knowledge that contributes to
innovation (Kessels, 2001).

Literature on organisational learning discusses the inadequacy and priorities
(Easterby-Smith et al. 2000). This organisational learning literature mainly emphasises on
strategies to create learning organisations. Organisational learning is a widely accepted
concept that it is an essential element for competing in the global market; however, there
is still lack of corroboration of research in the literature (Garvin, 1993). There are several
studies on the complexity of the organisational learning construction (Leonard-Barton,
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1992). Creation of quantitative instrument and organisational learning scale measurement
might help in analysing the field; for this reason, the researchers take into account the
multidimensionality of the organisational learning (Tohidi et al. 2012). Implementation of
organisational learning becomes complicated because of the lack of methodical stratagem
when the firm relies only on the literature of learning capability measurement.
Organisational learning capability is a multidimensional construct that measures the
identified and crucial organisational features and practices to promote and enable
organisational learning (Jerez-Gomez et al. 2005).

Organisational learning is complemented by knowledge managemnt. Knowledge
management plans, organises, controls and motivates employees, processes and operate
the organisation to make sure the knowledge acquired assets are improved and effectively
utilised. Organisational learning emphasises on internalising what has been learned into
the system of the firm (King, 2009). The learning promotes the capacity to learn, which is
the key index for an organisation’s effective and potential ability to innovate. If a firm
needs to be productive and innovative, the management must embody the organisational
essential quality that is oriented for learning. Even, the culture of some firms allows them
to decentralise decision making, error tolerance and social relations, which has affected
the knowledge and innovation outcome through organisational learning (Chang and
Harrington, 2003).

The objective of this research is to understand the linkage and flow among various
constructs tusing TISM method. The study will help the reserachers and practitioners to
undertsand how organisational learning and knowledge management leads to
organisational innovation. Consolidated analysis of literature on organisational learning
capability (OLC) has suggested 11 crucial factors: openness to experimentation, risk
taking, dialogue, absorptive capacity knowledge, managerial commitment, clarity of
mission and vision, innovation, effective transfer and integration of knowledge,
organisational learning capability, interaction with external environment and teamwork
participation in problem solving and decision making. The main aim of the paper is to
evaluate the contribution of OLC, which creates innovative performance that is positively
related to competitive advantages. The TISM shows the conceptualisation of innovative
performance as a function of organisational learning (Alegre et al. 2006).

2 Literature review

Innovation has become part of a firm’s performance and consistency in the rapid
changing competitive market and is crucial for bringing evolution (Bueno and Ordonez,
2014; Liao et al, 2017). It consists of new successful implementation of creative ideas
within the organisation, which is closely related to organisational learning (Myers and
Marquis, 1969). Innovation depends on the firm’s capability to learn, which creates new
knowledge, transferred and applied into the firm’s environment (Amabile et al. 1996;
Alegrea and Chiva, 2008)). Innovation permits organisations to synchronise themselves
with the changes happening in the outside environment, market and demand uncertainty
(Twatu and Gammack, 2006). Production of innovation positively works for long-term
company results, which is widely recognised in the market ecosystem. The close
correlation of innovation and learning organisation considers the possibility of significant
impact of OLC on innovation (Senge, 1990). Organisational learning emphasises the
development of standardised models for the evolution of learning environment (Rebelo
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and Times, 2011). From a strategic perspective, organisational learning has been a source
of heterogeneity among the organisations, which is counted as a possible competitive
advantage (Grant, 1996). Hence, organisational learning brings changes in the traditional
way of associating with the business management (Lei et al., 1996).

Organisational learning is the process, where the organisation learns, and learning is
defined as the change in the organisation’s structure that develops and improves
performance (Curry and March, 1963; Abdi et al, 2018). Based on this, OLC means the
collection of tangible and intangible resources, knowledge and skills that firms use to
gain new configurations of competitive economic advantages (Nevies et al. 1995). As a
result, OLC has the ability of effective and potential innovation. Firms’ ability is to learn
through organisational activities by creative ideas and utilisation of knowledge to
intensify the competitive advantages, accentuate the importance of learning orientations
and link it with innovation (Chiba et al. 2007). For the development of the organisation,
learning capability, learning organisation and prescriptive literature concentrate on the
growth of the firm’s normative strategic structure. Firms’ strategic structure focuses on a
set of activities that corroborate the learning capability such as experimentation,
continuous improvement, teamwork and group decision and observation (Ulrich et al.
1993). To attain knowledge, firms must achieve a equilibrium between internal and
external learning that adequately fits resource configuration and strategic objectives
(Bierly and Chakraborty, 1996). Internal learning arises when members distribute the
generated knowledge among the employees in the internal environment of the firm. It
summarises the organisation’s culture and management style (Hurly and Hult, 1998).
External learning happens when knowledge is gained from outside the firm’s
environment and transferred throughout the organisation as a result of absorptive capacity
where the knowledge is identified, assimilated and exploited (Cohen and Levinthal,
1990).

On the basis of literature review, the problem of implementing organisational learning
is lack of measuring tool for organisational learning capability. However, on the basis of
conceptual approach, the interpretations describe that it could lead to building
organisational innovation (Goh and Richards, 1997). The extant literature has described
the organisational learning processes from multiple perspectives. DeGeus’s (1988) study
suggests that a firm’s strategic system and planning process encourage the managers and
employees to examine and challenge the commonly accepted assumptions and
presumptions as the learning will get difficult if the employees does not expose concealed
assumptions and experiments without doing the whole background study to find out the
true results; whereas, Stata(1989) interprets that learning capability is only established
when the internal procedures are modified according to the changing environment such as
reduction in the response time to external factors, using advanced plans and quality
improvement as a learning tool.

Other contextual studies describe a set of factors which should be implemented within
the firm’s internal environment to create a learning organisation. These factors include
bringing external people to challenge the assumption and presumption of employees,
create special funds and investments and even provide the employees with suitable
environment and time to experiment and create, extract and circulate learning (Shaw and
Perkins, 1991).

Some firms inaugurate programs that emphasise problem solving, continuous
integration of knowledge, constant experimentation and trying innovation and absorbing
external information in regular practices. Even the firm’s structure promotes egalitarian
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culture substantiated by a reward system that encourages the employees to work
efficiently and bring creative ideas that could lead to innovation (Leonard-Barton, 1992).

Conceptual studies propose that learning in the organisation occurs at individual,
team and systematic levels. All these three levels are interconnected, and any
organisation can develop this system to promote learning at every level. Any organisation
can generate an extensive view, where organisations acquire and interpret the information
from the environment; and transfer it to specific jobs, make strategic alliances with other
organisations and implement systems, which retain knowledge. However, the
organisation which implemented such strategies and processes concludes that for
experimentation and innovation, all the alliances should work on different methods to
improve learning capability (Dixon, 1993).

Other contextual papers suggest the requirement to ‘unlearn’ the old methods and
knowledge in order to learn new; it is important to be open for different experiences and
acceptance of the failures and learn from them. Orientation to continuous
experimentation behaviour, which promotes organisational learning, is essential. To
ensure the organisational learning, the organisational strategic structure, plans, processes
and programs needs to be flexible and permeable. Moreover, the flexibility will help
them to provide timely information, build creative solutions and experiment with rewards
(McGill and Slocum, 1993).

To create organisational learning, the organisation should include a strategic
absorptive capacity, commitment to continuous experimentation practice and the ability
to learn from past mistakes, failures and success. These factors open the path of
organisational renewal and development source to gain competitive advantage (Slocum
et al. 1994).

Some of the literature suggests the learning organisation includes three stages:
knowledge acquisition, knowledge sharing and knowledge utilisation. Based on these
three principles, a comprehensive structure is created for organisational learning. This
orientation focuses on source of knowledge, openness and continuous experiments.
Hence, the firm acquires, shares and utilises attained knowledge in different ways,
depending on the coordination of orientation and facilitating factors (Nevis et al. 1995).

Pedler, Boydell and Burgoyne (1989) suggest conditions that individual, team-group
and sub-divisional branches exchange and share information on assumption and exchange
the feedback on satisfaction to boost learning. The system should provide a friendly and
flexible environment to question the operating assumption and seek information from the
members and build collective learning. The internal culture and environment of a
learning organisation encourages experimentation, learning and development from the
successes as well as failures. The conceptual literature provides a compelling list of
suggestions to develop learning organisations; and importantly, many similarities exist
among the recommended set of t suggestion. However, the recommended sets of
suggestions become problematic in practical terms. The company looks to implement the
different interventions and guidelines to ensure some degree of accuracy and
concordance within the organisation, and in the strategic alliance, which could lead to
innovative performance.

It is true that organisational learning is a product of individual and group learning,
which accomplishes the organisation’s objectives and performance goals and assures
management practices and internal environment that could either help or hinder the
process (Duncan and Weiss, 1979). Descriptive literature of Garvin (1993) defines the
learning organisation as skilled at creating, acquiring and transferring knowledge and



108 S. Dhir and S. Dhir

modifying its behaviour to reflect the knowledge. This definition claims that any
organisation can actively handle the learning process to ensure that it occurs by design,
not by chance. Different firm policies and management practices are responsible for
learning organisations that create innovation and bring success. It can be said that firms
that have OLC will succeed but firms should continuously have to be involved in the
learning process to survive and adapt to changing conditions (Prahlad and Hamel, 1990).

OLC proposes the multidimensional factors that majorly focus on the learning
organisation (Hult and Ferrell, 1997). An organisation attains a high degree of learning in
each factor, which increases the learning capacity (Slater and Narver, 1994).

2.1 Overviewing literature to find enablers for the firm

Enablers help the firms to step out of their comfort zone and try something new that will
be responsible for growth and development. These factors work together to acquire,
transform and experiment the gained knowledge to the extent where they create
something new. However, there is a procedure based on literature review (Bergeron and
Hiller, 2002). Firms interact with external environments to acquire external knowledge
and use the maintained relationship with other firms to learn and influence organisational
learning by observing others (Bapuji and Crossan, 2004). The attained knowledge and
information are transferred and collective inquiries and meetings are done to understand
and assume to settle in the already known knowledge (Isaacs, 1993). The members of the
firm participate in the decision-making process to increase the employee’s involvement
and organisational commitment (Cotton et al. 1988). The employees take risks to take the
opportunities and experiment on the assumptions and try new ideas to bring out changes,
which involve innovation as a final work process (Kouzes and Posner, 2006). Hence, the
organisational learning process includes distinctive key factors that consist of acquisition,
dissemination and use of knowledge, which is closely related to innovative performance
of the firm (Lemon and Sahota, 2004). Conceptually, OLC is a skill that facilitates the
organisational learning process: creation, dissemination and use of knowledge that
generate innovation, which is needed to implement new ideas, processes or product
directly related to survival, growth and development of firm in the competitive market
ecosystem (Argote et al. 2003).

Based on these studies, there are total 11 factors responsible for the development of
OLC: openness to experimentation, risk taking, dialogue, absorptive capacity knowledge,
managerial commitment, clarity of mission and vision, innovation, effective transfer and
integration of knowledge, organisational learning capability, interaction with external
environment and teamwork participation in problem solving and decision making. These
factors are considered as main enablers responsible for innovative performance of a firm.
These enablers are then used in the TISM structure to create hierarchy.

2.2 Openness to experimentation

Experimentation is described as an activity in a creative manner and associated with the
management of uncertainty, Complex and unsettled challenges are often related to
innovation. Experiments are often done to involve new methods for solving complex
problems that require the generation of novel and useful solutions (Ford, 2000).
Additionally, experiments generate ideas and creative thoughts that involve the
evaluation and implementation of new solutions (Mumford et al. 2002). Essential part of
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experimentation is that it evaluates ideas that are the progressive refinement of potential
ideas for innovation (Barlow, 2000). The work environment plays an important role in
affecting employees desire to produce something creative and successful (Amabile et al.
2004). By providing a suitable environment and evaluation, access to resources and
information, involvement of employees, engaging in tasks, facilitating idea producing
experiments, a firm can build on innovation and translate that into organisational
performance. Furthermore, encouraging exploration and intellectual stimulation and
providing autonomy among the employees enhances creative efforts (Waldman and Bass,
1991). Thus, the new experiment is generative and facilitates double-loop learning, which
needs an environment worthy of openness that produces new ideas and point of views,
both internal and external, enabling the employees to constantly renew, widen and
improve the knowledge the firm attains (Sinkula, 1994). To create an open environment,
there is requirement for commitment towards the firm’s cultural and functional diversity
as well as the ability to accept all kinds of opinions and experiences to learn from them,
ignoring the past learned knowledge and attitude associated with one’s beliefs, values,
knowledge, and experiences (Slocum, 1994). Therefore, experiment is the involvement of
new ideas and suggestions, which are tried out to know how things work and how
modification in the process leads to new innovative ideas. These new ideas come from
within or outside the organisation, which favours experiments out of curiosity that is the
essential part for generating learning capacity, which then becomes a flexible solution to
the complex problems based on different methods and procedures. Hence, the
experimentation factor requires a culture that assists creativity and readiness to handle
risk, support ideas and learn from doing and create new enterprising ability (Naman and
Elevin, 1993).

2.3 Risk taking

Risk taking is described as the patience to tolerate the equivocation, uncertainty,
mistakes, and errors. The designed environment that allows the employees to absorb the
risks and accept the mistakes and failures are generally associated with organisational
learning. Opening business opportunities or trying something new in the production
remains at a position of risk; this will then result in success or failure. Therefore,
acceptance of failure and mistakes is an essential element for effective OLC (Sitkin,
1996). The success of innovation and development depends upon whether the managers
can take account of negative effects of team diversity on generating new ideas, by
encouraging teams to take risks (Cabrales et al. 2008). The diversity of teams in terms of
both experience and education has a huge impact on creativity when there is strong
susceptibility to accept risk (Andrew and Smith, 1996). Multifunctional and diverse team
in a firm demonstrates the power to take risk as the employees are more motivated to
utilise their ideas and thoughts (Sethi et al. 2001). Therefore, the intense interaction
works as a positive effect on the fundamental innovativeness. Human resources m
management practices are required to create a team by individuals that work to obtain the
best results (Cappelli and Crocker-Hefter, 1996). Human resource management (HRM)
directly affects the ability of the employees, which influences their knowledge, skills and
motivates them to perform according to the expectations (Lepak et al. 2006). On the
contrary, employees who are not motivated despite having skills are less productive.
Therefore, offering incentives and reward-based projects motivates the employees to
perform better and take risk to obtain something innovative that positively affects the
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growth of employees as well as the organisation. Hence, taking risk in the organisation
works as a key factor to promote organisational learning capability (Kim and Oh, 2002).

2.4 Dialogue

Dialogue is defined as a sustained accumulated inquiry into the procedure, assumptions
and everyday certainties that is required for the development of innovation through
learning orientation. It is also seen as an operation for building up a mutual understanding
and questions the strategic structure to see the hidden meanings and communicating it
within the organisation (Schein 1993). It is the exchange of thoughts and ideas. In this
concept of dialogue, all the involved employees of an organisation act as givers and
takers. It can be carried out within the organisation at different levels in which employees
are usually influenced or try to influence others. In a session of dialogue, the process
generally includes the purpose of expressing the planning and processes and information
on certain core problems such as lack of resources, lack of R&D, and limited interaction,
which impact the learning process of the organisation. It deals with the development
cooperation that addresses the policies and opportunities for development and innovation
by learning from each other. Communicating dialogue among the employees of the firm
on strategic work integrate the involvement of better planning and implementation of the
learnt knowledge. Dialogue and communication should require a leader who devotes time
to perceive learning and benefit from the debates and discussion happening in the
organisation over the improvement of the production. Dialogue and communication
improvise the negotiating techniques. The purpose of the working group and
communication is to make efforts for emerging new strategic approaches and increase the
capacity to succeed in the tasks. However, the quality of the log depends largely on the
personal characteristic and knowledge an employee attains. The purpose of dialogue is to
make the communication easy, transferring of knowledge and more effective production
procedure. The purpose is achieved by dialogue in two ways: by increasing coordination
and adjustment within the firm and the other is by promoting one’s own thought.
Dialogue is also used as the concept where employees use it to spread awareness of the
highly risky factors that could deprive the company’s aim and motivations. However, the
dialogue technique makes adjustment and strengthens the relationship among the
members of the organisation that works in coordination and learns about new strategies to
develop innovation (Black and Hunter, 2009).

2.5 Absorptive capacity knowledge

The prime actor in the process of organisation learning is knowledge. Knowledge is being
acquired by external sources and processed and modified which is then distributed across
the organisation. Members of the organisation communicate on the acquired knowledge
and provide validity if agreed and then integrate into strategic management. Hence,
organisation learning is the product of absorptive capacity. It increases the learning
capability of a firm and develops problem solving skills. Learning capability is associated
with assimilation of knowledge, whereas problem solving skills are associated with the
creation of new knowledge. Absorptive capacity consists of two major elements: prior
knowledge base and intensity of effort. Prior knowledge bases contain individual
knowledge available within a firm. Accumulation of internal knowledge increases the
capability to make sense of the scattered knowledge and produce new knowledge from it.
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It is generally assessed in relation to task difficulty (Kim and Kogut, 1995), whereas
intensity of effort is described as the efforts and energy needed by an organisation to
solve the problems. Introduction of external knowledge is useless if the employee’s
efforts remain insufficient to transfer and internalise it in the organisation. Therefore,
problem solving skills are accomplished through practicing trails (Harlow, 1959). Hence,
substantial time and effort is needed to address the problems and solve the complexities;
and therefore, such intensity among the members facilitates knowledge conversion,
transformation and creation of learning capability through knowledge. When the factors,
prior knowledge base and intensity of effort are high, the absorptive capacity is also high.
It can identify, assimilate, transform valuable external knowledge to communicate over
the problem and integrate later in the system, which enhances the chances of creating
innovation ideas and products. Absorptive capacity is a proactive factor which makes the
firm capable of competition with other organisations in the market economic system. It
affects the learning ability and promotes an adequate environment in the competition
(Tsai, 2001). Hence, absorptive capacity knowledge is highly efficient in transforming
raw information into realised knowledge (Jansen et al. 2005).

2.6 Managerial commitment

Management adequacy is required to obtain relevant learning capability. Developing a
managerial culture in the firm promotes the acquisition, creation and transfer of
knowledge in a fundamental manner (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1996). Management
administrates the strategic view of learning, making the learning capability a central
element and a valuable component that could influence the long-term impact.
Management should take account of whether the employees are taking learning seriously
and actively involving in the firm’s activities to achieve success (Slender, 1996). Most
importantly, the management is responsible for driving the knowledge in the process of
change and designing organisational structure which is capable of regeneration and
focuses on the new challenges (Lei et al. 1999). Adequate management abolishes the old
beliefs, strategies and methods that had effective relevance in the past but are now
emerging as obstacles to the creation of learning capability. Managerial commitment is
commitment to innovation where the resources are allocated and activities leading to
development of new products, technologies and making consistent progress with the
changing market needs and competency. Therefore, the commitment facilitates the
coherent restructuring of corporate assets results in increase in firms’ competitiveness
(Jensen, 1988). Internal development is perceived by the managers, which shows a
positive impact on the organisational structure that gains learning capability
(Balakrishnan, 1988). The managerial process absorbs a significant amount of energy and
time, which diverts the attention from remote production methods to new efficient
methods of creative innovation by learning from external resources. Efforts are needed to
prepare an extensive active strategy to conduct group coordination and modification of
knowledge, which accelerate the learning process (Hitt et al., 1990). In huge
organisations, the managers search for ways to exert and maintain organisational control
over the diverse units of the firm: strategic, financial and formal behavioural control. This
control is used at different degrees and levels within the multi-divisional structure, which
is used by firms for growth. Learning organisational control affects the managerial
commitment to innovation and continuous learning for better firm performance
(Baysinger and Hoskisson, 1989). Therefore, the external learnt knowledge is used to
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create a proactive functioning structure, which emphasises the learning capability of a
firm to learn, adapt and change to build a strong place in a competitive market ecosystem
(Hoskisson and Hitt, 1988).

2.7 Clarity of mission and vision

An organisation and its every unit should be clear about the purpose and mission.
Employees of the firm need to understand the purpose of the work and how it works in
which the members of the firm are contributing to attain the result of the mission. The
organisations need to promote the commitment towards the mission and goals. Some
conceptual literature argues that building shared vision for future-oriented purposes
creates tightness in employees, which leads them to learn (Senge, 1990). The mutual
understanding of the employees sees the gap between vision and the current conditions
and can work on betterment to cover the gaps. Clear mission and vision are viewed as
key elements to enhance the learning capability (Pandey and Rainey, 2006). Clarifying
the aim of the organisation benefits the community (Wright et al. 2012), as it raises
employees’ awareness of the organisational values and aims and strengthens the
relationship between the member’s value and ideology (Paarlberg and Lavigna, 2010).
This clarification maximises the organisation’s impact on learning and creativity
(Vandenabeele, 2014). It gives potential to the mission-oriented employees to stimulate
passion, dedication and diligence (Goodsell, 2010). To enhance the mission-committed
organisation, goal-oriented dialogue communication, ACAP knowledge and motivate
cultural environment are required, where managers can pull to cultivate employees
(Caillier, 2015). However, the scant knowledge and insufficient attention leads to
unsatisfactory results (Wright and Pandey, 2011). Organisations aim for clarity of
mission and vision among the employees to strengthen relationship, encourage
communication, share ideologies and clear doubts regarding the new production and
methods which accelerate learning within the organisation. On the basis of this,
organisational mission becomes effective when the motivation for desirable outcome is
expected to be high. To make it work, rewards make sense of the accomplishment
derived from the organisation’s improved mission and vision to the employees who seem
to be engaged and find it attractive and worthwhile in discussing and learning from the
mission. Therefore, a positive relationship exists between the mission knowledge and
employee’s attitude (Wright et al. 2012). Hence, the link between the goal clarity and
mission indicates that employees will get motivated to perform well when they have a
clear understanding of the organisational goals and find them challenging (Boswell,
2006). Transparency among the employees is an essential element of clearance of goals
and motives.

2.8 Innovation

Conceptually, extensive research on the sources promotes innovation (Mueller, 1962).
The base requirement for innovation is the borrowing of knowledge and resources that
are used to learn and inventions take place (Johnston and Gibbons, 1975). The
importance of innovation performance of information originates from the internal units of
the firm such as marketing and manufacturing (Mansfield, 1988). The ability to evaluate
and utilise the outside knowledge to learn is usually a function of the level of prior
knowledge. The prior knowledge already includes basic skills and shared knowledge, the
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new learnt knowledge and technologies emerge to invent (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990).
Innovation is possible to balance the pursuit of exploitation, and exploration by learning
the behavioural context, which is associated with the interaction of straighten, discipline,
support and trust (Gibson and Birkinshaw, 2004). The learning capability facilitates the
learning and knowledge transfer proposed to be important for innovation (Teece and
Pisano, 1994). The learning capability is a combination of practices, which promotes
intraorganisational learning among the members, partnerships that enable to spread the
learning and open culture within the organisation, which accelerate and maintain sharing
of new knowledge (Mishra and Shah, 2009). The gained new knowledge is combined,
and the invention ambidexterity effect is examined through the learning capability. The
learnt knowledge from combining resources and capabilities attains potential to provide
the firm with sustainable competitive advantages. These resources and knowledge are
converted into final innovation products and services to a wide range of new assets and
bonding, new technology, new management strategic structure, incentives, and trust
(Amit and Schoemaker, 1993). Thus, the learning capability enables the firm to perform
the procedure, which provides maximum advantages (Stalk et al. 1992). Hence,
knowledge is viewed as a resource which is the base element of an organisation’s ability
to generate innovation through strategic thinking and central in the development of new
innovation performance where the organisation culture heightens the risk-taking
experiments, learning and search for opportunities and respect among the employees
(Smriti et al, 2021). Innovation consists of two different dimensions: innovation efficacy
and innovation efficiency. Innovation efficiency reflects the degree of success of an
innovation, whereas innovation efficiency reflects the efforts made to achieve the degree
of success (Barczak, 1995).

2.9 Effective transfer and integration of knowledge

This enabler is closely linked with the processes, which occur simultaneously rather than
successively. Internal transfer and integration of knowledge efficiently process in the two
existing ways: Absorptive capacity and lack of internal barriers that hinder the transfer of
knowledge and practices within the organisation (Szulanski, 1996). Transfer is seen as
the spread of acquired knowledge at individual level in every unit of a firm. Majorly, this
process happens through conversations and interaction among the employees (Brown and
Duguid, 1991). Hence, the fluidity of communication, dialogue, debate and discussion are
the main elements of the transfer of knowledge (Nicolini and Meznar, 1995). Fluid
communication refers to the existence of nibble information systems that integrate
knowledge with accuracy. For the transfer and integration of knowledge, the ideal
process is to have dialogue sessions, debates, teamwork, and personal meetings, where an
open platform is given to the employees to share new ideas and thoughts (Nonaka, 1994).
The main objective of the sessions is to develop organisational learning capability, which
focuses on multidiscipline and multifunctional teamwork. In such an environment, the
knowledge is transferred across the organisation which brings great opportunities for
employees to learn something new from each other and then the learned knowledge is
integrated into the firms of already known knowledge and in the organisational strategy
structure. Finally, the new learnt knowledge gains potential to create an innovation which
fits the demand of the market. The integration is used for collective corpus of knowledge
embedded in the organisation culture, work process and organisation’s memory to utilise
it for future purposes (Huber, 1991). Hence, with the knowledge, we cover the gap of
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lacking measures to achieve innovation. Constant learning is an essential component for
future growth and development (Levitt and March, 1988). Therefore, the effective
transfer and integration of knowledge within the organisation articulates the
organisational learning capacity and leads to innovative performance (Ha & Lo, 2018).

2.10 Organisational learning capability

Organisational learning capability is a dynamic process based on knowledge, which
interprets the different levels of actions, individual and in groups and at organisational
level. The process includes the knowledge acquisition of individuals and transfer within
the firm, exchange, and integration of the knowledge until useful knowledge is created
and embedded in the organisational culture and process (Simon, 1991). The OLC process
consists of three main aspects. The first aspect is knowledge acquisition and creation;
dissemination integration is key strategic factor that gives rise to the idea that
organisational learning is of collective nature (Shrivastava, 1983). The second is the
creation of new knowledge by acquired information while theemphasis is on the constant
internal change which works as a cognitive behaviour (Fio and Kyle, 1985). The third
allows constant improvement of internal change that leads to betterment of firms and
even allows to achieve competitive advantages based on distinguished learning
capabilities (Brenneman et al. 1998). In other words, organisational learning is the ability
to create, acquire, transfer, integrate and modify knowledge that affects performance. The
organisational management unit supports and is involved in every process and every
individual contributes collectively to gain satisfactory results. The learning and collective
process is to be transferred and integrated, guaranteeing the organisations continuous
learning. Adopting the change happens through a learning process, establishing a
framework of heterogeneity among firms responding to the competitive environment.
Hence, the firm must go further to adaptive learning and concentrate on the level of
learning, which necessarily makes more innovative and flexible changes; and therefore,
the learning requires open mentality towards new ideas and great deal of risk taking to
experiment. The objective of this is to remain competitive and survive. Even through
learning, the organisation avoids past mistakes, adapts to environment constraints, and
preserves crucial knowledge (Dixon, 1993).

2.11 Interaction with external environment

Firm’s interaction with the external environment is defined as the extension of the
relationship that the firm attains in the current environment. Environment plays an
essential role in organisational learning. Relationship and interconnection with the
environment are important as the organisation aims to simultaneously evolve with the
rapid changing market system. Therefore, the survival and success of strategic learning
and innovation depends upon the ability to adapt to the changing environment. It
becomes necessary for every firm to understand and examine the surrounding
environment and changes that occur in the market. Organisations which are well-aware of
their environment and ready to accept and adapt to the changes are most likely to survive
in the long run, as the firms need to learn the patterns of changes and acquire knowledge
from the strategic alliances which is beneficial for the methods and implementation of
organisational strategic structure. Organisation acquires knowledge from environmental
inspection and observation. It supervises the adequate environment condition that
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increases the chances of opportunities and identifies the environmental threats that may
deprive the environment of environmental performance. By observing the environmental
condition, organisations can predict the outcomes of the different events, assumptions,
discussions and learn from them or might use it for further implementation. The
observation learning can detect the crisis of the firm, and through the supervision, the
organisation can change their plans according to time by learning about the environment
and even extract the convenient information that reduces huge risks and crises that might
become destructive for the company. Therefore, learning about the environment can
accelerate the knowledge and resources that are used to expand the capabilities (Kyrgidou
and Spyropoulou, 2013). The recognition of environmental knowledge and past
experience can lead to learning and increases the ACAP in order to transfer the
knowledge further in the organisation.

2.12  Teamwork participation in problem solving and decision making

Individual units of the organisation need to help each other to accomplish organisational
objectives. The organisational strategic structure and system need to escalate encouraging
teamwork and group discussions that assist problem solving methods by the employees
and reduce the dependence level on codified technical resources and upper management.
Such teamwork should have the potential to work cross-functionally. By working in
groups and teams, the transfer of knowledge becomes easier and increases the
understanding of other individuals’ thoughts, ideologies and how they work in different
situations with different positions. However, high performance teamwork is difficult to
achieve (Anderson and Salgado, 2009). Therefore, the team must attain maturity, which
is utilised to increase the capable work unit over time and the team must include the
hyperactive members of the organisation for continuous development and growth
(Sundstrom et al. 1990). Teams sharing information across the organisation to solve
complex problems, and to innovate, should recognise the diversity of team members
(Edmondson and Reynolds, 2016). Yet the organisational team manages the issues
actively (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992) as they have mutual strength and knowledge that
support to solve the targeted problem with customised solutions that create innovative
ideas.

To interpret the enablers and values on the OLC, TISM methodology is used to position
these factors at a hierarchical level; and relationships among these Enablers are
demonstrated to better understand the OLC working in innovative Performance.

3 Methodology

TISM methodology has been used to find the hierarchy of the OLC’s enablers and
relationship among them that would lead to innovation. The main purpose of the
literature review is to scrutinise the enablers of OLC and establish its relationship with
the innovation performance. Thus, the modelling is applied to interpret the result to know
how the OLC is generated within the organisation and how its factors work together in a
syncretic way to reach the result. TISM is an innovative augmentation of interpretive
structural modelling that is implemented to recognise and identify a hierarchical structure
among the sets of enablers of interest (Sushil, 2012). It is associated with the
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interpretation of enablers by a systematic algorithm of graph theory. It helps to simplify
the complex structure by supplementing a graph by using the sets of OLC enablers,
which help in the conversion of a segmented framework into a systematic structure that
becomes easy to understand and has some useful interpretations. It also assists
recognition of leads and lags of the OLC. The TISM methodology majorly answers the
questions of ‘what’, ‘why’ and ‘how’ on the given issue (Ruben and Varthanan, 2019).

In order to create TISM methodology, the first step is to conduct a literature review
on the given topic ‘organisational learning capability’. It is the primary step to recognise
the major enablers from the literature review. After identifying the enablers, the factors
are codified. There are total 11 factors of OLC that are identified on the basis of literature
review (Sandbhor and Botre, 2014).

These factors are being codified as E1, E2, E3...E11 as follows:

El openness to experimentation

E2  risk taking

E3 dialogue

E4  absorptive capacity knowledge

E5  managerial commitment

E6  clarity of mission and vision

E7  innovation

E8 effective transfer and integration of knowledge
E9  organisational learning capability

E10 interaction with external environment

E1l1 teamwork participation in problem solving and decision making.

The second step is to make a table model of reachability matrix, in which level partition
is done by placing the enablers’ label voice. The relationship among the factors is
examined through a binary matrix. Binary metrics represent the enablers in rows and
columns. Binary matrix is carried out by self-interaction between the two enablers, which
are codified either as ‘0’ or as ‘1’. Code ‘1’ is associated when an element gets affected
with another element positively, on the contrary, the code ‘0’ is given when elements do
not get affected by any other elements (Vihar and Rao, 2016).

The binary matrix and its binary codes ‘1’ and ‘0’ recognise the interrelationship
among the factors. Based on the binary matrix, level partition is done. In level partition,
the elements are out at the position of reachability set (RS) and antecedent set (AS). The
RS includes all the ‘1’ in a row and on the other side, AS includes all the ‘1°, which are in
the columns. In the level partition, cross-section between the RS and AS is being held to
identify the common elements, which will come at the highest level.

In Table 2, Enabler 7 (E7) comes at the highest level in the hierarchical structure,
Level 1. In the reachability set intersection with the Antecedent set, the intersection result
remains the same when the reachability set is enabler 7. Hence, enabler 7 is at top of the
hierarchy, that is, ‘innovation’.
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In the next step, enabler 7 is removed from the level partition and rest of the factors are
intersected again to find the second-level hierarchy.

Table 1 Binary Matrix of intersectional relationship among the enablers
Codes  El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 E7 ES E9 EI0 EII
El 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
E2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
E3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
E4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
E5 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1
E6 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
E7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
E8 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1
E9 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
E10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Ell 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1
Table 2 Level partition examining the hierarchy among the enablers
Codes Reachability set Antecedent set Intersection Level
El 1,2,7,9 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11 1,2,9
E2 1,2,7,8 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11 1,2,8
E3 1,2,3,5,6,7,8,9,11 3,4,6,10 3,6
E4 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,11 4,10 4
E5 1,2,5,7,8,9,11 3,4,5,6,10 5
E6 1,2,3,5,6,7,8,9,11 3,4,6,10 3,6
E7 7 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11 7 1
E8 1,2,7,8,9,11 3,4,5,6,8,10,11 8,11
E9 1,2,7,9 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11 1,2,9
E10 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 10 10
Ell 1,2,7,8,9,11 3,4,5,6,8,10,11 8,11
Table 3 Second level partition examining the hierarchy between enablers
Codes Reachability set Antecedent set Intersection Level
El 1,2,9 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11 1,2,9 2
E2 1,2,8 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,11 1,2,8 2
E3 1,2,3,5,6,8,9,11 3,4,6,10 3,6
E4 1,2,3,5,6,8,9,11 4,10 4
E5 1,2,5,8,9,11 3,4,5,6,10 5
E6 1,2,3,5,68,9,11 3,4,6,10 3,6
E8 1,2,8,9,11 3,4,5,6,8,10,11 8,11
E9 1,2,9 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11 1,2,9 2
E10 1,2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11 10 10
Ell 1,2,8,9,11 3,4,5,6,8,10,11 8,11
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Enablers 1, 2 and 9 are at second-level hierarchy, that includes ‘openness to
experimentation’, ‘risk taking’ and ‘organisational learning capability’.

Table 4 Third-level partition examining the hierarchy between the enablers

Codes Reachability set Antecedent set Intersection Level
E3 3,5,6,8,11 3,4,6,10 3,6

E4 3,4,5,6,8,11 4,10 4

E5 58,11 3,4,5,6,10 5

E6 3,5,6,8,11 3,4,6,10 3,6

E8 8,11 3,4,5,6,8,10,11 8,11 3
E10 3,4,5,6,8,10,11 10 10

Ell 8,11 3,4,5,6,8,10,11 8,11 3

In Table 4, enablers 8 and 11 are at third-level hierarchy. The factors include ‘effective
transfer and integration of knowledge’ and ‘teamwork participation in problem solving
and decision making’.

Table 5 Fourth-level partition examining the hierarchy between factors
Codes Reachability set Antecedent set Intersection Level
E3 3,5,6 3,4,6,10 3,6
E4 3,456 4,10 4
E5 5 3,4,5,6,10 5 4
E6 3,5,6 3,4,6,10 3,6
E10 3,4,5,6,10 10 10

Table 6 Fifth-level partition examining the hierarchy between enablers
Codes Reachability set Antecedent set Intersection Level
E3 3,6 3,4,6,10 3,6 5
E4 34,6 4,10 4
E6 3,6 3,4,6,10 3,6 5
E10 3,4,6,10 10 10

Table 7 Sixth-level partition examining the hierarchy between the enablers
Codes Reachability set Antecedent set Intersection Level
E4 4 4,10 4 6
E10 4,10 10 10

Table 8 Seventh-level partition examining the hierarchy between enablers
Codes Reachability set Antecedent set Intersection Level
E10 10 10 10 7

In Table 5, Enablers 5 (ES) are at fourth-level hierarchy, ‘managerial commitment’;
whereas in Table 6, enablers 6(E6) and enabler 3(E3) are at the fifth-level hierarchy, that
is, ‘clarity of mission and vision’ and ‘dialogue’.
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Figure 1 Digraph representation of ‘OLC’ showing hierarchy among the enablers
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In Table 7 and Table 8, enabler 4 (E4) and enabler 10 (E10) are at sixth and seventh level
hierarchy, that is, ‘absorptive capacity knowledge’ and °‘Interaction with External
Environment’. These hierarchical enablers are arranged according to the levels
graphically and direct links are connected as per the relationship. A digraph demonstrates

the step-by-step hierarchical relationship from the knowledge base (Figure 1).

MICMAC analysis of the TISM methodology shows that the relationship is
associated with 1 and 0, though the strength and bond of the relationship between the two
factors remains blurred. The relationship among the two factors needs to be identified to
know whether it could be weak, very weak, strong, very strong or no relationship exists.
The limitation of TISM methodology is addressed by matriced impacts crosses
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multiplication applique and classmate (MICMAC) analysis which elaborates the strength
of the relationship among the enablers. The use of MICMAC is beneficial to identify the
drive and Dependence power of the OLC enablers. However, the relationship among the
factors is not always equal (Shibin et al., 2016).

Figure 2 Diagram representation of MICMAC analysis (see online version for colours)
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Table 9 Binary matrix calculating driving power and dependence power
Codes El E2 E3 E4 ES5 E6 E7 ES E9 EI0O EIl Sum
El 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 4
E2 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 4
E3 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 9
E4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 10
ES 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 7
E6 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 9
E7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
E8 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 6
E9 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 4
E10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11
Ell 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 6
Sum 10 10 4 2 5 4 11 7 10 1 7
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The MICMAC analysis interprets the strength of the relationship among the enablers of
OLC that are responsible for creating Innovation performance. The analysis elaborates
the drive and dependence power of the enablers that lead to the invention of innovation
through the learning process.

Sum of the binary matrix of enablers in rows determines the driving power, whereas
the sum of the binary matrix of enablers in the columns identifies the dependence power
(Table 9). The diagram evaluates the strength of the relationship among the OLC
enablers, which affects the innovative performance of the firm. Based on Table 9,
MICMAC analysis is created on a chart (Figure 2).

4 Result and discussion

This literature review talks about the OLC, which is an essential factor for innovation and
progress. In the rapid changing market environment, Innovation seems to be an element,
which provides a sustainable environment and advantages in the Competitive
environment of a cut-throat market (Kiron and Kannan, 2018). The environment keeps
changing and influencing the market strategies. The changes involve factors like
customer’s needs, priorities, demand, and technical advancement and so on. These factors
play a significant role in the dynamic business world, leading to change in business
policies, so that companies could survive in the market. To do so, the organisations need
to keep track of the market conversions; keeping account of the environmental market
change makes the firm more interactive with the external environment. To survive in the
fast-changing competitive market, firms need to find new ways to innovate. The process
starts with the interaction with the external environment. The exposure to the external
environment helps the organisation acquire the collective knowledge that is later utilised
to generate innovative ideas. Interaction with the environment is also important to keep
pace with the other organisations and observe and learn from their success and mistakes.
The learnt knowledge is then absorbed and adopted in the internal environment. The
absorptive capacity knowledge is unique and different from the already known
information. The organisation refines the abstract, vague knowledge and absorbs only
meaningful and useful information that can be used further for transfer and integration of
knowledge. The useful knowledge is processed through the dialogue and discussion
sessions where the employees share their thoughts and ideas and communicate regarding
the knowledge that has been shared. This session provides a clear vision to the employees
regarding the objectives of adopting new knowledge. It clears the doubts of the
employees regarding new methods, procedures, technologies, and new ways of utilising
knowledge and resources. However, the new refined knowledge with an objective is to be
internalised in the management system where an adequate managerial strategic structure
processes the gained knowledge and learns from it and analyses its advantages and
disadvantages. For the process of conversion of knowledge to learning capability, the
management system must be efficient and enable good environment. It develops an
organisational culture that promotes the creation of Innovation through the learnt
knowledge in a fundamental manner. The management influences the learning capability
making it a central factor to achieve a successful result. The management also aims to
coordinate the organisational employees and their work. Hence, the Management
department of a firm must take managerial commitment and seek new ways to make the
firm more productive and creative to produce innovative performance. For such
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procedure, the management effectively transfers and integrates the newly gained
knowledge to utilise it in the creative ideas. The firm internalises the new knowledge
where the employees collectively integrate the knowledge in a way, so it could bring out
something new and innovative, that enhances the development and growth in the
competitive market and accelerates the competitive advantages. The team of employees
within the organisation participates in understanding the new knowledge to learn it and
increase the effectiveness of the firm. Teams and groups work together to solve the
problem and barriers that come in the path of innovative production and learn from its
mistakes and failures. Importantly, the team cumulatively take decisions that better suit
the organisations according to its requirements. The team conducts dialogue sessions
where they also discuss the threats and risks and learn how to solve them. Therefore, the
effective transfer and integration of knowledge and teamwork participation produces the
organisational learning capability, where learning is a major factor that brings new
knowledge to trying out new things. The teamwork clears the path to increase OLC, take
risks and experiments. The OLC encourages the organisation to take risks as it has huge
impact on the chances to create something innovative and openness to experiment
provides the environment to try new ideas that could lead to innovation. Hence, risk-
taking and openness to experimentation have huge probability that something innovative
can be created that could widen the development and growth of the organisation in the
competitive market system.

If we see from the MICMAC methodology, factors of the OLC for improving
innovation in the long-run market economic system are being selected based on literature
review. The relationship between these enablers elaborates the driving and dependence
power using MICMAC analysis. It accommodates a representation of the relative
importance and interdependence among the enablers (Dewangon et al. 2015). The results
help to understand the linkage among the constructs and quadrant structure helps to
understand the strength of relationship.

The strength of the relationship is determined as follows:

e First quadrant: The first quadrant is called autonomous quadrant. Enablers settling
in this quadrant do not have much influence on the procedure. Based on MICMAC
analysis, in Figure 2, no factors stand in the autonomous quadrant. Hence, in the
OLC, the absence of the enablers in the first quadrant demonstrates that all the
elements are significantly present in the process. Apparently, position of all the 11
enablers determines that all of them play an essential role in the creation of
Innovation through OLC.

e Second quadrant: The second quadrant is called dependence quadrant, which has
low driving and high dependence power. On the basis of this, a total of four enablers
stands in this quadrant. ‘Openness to experimentation’(E1), ‘risk taking’(E2) and
‘organisational learning capability’(E9) Enablers are indicated as independent and
have strong driving power (4) but weak dependence power (10) and these enablers
are at second level in the TISM hierarchical structure (Figure 1). Openness to
Experimentation consists of changes to produce something new by refining potential
ideas and thoughts and innovating something that fits with the Competitive situation
to gain advantage, whereas Risk provides the environment to move forward to
survive and accept failure and learn from it. Organisational learning capability
accelerates both the above factors through learning capability to create Innovation.
‘Innovation’(E7) has weak driving power (1) and strong dependence power (11),
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which is placed at the top of the hierarchical structure. Innovation is important and
final res’ [ult of the OLC in the market Environment to achieve competitive
advantages and improve development of the firm and growth further.

e Third quadrant: The third quadrant is known as linkage quadrant. The factors which
come under this Quadrant have high driving power and high dependence power.
There are only two enablers that fall under this category: ‘Effective transfer and
integration of knowledge’ (E8) and ‘Teamwork participation in problem solving and
decision making’ (E11). Both the factors work with the acquired knowledge, learn it
and internalise it for organisational use and shape it according to the firm’s
requirement to achieve innovation; and teamwork makes it easier to solve problems
and make decisions collectively. These factors have high driving power (6) and high
dependence power (7). Both enablers occur at the third-level hierarchy in the TISM
Structure.

e Fourth quadrant: This is called independent quadrant, which attains strong driving
power, but weak dependence power. There are totally five enablers in this quadrant.
‘Managerial commitment’(E5) has strong driving power (7) and weak dependence
power (5). Managerial commitment is responsible for all the planning and structure
in the organisation taking place for the creation of Innovation. It comes at the Fourth
level hierarchy in the TISM Structure. Similarly, ‘Dialogue’ (E3) and ‘Clarity of
Mission and Vision’ (E6) have strong driving power (9) but weak dependence power
(4) and come at the fifth level of hierarchy in the TISM Structure. Both the enablers
are related to the communication and sharing of new thoughts and ideas. These new
thoughts and ideas are the base requirement for the Innovation.

a  ‘Absorptive capacity knowledge’(E4) is independent and has strong driving
power (10) and weak dependence power (2). This factor comes at the six
hierarchical level and is important for absorbing the new external knowledge,
which is then processed and refined to find useful information.

b  ‘Interaction with external environment’ (E10) is an essential factor to establish
the base of the OLC hierarchical structure to enhance the firm’s Innovation to
achieve Competitive advantages. This Enabler has strong driving power (11) but
weakest dependence power (1). This Enabler is placed at the bottom of the
TISM hierarchical structure. The organisation must keep track of the changing
environmental conditions of the market and observe the activities of other firms
to learn from their success and failures and implement the learnt knowledge with
the Organisation to achieve innovation.

5 Conclusions

The concept of organisational learning has an essential part to play in the current scenario
as the organisational life now has shorter product life cycle spans, huge major global
competition, increase in diversity and constant requirement to produce more with limited
resources. In such a competitive environment, fast learners have their own distinct
advantage as they learn and find ways to improve their work processes and will achieve
success and development before their competitor do. The managers approach
systematically by focusing on specific procedures and design it according to the
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organisational needs, which enhance the ability to learn. However, the organisational
learning capability is not something which can be achieved overnight. It involves
multidimensional steps like knowledge acquisition, knowledge sharing, utilisation and
creation of new thoughts. It deals with the changes and ability to adapt to changes and
challenges. Learning is the foundation base of a bold and powerful organisation that
brings changes within itself to improve performance in the long run. To create something
new, the organisations must take risks and experiment and learn from their mistakes. The
employees create bonds and commitments to learn from each other and use the
accumulated knowledge for gaining advantages. It is important as it increases job
satisfaction, lowers turnover rates, and increases efficiency and adaptability. The
technologies keep changing and evolve with the current environment, which is necessary.
For example, social media like Facebook and Twitter updates new features and policies
to keep up with the users’ needs. The organisation uses such media accounts to share
information to update the members and keep them engaged to learn about new updates.
Years ago, online debates did not exist and now debates and discussions on politics and
polarising issues are held online. Also, organisations get attention by taking stand on
issues and for criticising the debates and arguments.

In a nutshell, organisations need to work as open systems where it interacts with the
external world in a continuous manner and utilises the absorptive capacity of the
organisational members. it not only helps the members to have an open dialogue but also
helps to revisit its long-term vision and mission. The dialogue also helps the employees
to be convinced about the absorbed knowledge and critically evaluate by the community
which helps to develop the buy in of managers and translates into managerial
commitment. The commitment ensures the team participation and effective transfer of
knowledge. Moreover, that further leads to organisational capability, Risk taking
tendencies and employees openness to experiments. OLC and employee’s openness
collectively leads to innovative performance. This study has highlighted the interlinage of
innovation through OLS and knowledge transfer. Hence, the organisations need to have a
continuous learning process to adapt to the changing environment and evolve with the
changing world, getting prepared for the future advancement and modification that will
help the organisation to agitate in the rapidly changing competitive environment.
Organisations who will keep pace gain success and those who fail to do so are left
behind.
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