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ABSTRACT

Organizational learning is widely touted as
enhancing organizational effectiveness, but, as yet,
little evidence for the existence of this construct
has been provided by researchers. It has however
been suggested that the existence of, changes in
and development of shared understanding in
organizations are indicative of the learning that
has occurred across those organizations. This paper
presents the results of research exploring this idea
in which the extent of shared learning, in respect
of new business processes in two public sector
organizations is compared with the learning
orientation, in terms of an active versus passive
approaches, evidenced by those organizations.
Results reveal some important outcomes relating
to the interaction of managers' and employees'
understanding of the new business issues under
investigation, and the relationships between
organizational learming orientations and the take
up of new ideas across organizations.
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Organizational learning has been an issue in
management theory and research since the
1960's (Cangelosi and Dill, 1965). However, it has
come to pre-eminence since the 1990's, in
recognition of its potential as a key driver for
competitive advantage and organizational
effectiveness (Crossan and Guatto, 1996; DeGeus,
1988; Hawkins, 1994). Anecdotal evidence for
organizational learning has been afforded by
descriptive studies in various settings, including
manufacturing (Pedler, Burgoyne and Boydell,
1988), energy (Carroll, 1998; Prokesh, 1997),
financial services (Nevis, DiBella and Gould,
1995), and automotive (Bower, 1993; Nevis,
DiBella and Gould, 1995) industries. Yet, despite
this and ongoing theoretical interest, there has
been less empirical evidence afforded for
organizational learning's existence. This is, in part,
a result of the complexity of the learning process
in organizations (Crossan, Lane, White and
Djurfeldt, 1995; Easterby-Smith, 1997; Miner and
Mezias, 1996), which creates considerable
challenges for researchers seeking to identify if,
and how organizations learn (Lahteenmaki,
Mattila and Toivonen, 2001). One key question
concerns how learning is manifested across
organizations. Organizational learning can be seen
as occurring when individuals share the
understanding developed through their own
learning to form shared understanding or beliefs
that allow the organization to work in common
ways (Klimecki and Lassleben, 1998; Lee,
Courtney and O'Keefe, 1992; Williams, 2001).
Argyris (1994) suggests that it is kind of learning
that is crucial to organizational effectiveness.
Furthermore, the extent of shared learning will be
linked potentially to the learning approach or
orientation adopted by an organization (ibid.).
Organizations that are more ‘active' in their
learning are, therefore, more likely to evidence
this learning in wider and more inclusive forms for
shared learning. This is particularly likely to be the
case when an organization, meeting changes to
business and/or environmental conditions, has
had to face the challenge of learning something
new. The development of new shared
understanding in organizations is required from
those organizations to respond to change, and its
existence could, therefore, be indicative of
organizational learning.

This paper reports research looking at the nature
of shared understanding in two organizations,
following changes in their working practices. In
each organization the research concentrated on a
‘new’ (recently adopted) business process, and
was undertaken in two phases. In Phase One a

representative sample of senior managers from
each organization was interviewed and causal
cognitive maps representing their understanding
of the 'new’ organizational issue were drawn. The
two organizations considered are local councils
providing public services in the UK. In each,
senior management had nominated the particular
business issue taken as a focus for the cognitive
mapping exercise and a subsequent
questionnaire survey. In Phase Two a
questionnaire survey was adopted, through which
the managers' understanding identified in Phase
One could be tested against employees’
perceptions. Items for an organizationally specific
instrument were drawn from the causal maps
obtained in Phase One, treating these as a
‘expert-sample’ for item generation. This
instrument was administered alongside another
that explored active-passive learning orientations
in each organization (Sadler-Smith, Spicer and
Chaston, 2001). The nature and extent of the
shared understanding in the two study
organizations is considered below, as are
relationships between each organization's
learning orientation and extent of shared
understanding evidenced.

Initially, the theoretical framework informing this
research which draws on work undertaken under
the auspices of organizational learning to identify
the relevance of developing shared understanding
is described below. Research questions and
hypotheses are then outlined, and the methods
employed described. The outcomes of the research
are then presented and discussed. The
implications of the study for research are
summarized and the paper concludes by
identifying the importance and meaning of results
for learning organizationally and the development
of shared understanding.

ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING

Over the last decade, learning in organizations
has been widely discussed in the management
literature and within this, two allied streams of
interest, concerned with the either the ‘learning
organization' and ‘organizational learning’, have
emerged. Unfortunately, some writers have tended
to confuse these, but there is now a growing
recognition that we can and should distinguish
between them. Tsang (1997) makes the point,
which is echoed by others (for example Easterby-
Smith, and Araujo, 1999; Robinson, 2001;
Williams, 2001) that work under the auspices of
organizational learning has tended to be
analytical and descriptive, concerned with
identifying the processes and mechanisms for
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learning in organizations. Conversely, work most
identifying with the learning organization is
typically normative, action-orientated and
potentially prescriptive, tending to define the
features of the ‘ideal' organization which
supports, fosters and encourages learning.
Distinguishing in this way is helpful because it
adds clarity and consistency to our theorizing.

The research described here is concerned with
identifying, analyzing and describing learning
mechanisms which support the development of
shared understanding, and hence identifies with
an organizational learning approach.

Even when narrowing our focus to just
organizational learning, we are still faced with a

TABLE 1

ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING: EXAMPLE DEFINITIONS

Source

Definition

Anderson, Gustavsson
& Merlin (1995: 31)

Edmondson &
Moingeon (1998: 12)

Fojt (1995:5)

Hayes & Allinson
(1998: 12)

Huber (1996: 822)

Kim & Senge (1994: 277)

March & Olsen (1975: 168)

Shrivastava (1983: 15)

Simon (1991: 125)

Snell & Chak (1996: 6)

Snyder & Cummings

(1998: 875)

Stata (1989: 64)

Swieringa & Wierdsma

* "Organizational learning occurs through shared insights, knowledge and
mental models and builds on past knowledge and experience."

"A process in which an organizations members actively use data to
guide behavior in such a way as to promote the ongoing adaption
of the organization."

"Organizational learning is a set of processes to help people create new
knowledge, share understanding and continuously improve themselves
and the company.”

"Organizational (collective) learning involves sampling the environment,
including the effects of past behavior, and using the information made
available by this process to modify the mental models, schema or
cognitive maps that guide behavior."

"An organization learns when, through its processing of information, it
increases the probability that its future actions will lead to improved
performance.”

"By organizational learning we mean the development of new
organizational capabilities. To learn for an individual, group, or larger
organization, is to enhance one's capabilities in reliable and reproductive
ways."

* "Organizations and the people in them learning from their experience.
They act, observe the consequences of their action, make inferences
about those consequences, and draw implications for future action.”

“"Organizational learning refers to the process by which the
organizational knowledge base is developed and shaped.”

"All learning takes place inside individual human heads; an organization
learns in only two ways: (a) by the learning of its members, or (b) by
ingesting new members who have knowledge the organization didn't
previously have."

"Organizational Learning entails meaningful change in the processes,
structures, assumptions or concerns connecting individual members."

* "Learning is organizational to the extent that: (1) it is done to achieve
organization purposes; (2) it is shared or distributed among members of
the organization; and (3) learning outcomes are embedded in the
organizations systems, structures and culture.”

"Organizational Learning occurs through shared insights, knowledge and
mental models ...[and] builds on past knowledge and experience - that is
memory.”

« "By the term 'organizational learning’ we mean the changing of
organizational behavior."
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massive literature. For example, there exists an
abundance of alternative definitions for the term.
Representative examples of these are shown in
Table One, and this list is by no means exhaustive.
Within these, it is possible to identify a number of
key themes. Firstly, all the definitions exhibited
identify with a process view of learning, in line
with the driving perspective behind organizational
learning identified above. Secondly, the majority of
alternative definitions identify this process as one
of change (e.g. Edmondson and Moingeon, 1998;
Shrivastava, 1983). This is usually seen as resulting
in improvements in efficiency and effectiveness
(e.g. Fojt, 1995; Huber, 1996; Kim and Senge,
1994; Snell and Chak, 1996), often couched in
behavioral terms (Edmondson and Moingeon,
1998; Hayes and Allinson, 1998; Swieringa and
Weirdsma, 1992). Thirdly, a number of the
definitions make the individual's role explicit in
learning organizationally (e.g. Kim and Senge,
1994; March and Olsen, 1975; Simon, 1991).

The consensus demonstrated by the exemplars in
Table One is that organizational learning is a
process, driven by an organization's individuals
(members), that leads to developmental change
(improvement) in behavior within that
organization, and it is this view of learning that is
explored below. This, however, is a view with
which some would contend. Significantly, not all
recognize the need for learning to result in
increased effectiveness or changed behavior
(Huber, 1991; Sutton, 1994), and suggest that it
is possible to learn incorrectly, learn incorrect
information, or not learn at all. Choosing to see

learning as developmental, does not mean that
these circumstances do not exist. What these
critics are identifying, is failures in effective
learning, and whilst these can and do happen, in
exploring organizational learning it makes sense
to start by confirming its existence and extent.
This is not to deny that failings can and do occur,
rather, consideration of such failings is not an
issue when defining learning.

Whilst the above brief discussion of definitions
highlights the key concepts within organizational
learning theory, it does little more than scratch
the surface of this multifaceted field of study. A
complete review of organizational learning theory
is outside the remit of this paper. For readers
interested in this, both Dodgson (1993) and
Easterby-Smith (1997) provide extensive and
critical reviews. However, in the context of the
present study, there are two critical aspects of
organizational learning research and theory that
require further elucidation, the pivotal role of
shared understanding and the notion of two
levels of learning.

Two Levels of Learning

In the literature on organizational learning one of
the most pervasive ideas is that different forms of
learning are evidenced through change occurring
at differing levels. In describing these differing
levels, researchers typically make distinctions in
terms of two types or forms, with a number of
authors identifying what have been collectively
described as ‘higher' and ‘lower' order forms of
learning (Sadler-Smith, Spicer and Chaston, 2001).

TABLE 2
TWO LEVELS OF LEARNING: ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTORS

Author(s)

Learning levels

Argyris & Schon (1978)

Bateson (1973)

Corsini (1987)

Dibella, Nevis & Gould (1996)
Dodgson (1991)

Fiol & Lyles (1985)

Kim (1993)

Klimeki & Lassleben (1998)

Miner & Mezias (1996)

Pedler, Burgoyne & Boydell (1997)
Sadler-Smith, Spicer & Chaston (2001)
Senge (1990)

Snell & Chak (1996)

Stein & Vandenbosch (1996)

Virany, Tushman & Romanelli (1992)

single-loop - double-loop
learning | - learning Il
know-how - know-what
incremental - transformational
tactical - strategic
lower - higher
operational - conceptual
reactive - proactive
incremental - radical
implementing - improving
passive - active
adaptive - generative
adaptation - development
lower-order - higher-order
first-order - second-order
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Table Two identifies a number of these. Lower
forms, such as adaptive (Senge, 1990), reactive
(Klimeki and Lassleben, 1998) or single-loop
(Argyris and Schon, 1974; 1978) are about being
able to cope with existing environments, issues
and challenges in better ways and are typically
manifested through the incremental improvement
of existing working practices and understanding.
Higher order forms, for example generative
(Senge, 1990.), proactive (Klimeki and Lassleben,
1998) and double-loop (Argyris and Schon, 1974;
1978) learning, require the creation or
development of new understanding or ways of
working in response to more radical change.
According to Stein and Vandenbosch (1996: 115),
"higher-order organizational learning occurs when
a company adopts new principles, assumptions
and paradigms which often turn into competitive
advantage.” This links higher order learning with
the developmental definition of learning leading
to enhanced effectiveness derived above.

It should be recognized that not all writers concur
with this distinction of two levels of learning.
Critics include Burgoyne and Hodgson (1983),
and Klein (1989), who suggest that the types of
learning identified are not unique but are
inextricably linked. This criticism comes about in
part because identification of where lower order
learning stops and higher order learning starts is
difficult, and is often subjective. It is also created
by the confusion engendered by some authors to
add additional types around the levels identified
(see for example, Hawkins 1994; Snell and Chak
1996; Torbet 1994). For Argyris and Schon's
(1974; 1978) model, these include zero or 'not’
learning (a state which may seems obvious), and
triple-loop learning, characterized as ‘learning to
learn’ (Dodgson 1993). Given the speculative
nature of these additional types, and a desire for
parsimony, clarity and simplicity, a two-fold model
is used here.

In identifying the distinctions in organizational
learning theory that exist in terms of higher and
lower order levels of learning, Sadler-Smith et al.
(2001) go on to suggest that this distinction
defines a difference of degree in learning that can
be seen quantitatively. They distinguish between
active (higher level, double-loop, generative, etc.)
and passive (lower level, single-loop, adaptive etc.)
learning orientations, and have developed an
instrument that assesses the collective learning
orientation of a firm in these terms. This is used in
the research reported below. However, the
importance of this distinction between two
learning levels or orientations, for this research,

stems from the role they play in the creation of
new understanding in response to change.
Significantly, as discussed below, higher order
(active) learning is critical here.

Shared Understanding

There is one key aspect of organizational learning
evidenced by the exemplars shown in Table One
that was not identified above. Anderson,
Gustavsson and Merlin (1995), Snyder and
Cummings (1998) and Stata (1989) all identify
organizational learning as something that has to
be shared, and it is widely recognized that the
maintenance and development of shared
understanding or beliefs across organizations is a
key aspect of learning organizationally (Klimieki
and Lassleben, 1998; Williams, 2001). In seeking
to identify the site and source of this shared
understanding, Kim (1993) and others (for
example Sadler-Smith, et al., 2001; Senge, 1990;
Spicer, 1998) identify an important role for the
shared mental models held across an
organization. At the individual level, mental
models represent the unique ways in which we
view the world, and hence affect our behavior and
decision making within it (Johnson-Laird, 1983).
In organizations, there is a recognition that
collective points of view and shared
understanding play a significant role in defining
shared approaches to decision making and
behavior (Dixon, 1994; Douglas, 1986; Gioia and
Sims, 1986; Morgan, 1986), and these collective
understanding can be represented as shared
mental models. Furthermore there is growing
recognition that these shared understandings or
mental models are themselves developed and
maintained through organizational learning (Kim,
1993; Klimieki and Lassleben, 1998.; Sadler-
Smith, et al. 2001; Spicer 2001; Williams, 2001).

The two learning levels or orientations identified
above will interact with shared mental models in
different ways (Sadler-Smith, et al, 2001; Spicer
2001). According to Kim (1993), shared mental
models consist of organizational routines and
weltanschauung, (world-views or organizational
frameworks). Routines contain the information
and knowledge required to complete specific
tasks. Weltanschauung contain the assumptions,
beliefs and deep understanding that define the
routines. Lower order (passive) learning is seen as
interacting with and developing the existing
routines that exist in the organization, whilst
higher order (active) learning requires generation
of new understanding or routines through action
on the weltanschauung that define those
routines. Development of new shared
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understanding (mental models) through
organizational learning, is therefore going to
occur when organizations, required to change, are
faced with new challenges or the need to
implement or take-up new ideas and ways of
working (development of new routines). The
effectiveness of this is likely to be dependent on
the learning orientation adopted by an
organization. Take up of new understanding
requires higher order (active) learning across the
organization as a whole. Employees will only be
able to take on board new ideas effectively if
capable of adopting higher order learning. Hence,
it is likely that those organizations who's members
show more affinity for higher order learning will
show greater uptake of new organizational issues
(i.e. greater shared understanding), it is this
declaration that is explored below.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The research was undertaken in two UK local
authorities that had just undergone significant
changes in their working practices, and explored
the new understanding developed in each
organization as a result of these changes. This
meant that the new issues explored were different
in each organization. The names of these councils
have been changed below to preserve their
anonymity. In the first organization, a district
council ('Westcountry District Council’), providing
services to a population of around 75,000, the
issue explored was its ‘service planning process'.
This is essentially business planning, and had
been implemented in response to regulatory and
‘business' pressures, to meet national government
demands for 'best value' and to encourage wider
involvement in planning. In the second authority,
a larger county council (‘Regional County
Council'), serving around 500,000, it was new
procedures for budget setting, incorporating a
longer timeframe and aimed at wider
involvement, that provided the research issue. In
both cases, these new processes had been in
place for less than 12 months.

The research was undertaken in two phases. In
Phase One, cognitive mapping was used to
explore senior managers' understanding of the
issue under exploration. Cognitive mapping is a
range of techniques which allow researchers to
obtain "graphical descriptions of the unique ways
in which individuals view a particular domain
(field of thought or action)" (Langfield-Smith,
1992: 350). Irrespective of the actual
methodology employed, what cognitive mapping
does is allow the researcher to create an image of
an individual's understanding of a particular

aspect of their environment. It is beyond the
scope of this paper to review the range of
methodologies available for mental model
elicitation, for interested readers, both Huff
(1990) and Swan (1995) both provide extensive
reviews and summaries. Here, a semi-structured
interview procedure is adopted, and cognitive
mapping is used to identify individual managers'
understanding of the issues identified in each
organization, which is then explored for evidence
of shared understanding amongst these groups.
Phase One is informed by a research question:

RQ: Senior managers’ shared understandings of
the issues identified can be elicited through
cognitive mapping.

This question is essentially methodological, and
represents a pre-requisite for exploring the shared
understanding of these issues across each
organization in Phase Two. A research question is
appropriate for the exploratory and qualitative
nature of the research in Phase One. It was
expected that the senior managers interviewed
would show commonalties in their individual
understandings that would allow a shared map to
be drawn. The extent of this is explored below.
The output of the cognitive mapping in Phase
One also provides an input into Phase Two. This
used a questionnaire survey, distributed across
each organization, through which the perceptions
of employees in relation to managers' shared
understanding, identified in Phase One, could be
explored in relation to the learning orientation
that exists in these organizations. The content and
construction of these questionnaires are also
described below. Phase Two is informed by two
hypotheses:

H1: Uptake of shared understanding by
individuals throughout an organization is
consistent, in that this uptake is
representative of a single factor depicting
uniform understanding of the ‘issue’ explored
across that organization.

H2: The extent of uptake of shared
understanding throughout an organization is
positively related to an active learning
orientation.

Hypotheses are appropriate for Phase Two, as the
research here relies on quantitative methods and
analysis. Hypothesis One is concerned with the
wider uptake of the shared understanding
evidenced in Phase One, and represents an
expectation that this is, when viewed by
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respondents, representative of a single issue
across each organization. The second hypothesis
addresses the key question of this research: the
relationship between an organization's learning
orientation and the development of new shared
understanding. Both phases of research are
described below.

PHASE ONE: COGNITIVE MAPPING

Phase One adopted a semi-structured interviewing
approach, based on established best practice for
interviews of this type (Scheper and Faber, 1994;
Eden, 1992; Brown, 1992; Vennix and Gubbels,
1992), facilitated through application of Decision
Explorer (Version 3.0.6; 1997), a specialist
cognitive mapping tool. This allowed for open,
non-directive identification of the issues
(concepts), and relationships (links) between
these, with the output in the form of a causal
cognitive map. The senior management teams
from the two participating organizations were
interviewed as individuals. The interviews focused
on the particular issue identified by each of the
participating organizations, and lasted between
45 minutes and an hour and a half. The typical
finished map usually contained around 20
concepts, although the actual number of concepts
varied quite considerably between individuals. The
outcome of the interview consisted of a cognitive
map, built by the participant (aided by the
interviewer), which represented that individual's
understanding of the issue under discussion.
Interviews were recorded, and tapes were
reviewed to ensure that they concurred with the
image and information obtained.

Subsequent to the interviews, a shared ‘senior
management' cognitive map was drawn for each
organization. Individual maps were elicited
initially, so that the range of understanding of
each issue could be explored. Individual
interviews also avoid the potential problems of
group-think and political behavior that can
sometimes compromise map generation with a
group (Langfield-Smith, 1992; Risch, Troyana-
Bermudez and Sterman, 1995). The shared map
was drawn, following established best practice
(Carley, 1997; Scheper and Faber, 1994; Vennix,
Andersen, Richardson and Rohrbaugh, 1992;
Eden, Jones and Sims, 1983), by the researcher
merging concepts from individual maps assumed
‘'with great care' to be sufficiently similar (Bougon,
1992). This process is subjective, depending on
the opinion and skill of the researcher. In practice,
this involves sorting through the concepts
obtained, and matching those that have been
described in the same way by participants and/or

those that have similar influence. This is a
‘congregate’ map (Bougon, 1992), including all
the concepts identified by the participants in the
individual mapping process, connected by those
concepts identified as existing in common
between one or more individuals. Congregate
maps have been chosen in recognition of the
fact that all the information incorporated in
each individuals' understanding contributes to
shared understanding, which exists, like individual
understanding in the minds of individuals
within an organization, and facilitates transfer
between them.

Cognitive Mapping Results

In both study organizations, interviews were
conducted with eight senior managers, all
members of the managing board of the council.
Participants had volunteered and were given the
assurance that their input would be anonymous.
In the first organization, Westcountry District
Council (WDC), all the respondents were male,
and ranged in age from 40 to 51 years. They had
all been employed by WDC for considerable
period of time (31/ years to 23 years), but had
been in position for much shorter periods

(7 months to 6 years). Within Regional County
Council (RCC) participants were aged between 44
and 50 years, and all were again male. Length of
service ranged from 7 to 27 years, with tenure in
current positions being between 1 month (as
head of department, with 4 years as deputy prior
to this), and 9 years.

In both organizations, interviews were successful
with respondents identifying between 14 and 33
concepts in respect of the issues identified. A shared
map was created for each organization. In WDC this
reduced the aggregate 152 concepts and 283 links
in individual maps to a congregate model
incorporating 71 concepts and 253 links, in RCC the
168 concepts and 340 links evidenced in individual
maps were merged to form a congregate
representation incorporating 97 concepts and 290
links. Both these models are too complex to
represent as single images, within them they
integrate the total of mangers' individual
understandings of each organizational issue. Whilst
the content of the maps hold considerable
information of interest to each study organization,
and in both became the subject of much discussion,
it is the nature of the shared understanding they
represent that is of interest here.

Commonalties identified between the individual
maps when creating the shared map suggest that
in both organizations, at the senior management
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level, there is shared understanding of the ‘new'
issues investigated. Furthermore, discussion of the
congregate maps created with the management
boards from which interviewees were drawn,
suggested that the shared understanding
represented was recognized and supported by
these groups. However, there were differences in
the nature of the shared understanding evidence
in the two councils. The individual maps obtained
in WDC appeared to have more in common with
each other than the individual maps obtained in
RCC. The 71 concepts in WDC's congregate map
represent 46.7% of the aggregate number of
individual concepts. This compares favorably with
RCC where the 97 concepts in the shared map
represent 57.7% of the total across the eight
individual maps. This suggests that there is greater
consistency in managers' understanding in WDC.
The content of maps confirms this. In discussing
their service planning process WDC managers
were concerned with the process and its impact on
the overall organization. In RCC, however, despite
having a similar issue and comparable
responsibilities, in discussing the budget setting
process, individual managers were more concerned
with how it impacted in their department or area
of responsibility. Conversely, the higher ratio of
links per concept in WDC (3.56) compared with
RCC (2.99) suggest that, despite the greater
overlap in understanding, the interaction of
concepts identified within WDC is more complex
than within RCC. The implications of the above
observations are discussed further below.

PHASE TWO: QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEYS

In Phase Two, a self-report questionnaire was
created for each organization to assess the uptake
of their 'new’ organizational issue and learning
orientations. This incorporated three key elements,
assessing shared understanding, learning
orientation and respondent characteristics.

For each organization a 'one-off' organization
specific tool was created from the congregate
cognitive map that represents the major output of
Phase One. Design of the questionnaire followed
published best practice for the use of surveys in
relation to cognitive mapping (Roberts 1976;
Kleindl 1997; Ferguson, Kerrin and Patterson
1997). Concepts were selected from the shared
map and reframed as agree/disagree statements.
Three criteria were used to select concepts for
inclusion in the questionnaire: 1) their
significance, based on the number of interview
respondents identifying a concept, 2) the extent
of their ‘domain’, and 3) their ‘centrality’. Domain
identifies the link density of a concept, and

represents a count of the total number of links
surrounding that concept. It is calculated by
Decision Explorer, which provides a hierarchical
domain analysis listing concepts in descending
order of link density (Banxia, 1994). Analysis of
centrality (a weighted measure of domain
identifying three levels of influence around a
concept) provides a score for the number of
concepts linked to a particular concept within a
map up to a specified numbers of ‘band levels'
surrounding that concept. Band levels are the
numbers of links between the central concept and
those surrounding it. The Decision Explorer
default setting was used for this analysis, which
calculates the centrality score from the first three
band levels (i.e. those concepts which are within
three links of a specific concepts). This uses
diminishing weights so that all concepts at band
one are divided by one, concepts at band two are
divided by two and concepts at band three are
divided by three (Banxia, 1994). The resultant
statistic is given as a centrality score from the
total number of concepts traversed, with the
higher that score the greater the sphere of
influence surrounding a concept.

Selecting in this way identifies the ‘most
important' elements of each issue considered,
according to the managers interviewed, which, if
organizational learning occurs effectively, should
show the greatest uptake in the organization as a
whole. Potential items were initially reviewed and
commented on by individuals who had
participated in the mapping exercise. In each
organization a final unique set of 26 items was
created. This number emerged by chance,
following refining and removal of indistinct items.
A five-point Likert-type scale was used, ranging
from strongly disagree (scored one) to strongly
agree (scored five). Items were ordered randomly
within the instrument (Bailey, 1994). The
structures of response to these questionnaires are
explored below. A final open question asking
respondents if they had any comments on the
issue addressed in the instrument was also
included.

Each organization's learning orientation was
assessed through the new scale developed by
Sadler-Smith et al. (2001). This contains nine
items, which ask individuals to assess their
organization's learning orientation in terms of a
bi-polar active-passive learning construct which is
representative of higher versus lower order forms
of learning. The scale's authors report acceptable
initial data in terms of this instrument's reliability
and validity (based on acceptable scale
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reliabilities, test-re-test reliability and exploratory
analyses). Within the scale six items are
representative of higher order (active) attitudes to
learning (e.g. We do have set working practices,
but can change these in pursuit of greater
efficiency if need be). The remaining three
represent a lower order (passive) learning
orientation (e.g. Employees are discouraged from
experimenting with new and novel ways of
working). Items are again scored on a five point
Likert-type scale. Lower order items are scored
negatively, and the total score for the scale
obtained by adding together scores for individual
items and dividing by nine. Therefore, higher
scores indicate a greater propensity for higher
order learning.

The respondent characteristics section asked for
information on their gender, age, length of service
within the organization, department and job level.

The questionnaire contained the three elements in
the order described, and was piloted in both
organizations. At this stage, it was decided to

‘reverse’ some cognitive map items so that they
represented the opposite viewpoint to that originally
expressed. This was done to reduce the potential for
bias from respondents replying positively to the item
set as a whole rather than each item individually
(Oppenheim, 1992; Garg, 1996).

The questionnaires were distributed through the
internal mail services of both organizations. Both
were supported by a covering letter, signed by
both the researcher and a named senior individual
within each organization, explaining the purpose
of the survey, outlining the organizations support,
and stressing that all responses would be
anonymous and confidential. Respondents were
asked to indicate the extent to which the
statements in the questionnaire applied to their
organization. It was stressed that there were no
right or wrong answers, and that individuals
should respond with their immediate reaction
giving the answer that most closely corresponded
with their opinion. A Freepost envelope was
provided for returns.

TABLE 3
SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
WDC (n=112) RCC (n=399)
n Percent n  Percent
Gender Male 58 51.8 235 58.9
Female 53 473 164 411
Missing 1 0.9
Age <31 23 20.5 50 12.5
31-40 29 25.9 110 276
41-50 40 357 134 335
51-60 15 13.4 98 24.6
>60 3 2.7 7 1.8
Missing 2 1.8
Length of <6 30 26.8 70 175
Service 6-10 42 375 126 31.6
11-15 16 143 70 175
16-20 12 10.7 58 14.5
>20 7 6.2 75 18.9
Missing 5 45 -
Job Level Senior manager 13 1.6 27 6.8
Middle manager 13 1.6 108 27.1
First line manager 17 15.2 97 24.3
Staff 58 51.8 131 328
Others (own description) 6 54 36 9.0
Missing 5 4.4
Department | Service providing 57 50.9 287 719
Support/corporate 44 393 112 28.1
Missing 1 9.8
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Questionnaire Surveys Results

In WDC, a potential sample of 251 employees
was identified; made up of senior/central office
staff from the council who were involved with
service planning. 112 usable responses were
returned (questionnaires missing responses from
the first two sections were excluded), representing
a response rate of 44.6%. In RCC, 947 staff
involved in budget setting were identified, and
399 usable responses (42.1%) were obtained
(responses missing any information were
excluded). Respondent Characteristics are
summarized in Table Three. Subsequent analyses
were undertaken with SPSS (Version 8.0, 1997).

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA), allows a
researcher to systematically examine a set of
variables in order to discover whether latent
variables exist which are relatively independent of
each other (Tabachnick and Fidell 1996; Child
1990). EFA, through principal components
analysis of items was used here to explore the
extent to which the latent structure of the shared
understanding items in each questionnaire is
representative of a single factor depicting
consistent understanding of the ‘issue’ explored
across that organization. Principal components
analysis of items mathematically produces several
linear combinations of variables (factors), which
summarize the patterns of correlations between
these variables independently, and as a result can
be used (with varying success) to reproduce the
observed variables.

For WDC, the initial unrotated solution produced
seven factors, with eigenvalues over one,
explaining 66.7% of the variance. The scree plot
was inconclusive, suggesting two or three factor
solutions, explaining 41.9% and 47.9% of the
variance respectively. As the ‘eigenvalues over
one' criteria may overestimate the number of
factors, and when a scree plot is inconclusive,
Tabachnick and Fidell (1996: 673) suggest that
an alternative way to proceed is through the
examination of a number of alternative structure
solutions. Hence, both two and three factor
solutions were extracted and examined. Rotation
to simple structure using orthogonal (varimax)
rotation was undertaken for both. Detailed
examination of these suggested that the two
factor solution provided the most powerful
explanation of the data. Factor 1 has an
eigenvalue of 6.90, Factor 2 one of 3.99, and
between them they account for 41.9% of the
variance in the data.

Table Four contains this two factor solution for
the shared understanding questionnaire in WDC,
0.32 was taken as the criterion of salient loading,
being appropriate for investigative, exploratory
research of the type undertaken here (Tabachnick
and Fidell 1996: 677), values of 0.32 and above
are therefore shown in bold. There were two items
that failed to load significantly on either factor
(17 and 24). There were also two items that
loaded significantly on both factors (20 and 22).
All the other items loaded singly, and there was
no inconsistency in loadings on either factor, with
the sign (‘+/-') of factors' loadings being
consistent with their original phrasings. Excluding
the two items identified as problematic by
loading on both factors, Factor One comprises 11
items. Examining these items in detail, they all
appear to be concerned with the results or
‘outcomes’ of the service planning process. Factor
Two is also made up of 11 unique items. Here
examination of items suggested that they may be
representative of a different element of the shared
model, namely the extent to which there is
‘commitment’ to, participation in and support for
the service planning process in WBC.

For the RCC data, seven factors with eigenvalues
over one, explaining 49.8% of the variance, were
obtained in the initial (unrotated) solution. The
scree plot was again inconclusive suggesting three
or four factor solutions. Three and four factor
solutions were therefore obtained and rotated to
simple structure using orthogonal (varimax
rotation). Patterns of loadings on these solutions
are unclear, both have a significant numbers of
items which either fail to load or load on multiple
factors. Furthermore, examination of the detail of
the factor structures failed to identify any logical
patterns in the item loadings. As no logical latent
structure appears evident from this analysis, no
subsequent presentation of a resultant factor
solution is made here, and the items in the RCC
shared understanding questionnaire are taken to
be representative of overall shared understanding
of the budget setting process.

Descriptive statistics for both questionnaires are
summarized in Table Five. For WDC, two shared
understanding scales have been derived, each
representing the mean response for the sets of 11
unique items on the two factors identified above.
These show scores for understanding of the
service planning process in respect of the extent
of ‘commitment’ shown across the council and the
extent of recognition of its ‘outcomes’. Uptake of
‘commitment’ in employees understanding of the
service planning process is higher (mean = 3.75,
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TABLE 4
WDC SHARED UNDERSTANDING: FACTOR LOADINGS
Item Factor 1 Factor 2
1. The service planning process has simplified the council's structure. 0.66 -0.01
2.Service planning has not helped improve the council's effectiveness.* -0.78 0.05
3.Restructuring the council into service units has not led to changes in -0.29 0.34
working practices.*
4.The service planning process has improved communications throughout 0.75 -0.31
the council.
5.Service planning has not helped the council create of mechanisms for -0.67 0.19
performance management.*
6.The service planning process does not requires commitment from all those -0.22 0.63
involved in the process.*
7. Service plans result in the development of clear aims and objectives for 0.66 -0.26
service units.
8.Commitment to the service planning process relies, in part, on the feedback 030 -0.52
provided by service units to the council.
9.The service planning process has required the council to draw up mission -0.06 -0.50
statements/ key principles/ position statements.
10. Commitment to service planning is demonstrated by the uptake of mission 0.21 -0.44
statements/ key principles/ position statements.
11. The service planning process has not resulted in a higher quality of service -0.81 0.15
provision.*
12. The service planning process has led to performance reviews that help to 0.65 -0.19
maximise efficiency.
13. The service planning process does not require support from everyone -0.07 0.70
throughout the council.*
14. Service planning has created shared resources that give the council the 0.62 -0.16
flexibility it requires to meet needs.
15. A key part of the service planning process is the monitoring and evaluation 0.26 -0.35
of targets.
16. Creation of a shared purpose within the council is not a key element of the -0.16 0.72
service planning process.*
17. The service planning process is ‘owned’ by all members of the council. 0.25 -0.15
18. Important principles (such as openness and honesty) are recognised by 0.70 -0.18
everyone in the service planning process.
19. The service planning process does not require all the interested parties (both -0.07 0.59
within and beyond the council) to be consulted about a particular issue.*
20.The service planning process has not made the council more responsive -0.67 0.51
to change.*
21. In terms of its outcomes, the benefits of the service planning process 0.74 -0.24
outweigh any problems or difficulties.
22.0ne of the key benefits of the service planning process is that it has 0.66 -0.34
fostered learning throughout the council.
23.Service planning has not improved my own working environment.* -0.63 0.20
24. Politics within the council have not had a significant influence on the 0.21 -0.19
service planning process.*
25.Service planning is aimed at ensuring the council maximises benefits for 0.21 -0.42
all members of the community.
26. Pressure to provide ‘Best Value' is not an important driver of the service 0.29 0.48

planning process.*

(Loadings of 0.32 and over in bold; * = item reversed)
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sd = 0.48) than the recognition of its outcomes
(mean = 3.08, sd = 0. 73). This difference was
confirmed through a paired sample t-test (t = -
11.366, df = 111, p < 0.001), which suggests that
they are significantly different at the 99.9% level.
In RCC, a single 'shared understanding' item
(mean = 3.06, sd = 0.69) was obtained from the
24 items in the budget setting process
questionnaire. All three of these scales exhibit
acceptable levels of internal reliability (o > 0.7;
Guilford 1956), and examination of the results in
terms of alpha-if-item-deleted and item total
correlations did not suggest the scale reliabilities
could be improved through removing further
items. Results for the nine-item learning
orientations scale are, for both samples, in line
with those previously obtained (Sadler-Smith et
al, 2001), and both scales exhibit acceptable
internal reliability. The learning orientation
reported by WDC (mean = 3.62, sd = 0.63) is
significantly higher (more active) than that for
RCC (mean = 3.22, sd = 0.30), confirmed as
statistically difference at the 95% level through
an independent samples t-test (t = -2.248, df =
190.281, p= 0.026).

Turning to the relationship between learing
orientation and shared understanding, these are
significantly correlated in RCC (r=0.20, p<
0.001), but this correlation accounts for only 4.0%
of shared variance. In WDC, shared understanding
is also significantly correlated with learning
orientation, in terms of both commitment (r= 0.67,
p < 0.001) and outcomes (r= 0.45, p < 0.001),
these account for 44.9% and 20.3% of shared
variance respectively. These results indicate that
there is indeed a relationship between learning
orientation and shared understanding in the

organizations studied. Scales for commitment and
outcomes in WDC are also correlated (r= 0.54, p <
0.001), indicating 29.2% of shared variance.

Influence of respondent characteristics on the
shared understanding evidenced in both
organizations, was investigated using simple
factorial analysis of variance (n-way anova), in
order to explore if any differential patterns of
shared understanding could be identified. Data on
respondent characteristics summarized in Table
Three in such a way to ensure that appropriate cell
sizes were maintained and none of the variables
contravened the assumptions of the anova test. In
WDC, significant main effects were indicated for
gender (F= 4.02; df = 1; p< 0.05) and
department (F= 23.28; df = 1; p< 0.001) on
shared understanding commitment, no higher
order effects were identified. These indicate that
men (mean = 3.65, sd = 0.32) exhibit higher
levels of shared understanding uptake than
women (mean = 3.58, sd = 0.27), and that the
service providing departments (mean = 3.58, sd =
0.29) have lower levels of uptake that those
departments whose responsibilities are corporate
(mean = 3.73, sd = 0.28). No significant effects
were identified on shared understanding outcomes
in WDC or on the single shared understanding
scale derived from the RCC data. Implications of
all these results are discussed below.

DISCUSSION

The aim for this research was to explore the
relationship between the uptake of new shared
understanding, following changes to business
practice, and the learning orientation or approach
espoused across a firm. Identification of senior
mangers' shared understanding in respect of

TABLE 5
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

a) WDC

Mean sd a Range
Understanding - Commitment 3.75 0.48 0.78 2.36-4.84
Understanding - Outcomes 3.08 0.73 0.91 1.09-4.69
Learning Orientation 3.62 0.63 0.86 1.94-4.64
(n=112)
b) RCC

Mean sd a Range
Shared Understanding 3.06 0.69 0.85 1.33-4.67
Learning Orientation 3.22 030 0.86 2.88-4.50

(n=399)
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these issues was identified as a prerequisite
methodological requirement, expressed in the
research question stated above. In both
organizations, cognitive mapping interviews
undertaken with representative samples of senior
managers identified detailed individual
understandings. From these it was possible to
identify, across individuals' maps, concepts in
common that allow shared maps of
understanding to be drawn for both organizations.
The extent of overlap identified in individual
understanding that allowed these congregate
maps to be drawn suggests support for the
statement presented in the research question
above: senior managers' shared understandings of
the issues identified can be elicited through
cognitive mapping. This allows the results of the
second phase of research to be investigated for
what they tell us about the wider shared
understanding and learning orientations across
the two organizations studied.

Additionally, in respect of these maps, there are
some details worthy of note. The higher degree of
consistency in understanding identified in WDC
suggests that senior mangers in this organization
have more understanding 'in common' of the new
organizational issue they face than their
counterparts in RCC. WDC managers show much
less variability in their understanding of service
planning than managers in RCC do in respect of
the budget setting process in their organization. It
was identified above that this distinction could be
due to managers in RCC being concerned with
the impact of budget setting in their own area of
responsibility. Alternatively, this difference may be
due to the different processes explored in each
organization. However, given their similarities, it
might also represent a genuine difference in
perspective between the two sets of managers,
WDC's showing more holistic, corporate concerns
and responsibilities, whilst those in RCC have
their own functional priorities highest in their
minds. The implication of this is that, in RCC, if
genuine sharing of information is required
between managers for effective budget setting (a
not unreasonable expectation), their personal,
departmental concerns might prevent this.
Conversely, in WDC, the more over-reaching
concerns of managers could, themselves become
divisive, representing a form of ‘group-thinking’
that prevents them from bringing different points
of view to the service planning process. The
greater complexity of understanding in WDC,
identified by the higher ratio of links per concept
in its shared map compared with RCC's might
suggest that this is unlikely. This indicates that

WDC's managers show a greater ‘interconnected-
ness' in their understanding, borne out in the
content of their maps, in which they identify the
potential for and nature of the impact of service
planning across the council and individual areas
outside their direct responsibility. The smaller size
of WDC may, of course, make such connections
easier to identify.

Phase Two, exploring the extent of these shared
understandings across both organization through
questionnaire surveys, indicates potentially more
complex patterns in responses, than proposed in
Hypothesis One. The results of exploratory factor
analysis and reliability analyses for the RCC data
does indicate that, in this organization, uptake of
shared understanding appears to be
representative of a single factor depicting
consistent understanding of the ‘issue’ explored.
Furthermore, analysis of variance failed to identify
any differences in uptake according to respondent
characteristics. In WDC, however, uptake is more
complex. Exploratory factor analysis identified two
factors, not one, and investigation of these
suggested that these were indeed indicative of
two issues representing ‘commitment to' and the
‘outcomes of' service planning. This distinction
was reinforced by a number of responses to the
open question included in the service planning
questionnaire: “In terms of question 11 [The
service planning process has not resulted in a
higher quality of service provision] - this has yet
to be measured/ time is needed" is a typical
example. This suggests a different, more critical,
quality to the nature of shared understanding in
WDC. Responses in respect of commitment are
generally more positive that those for the
outcomes. It appears that the WDC employees
sampled understand the nature of and commit to
the process of service planning. However, at the
time of the study (less that one year after the
implementation of service planning), they were
less convinced of its benefits (outcomes) and
adopted a more reserved position in respect of
these. Also, in WDC, analysis of variance
identified differences in response in respect of
service planning commitment for both gender and
department. No explanation is offered for the
difference in gender (which sees men as being
more ‘committed’ to than women), especially as
this difference is marginal and both groups
remain relatively positive. The difference in terms
of department is more distinct. It is perhaps not
that surprising that the corporate aspects of WDC,
responsible for the implementation and direction
of service planning (and for whom this process
has significantly reduced complexity) show higher
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commitment to the process than the service
providing departments, where it has had the
greatest impact in terms of changes in working
practice. Overall, the above suggest that
Hypothesis One has to be rejected. Nevertheless,
in both organizations, logical and significant
patterns of shared understanding in respect of the
issues addressed have been identified. The fact
that, in WDC, this wider shared understanding is
more complex does not, however, prevent the
exploration of its relationship with this
organization's learning orientation.

In respect of these relationships, the positive
correlations between the shared understanding
scales and learning orientations identified for
both organizations suggest that uptake of shared
understanding is indeed positively related to an
active learning orientation. This suggests
acceptance of Hypothesis Two. However, the
extent of learning orientation reported and the
degree of shared variation observed through
correlations across the two councils studied have
some potentially important implications. The
correlations between both shared understanding
scales and learning orientation in WDC account
for considerably more shared variance than the
same measure for the single shared
understanding scale and learning orientation in
RCC. This suggests a much stronger relationship
between learning approach and shared
understanding uptake in WDC, compared with
RCC. Additionally, the reported learning
orientation for RCC is significantly lower than
that for WDC. This indicates that WDC has a more
active learning orientation than RCC. This may
account for the higher degree of shared variance
observed in WDC, with more active learning
about the new issue addressed in this
organization resulting in greater uptake. A more
passive approach to learning in RCC was
something seen in respondents’ comments on the
budget setting process, with a number of
individuals suggesting that they failed to see the
importance of the new process, for example: “this
has little relevance or interest to me". Given that
senior managers in RCC had identified both the
sample as being intimately involved with budget
setting, and the importance of this issue for the
organization, such ambivalence and lack of active
uptake is significant.

The import of this suggested relationship between
shared understanding and learning orientation is,
however, confused by the complexity of uptake in
shared understanding observed in WDC. Whilst
both shared understanding scales in WDC show

higher shared variance with learning orientation,
the actual levels of uptake (expressed in terms of
agreement with the understanding drawn from
the senior managers' cognitive maps) between the
two scales is significantly different. The
straightforward relationship suggested above is
seen with commitment to the service planning
process, with active learning related to high levels
of uptake. This active learning has, however, led to
lower levels of uptake in respect of the outcomes
of service planning, but these two variables still
exhibit a relatively high level of shared variance.
One possible explanation for this distinction is
that learning orientation has to do with quality as
well as extent of learning. It was suggested above
that the two factors identified in WDC's shared
understanding came about because, whilst the
council's staff recognized the role and importance
of service planning, and had therefore committed
to it, they adopted a ‘wait and see' approach with
respect to its, as yet unproven outcomes.
Potentially therefore, employees in WDC recognize
the potential outcomes, but do not yet agree that
these have been seen. Again a number of
respondents support this view, with comments like
"I understand that service planning is expected to
improve efficiency, but | have yet to see this".
Uptake in this regard is therefore qualified, and
this might suggest that higher order (active)
learning has allowed, in this instance, employees
to learn about this process, but also show detail
and critical effectiveness in their learning, which
prevents them from taking the outcomes of
service planning as read.

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH

The research and results identified above have a
number of wider implications, as well as
limitations, that should be identified.

Firstly, the research adds to a growing cannon
recognizing and adopting cognitive mapping to
explore learning in organizations (see Klimecki
and Lassleben, 1998, and Lee et al,, 1992 for
other examples). These techniques allow
researchers to gain insights into the complexity of
individual and shared understanding across
organizations, although their limitations must be
minimized. This is best done by ensuring those
undertaking the mapping are trained, practiced
and experienced in the protocols they use, in
order that the potential for bias and subjectivity
are reduced. Following best practice models, as
derived and described here, will also reduce the
possibilities of mapping errors occurring. There
also remain the questions of whether the shared
understanding identified is truly representative of
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shared mental models, and how the mechanisms
that allow for the genuine transfer of
understanding (and not just evidence of
interconnectivity) can be identified. These
represent questions for further research.

Future research is therefore required to replicate
the observed relationships, to investigate the
issues identified above, to explore the
complexities of learning and the development of
new understanding in organization, and
significantly to identify other factors (contextual
and possibly organizationally specific) influencing
the uptake of shared understanding. This is likely
to require more detailed comparative studies,
including longitudinal studies of learning and
shared understanding uptake, and investigation of
the causes of failures of and differences in
learning. Key to this research is the question of
how new shared understanding is developed
through higher order (active) learning. This is
likely to require exploration of the forms, nature
and styles of learning and understanding in
organizations, and may center, initially, on
identifying the networks of relationships that
allow for the transfer of ideas, knowledge and
understanding.

Allowing organizations to select the focus for the
research, as adopted here, was found to be of
considerable benefit. This appears to have both
maximized the richness of data obtained and
helped ensure access to both research sites. The
nature of the understanding addressed was
incidental to the aim of this research (to explore
its uptake and relationship with learning).
Therefore, the ability to offer managers the
opportunity to explore their own and their
organization's understanding of new business
processes, and the chance to gain an insight into
any gaps or failings in understanding was a
powerful tool in gaining their support.

Finally, whilst suggestions of causality have been
given above, it should be recognized that this is
all they are, suggestions. One of the limitations of
research of the type undertaken, and the evidence
provided here is that it cannot, in fact, identify
any empirical causality. There were however
patterns of uptake and learning that indicate
relationships exist between the uptake of shared
understanding and the learning orientations that
exist across the organizations studied.
Furthermore, the complexity of these interactions
in WDC suggests that the relationships between
learning approach and uptake of understanding
are not as straightforward as supposed. It is likely

that other factors impact on uptake of
understanding, and that these factors are likely to
be different, and interact in different ways in
different organizations. Noticeably, given that
both studies described here were sited in local
authorities, neither made any reference to the
political parts of these councils. Whilst the
research undertaken was exploring management
issues within the management/organizational
structure, the additional, contextual factor of
political demands driven by elected councilors
may be an example of an specific, organizational
factor that affects the sharing of understanding
across these organizations.

CONCLUSION

The results of the research described above do
suggest a relationship between the development
of shared understanding and the learning
orientation of an organization, and, with
qualifications, more active learning potentially
leads to greater shared understanding. Whether
this equates to evidence of genuine
organizational learning following change is less
clear. However, it is likely that those
organizations who's members show greater
affinity for higher order (active) learning will
show greater uptake of new organizational issues
(greater shared understanding), and this suggests
that the role of learning following change is
therefore key: organizational learning is going to
be required if organizations faced with new
challenges or the need to implement and adopt
new ideas and ways of working (development of
new routines) are to develop new shared
understanding (mental models).

However, the details of the results suggest that
the development of shared understanding in
organizations is a complex and multifaceted
process, beset with issues that mitigate against
the identification of straightforward relationships.
Significantly, the results in WDC suggest that,
even when individuals learn about new issues and
process, and do indeed recognize their role in and
importance to their organization, they can still
draw different conclusions to those of their senior
managers. Uptake of new understanding and
ongoing support for changed business practice
must therefore never be taken for granted.
Managers should never assume that the learning
they expect or require has taken place, that even
if they are confident about the effectiveness of
learning across their organizations. The results
from WDC suggest that, despite an active
learning environment, and perhaps because of the
effectiveness of the learning this creates,
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employees can and will draw their own
conclusions. Ongoing communication of every
aspect of a change and new understanding
required in an organization is therefore essential.

Ultimately, whilst providing some initial, empirical
evidence for the possibility for learning
organizationally, the results tell us relatively little
about the mechanisms of learning across an
organization. These are likely to rely on the
network that exists in an organization: the
interconnected relationships that allow for
knowledge, understanding and information to be
exchanged and discussed between individuals,
managers and staff, and teams and departments,
which allow for the transfer of learning. Further
research is therefore required to address the
complexity of learning organizationally to identify
the other factors that impact upon the learning
process, and explore the nature and mechanism of
learning networks in organizations.

REFERENCES

Anderson, H., Gustavsson, P, & Melin, L. 1995.
Organizational leaming, relationships and
internationalization. Paper presented at The 11th
IMP conference, Manchester (September 7-9).

Argyris, C. 1994. Good Communication that
blocks learing. Harvard Business Review, 72
(July-August): 77-85.

Argyris, C., & Schon, D.A. 1974. Theory in practice.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Argyris, C., & Schon, D.A. 1978. Organizational
learning. Reading MA: Addison-Wesley.

Bailey, K.D. 1994. Methods of social research.
New York: The Free Press.

Banxia. 1994. Decision explorer reference manual.
London: Sage/Banxia Software Ltd.

Bateson, G. 1973. Steps to an ecology of the
mind. St. Albans: Paladin.

Bougon, M.G. 1992. Congregate cognitive maps:
A unified dynamic theory of organization and
strategy. Journal of Management Studies, 29:
367-389.

Bower, D.G. 1993. The learning organization: A
Rover perspective. Executive Development, 6: 3-6.

Brown, S.M. 1992. Cognitive mapping and
repertory grids for qualitative survey research:
Some comparative observations.' Journal of
Management Studies, 29: 287-307.

Burgoyne, J.G., & Hodgson, V.E. 1983. Natural
learning and managerial action: A
phenomenological study in the field setting.’
Journal of Management Studies, 20: 387-399.

Cangelosi, V.E., & Dill, W.R. 1965. Organizational
learning: Observations towards a theory.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 10: 175-203.

Carley, KM. 1997. Extracting team mental models
through textual analysis. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 18: 533-558.

Carroll, J. 1998. Organizational learning activities
in high-hazard industries: The logic underlying
self-analysis. Journal of Management Studies, 35:
699-717.



WORKING PAPER SERIES

Child, D. 1990. The Essentials of Factor Analysis
(2nd edition). London: Cassell.

Corsini, R. 1987. Concise encyclopaedia of
psychology. New York: Wiley.

Crossan, M.M., & Guatto, T. 1996. Organizational
learning research profile. Journal of
Organizational Change Management, 9: 107-112.

Crossan, M.M., Lane, H.W., White R.E., & Djurfeldt,
L. 1995. Organizational learning: Dimensions for a
theory. International Journal of Organizational
Analysis, 3: 337-360.

DeGeus, A.P. 1988. Planning as learning. Harvard
Business Review, 66 (March-April): 70-74.

DiBella, AJ. Nevis, E.C., & Gould, J.M. 1996.
Understanding organizational learning capability.
Journal of Management Studies, 33: 361-379.

Dixon, N. 1994. The organizational learning cycle.
London: McGraw-Hill.

Dodgson, M. 1991. Technology learing,
technology strategy and competitive pressures.
British Journal of Management, 2: 133-149.

Dodgson, M. 1993. Organizational learning: A
review of some literatures. Organization Studies,
14: 375-394.

Donaldson, L. 1996. The normal science of
structural contingency theory. In S. R. Clegg, C.
Hardy, & W.R. Nord (Eds.), Handbook of
Organization Studies. 57-76. London: Sage.

Douglas, M. 1986. How Institutions Think.
Syracuse: Syracuse University Press.

Duncan, R., & Weiss, A. 1979. Organizational
learning: Implications for organizational design.
Research into Organizational Behavior, 1: 75-123.

Easterby-Smith, M. 1997. Disciplines of the
learning organization: Contributions and critiques.
Human Relations, 50: 1085-1113.

Easterby-Smith, M., & Araujo, L. 1999.
Organizational learning: Current debates and
opportunities. In M. Easterby-Smith, J. Burgoyne,
& L. Araujo (Eds.), Organizational learning and the
leaming organization: 1-21. London: Sage.

Eden, C. 1992. On the nature of cognitive maps.
Journal of Management Studies, 29: 261-265.

Eden, C, Jones, S., & Sims, D. 1983. Messing
about in problems. Oxford: Pergamon.

Edmondson, A., & Moingeon, B. 1998. From
organizational learning to the learning
organization. Management Learning, 29: 5-20.

Ferguson, E., Kerrin, M., & Patterson, F. 1997. The
use of multi-dimensional scaling: A cognitive
mapping technique in occupational settings.
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 12: 204-214.

Fiol, CM., & Lyles, M.A. 1985. Organizational
learning. Academy of Management Review, 10:
803-813.

Fojt, M. 1995. Building a learning organization.
Journal of European Industrial Training, 19: 3-4.

Garg, R.K. 1996. The Influence of positive and
negative wording and issue involvement on
responses to Likert scales in marketing research.
Journal of the Market Research Society, 38: 235-
246.

Gioia, D.A., & Sims, H.P. 1986. Social cognition in

organizations.’ In H.P. Sims & D.A. Gioia (Eds.) The
thinking organization: 1-19. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Guilford, J.P. 1956. Psychometric Methods. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Hawkins, P. 1994. Organizational learning: Taking
stock and facing the challenge. Management
Learning, 25: 71-82.

Hayes, J., & Allinson, C. W. 1998. Cognitive style
and the theory and practice of individual and
collective learning in organizations. Human
Relations, 51: 847-871.

Huber, G.P. 1991. Organizational learning: The
contributing process and the literatures.
Organization Science, 2: 88-115.

Huber, G.P. 1996. Organizational learning: A
guide for executives in technology-critical
organizations. International Journal of Technology
Management, 11: 821-832.

Huff, A. S. (Ed.) 1990. Mapping Strategic
Thought. London: Wiley.

Johnson-Laird, P.N. 1983. Mental Models.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



20

WORKING PAPER SERIES

Kim, D.H. 1993. The Link between individual and
organizational learning. Sloan Management
Review, Fall: 37-50.

Kim, D.H., & Senge, PM. 1994. Putting systems
thinking into practice. System Dynamics Review,
10: 277-290.

Klein, J.I. 1989. Parenthetic learning in
organizations: Towards the unlearning of the
unlearning model. Journal of Management
Studies, 26: 291-308.

Kleindl, B. 1997. New product development
marketing and technical core mental models.
AM/UIC/AMA Special Interest Group
Proceedings of the Third Entrepreneurship
Interface Research Symposium, University College,
Dublin.

Klimeki, R., & Lassleben, H. 1998. Modes of
organizational learning: Indications from an
empirical study. Management Learning, 29: 405-
430.

Lahteenmaki, S., Toivonen J., & Mattila, M. 2001.
Critical aspects of organizational learning research
and proposals for its measurement. British Journal
of Management, 12: 113-129.

Langfield-Smith, K. 1992. Exploring the need for a
shared cognitive map. Journal of Management
Studies, 29: 349-367.

Lee, S., Courtney, J.F. Jr, O'Keefe, RM. 1992. A
system for organizational learning using cognitive
maps. OMEGA International Journal of
Management Science, 20: 23-36.

March, J.G., & Olsen, J.P. 1975. The uncertainty of
the past: Organizational learning under ambiguity.

European Journal of Political Research, 3: 147-171.

Miner, AS., & Mezias, S.J. 1996. Ugly duckling no
more: Pasts and futures of organizational learning
research. Organization Science, 7: 88-99.

Morgan, G. 1986. Images of Organization.
London: Sage.

Nevis, E.C.,, DiBella, A.J., & Gould, J.M. 1995.
Understanding organizations as learning systems.
Sloan Management Review, Winter: 74.

Oppenheim, A.N. 1992. Questionnaire design,
interviewing and attitude measurement. London:
St. Martins Press.

Pedler, M., Burgoyne, J., & Boydell, T. 1988.
Towards the learning company. Sheffield: The
Training Agency.

Pedler, M., Burgoyne, J., & Boydell, T. 1997. The
learning company: A strategy for sustainable
development. London: McGraw-Hill.

Prokesch, S. 1997. Unleashing the power of
learning: An interview with British Petroleum’s
John Browne. Harvard Business Review, 75
(September-October): 147-168.

Risch, J.D., Troyano-Bermudez, L., & Sterman, J.D.
1995. Designing corporate strategy with system
dynamics: A case study in the pulp and paper

industry. Systems Dynamics Review, 11: 249-274.

Roberts, F.S. 1976. The questionnaire method. In
R. Axelrod (Ed.) Structure of decision: The
cognitive maps of political elites. 333-342.
Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press.

Robinson, V.M.J. 2001. Descriptive and normative
research on organizational learning: Locating the
contribution of Argyris and Schon. The
International Journal of Educational Management,
15: 58-67.

Sadler-Smith, E., Spicer, D. P. & Chaston, I. 2001.
Organizational learning in smaller firms: An
empirical perspective. Long Range Planning, 34
139-158.

Scheper, W.J., & Faber J. 1994. Do cognitive maps
make sense?' Advances in managerial cognition
and organizational information processing, 5:
165-185.

Schien, E. H. 1987. Process Consultation Vol. II:
Lessons for Managers and Consultants. Reading
MA: Addison-Wesley.

Senge, P. M. 1990. The Fifth Discipline: The Art
and Practice of the Learning Organization.
London: Doubleday.

Shrivastava, P. 1983. A typology of organizational
learning systems. Journal of Management Studies,
20: 7-28.

Simon, H. A. 1991. Bounded rationality and
organizational learning. Organization Science, 2:
125-134.



WORKING PAPER SERIES

Snell, R., & Chak, A.M. 1996. The learning
organization: Learning and empowerment for
whom? The Organizational Learning Symposium,
Lancaster University, (September 1-3).

Snyder, W.M., & Cummings, T.G. 1998.
Organization learning disorders: Conceptual
model and intervention hypotheses. Human
Relations, 15: 873-895.

Spicer, D.P. 1998. Linking mental models and
cognitive maps as an aid to organizational
learning. Career Development Intemational, 3:
125-132.

Spicer, D.P. 2001. Expanding Experiential
Learning: Linking Individual and Organizational
Learning, Mental Models, and Cognitive Style.
Working paper No. 01/17, Bradford University
School of Management, Bradford, UK.

Stata, R. 1989. Organizational learning - The key
to management innovation. Sloan Management
Review (Spring): 63-74.

Stein, EW., & Vandenbosch, B. 1996.
Organizational learning during advanced system
development: Opportunities and obstacles.
Journal of Management Information Systems, 13:
115-136.

Sutton, D.C. 1994. Levels of learning in
organizations. In M. Pedler, J. Burgoyne, & T.
Boydell (Eds.) Towards the Learning Company:
Concepts and Practices. 79-97. London: McGraw-
Hill.

Swan, J.A. 1995. Exploring knowledge and
cognition's in decisions about technological
innovation: Mapping managerial cognition's.
Human Relations, 48: 1241-1270.

Swan, J.A. 1997. Using cognitive mapping in
management research: Decisions about technical
innovation. British Journal of Management, 8,
183-198.

Swieringa, J., & Wierdsma, A. 1992). Becoming a
leaming organization - Beyond the learning curve.
Wokingham: Addison-Wesley.

Tabachnick, B.G., & Fidell, L.S. 1996. Using
Multivariate Statistics (3rd edition). New York:
Harper Collins.

Torbert, W.R. 1994. Managerial learning,
organizational learning: A potentially powerful
redundancy. Management Learning, 25: 57-70.

Tsang, E.W.K. 1997. Organizational learning and
the learning organization: A dichotomy between
descriptive and prescriptive research. Human
Relations, 50: 73-89.

Vennix, JAM., & Gubbels, JW. 1992. Knowledge
elicitation in conceptual model building: A case
study in modeling a regional Dutch health care
system. European Joumal of Operational
Research, 59: 85-101.

Vennix, JA.M., Andersen, D.F, Richardson, G.P, &
Rohrbaugh, J. 1992. Model building for group
decision support: Issues and alternatives in
knowledge elicitation. European Journal of
Operational Research, 59: 28-41.

Virany, B, Tushman, M.L,, & Romanelli, E. 1992.
Executive succession and organization outcomes
in turbulent environments: An organization

learning approach. Organization Science, 3: 72-91.

Williams, A. 2001. A belief-focused process model
of organizational learning. Journal of
Management Studies, 38: 67-85.

21



22

WORKING PAPER SERIES

LIST OF WORKING PAPER TITLES
2002

02/08 - Alison J Killingbeck & Myfanwy M Trueman

Redrawing the Perceptual Map of a City

02/07 - John M T Balmer

Corporate Brands: Ten Years On — What's New?

02/06 - Dr Abdel Moniem Ahmed & Professor Mohamed Zairi
Customer Satisfaction: The Driving Force for Winning Business
Excellence Award

02/05 - John M T Balmer & Stephen A Greyser

Managing the Multiple Identities of the Corporation

02/04 - David Philip Spicer

Organizational Learning & The Development of Shared Understanding:
Evidence in Two Public Sector Organizations

02/03 - Tamar Almor & Niron Hashai

Configurations of International Knowledge-Intensive SMEs:

Can the Eclectic Paradigm Provide a Sufficient Theoretical Framework?
02/02 - Riyad Eid, Myfanwy Trueman & Abdel Moniem Ahmed
The Influence of Critical Success Factors on International Internet
Marketing

02/01 - Niron Hashai

The Impact of Distance Sensitivity and Economics of Scale on the
Output and Exports of Israel and its Arab Neighbours

2001

01/18 - Christopher M Dent

Transnational Capital, the State and Foreign Economic Policy:
Singapore, South Korea and Taiwan

01/17 - David P Spicer & Eugene Sadler-Smith

The General Decision Making Style Questionnaire:

A Comfirmatory Analysis

01/16 - David P Spicer

Expanding Experimental Learning: Linking Individual and
Organisational learning, Mental Models and Cognitive Style

01/15 - E Grey & J Balmer

Ethical Identity; What is it? What of it?

01/14 - Mike Talyes & Colin Drury

Autopsy of a Stalling ABC System: A Case Study of Activity Based Cost
Management and Performance Improvement

01/13 - N Esho, R Zurbruegg, A Kirievsky & D Ward

Law and the Deminants of International Insurance Consumption

01/12 - J Andrews Coutts & Kwong C Cheug

Trading Rules and Stock Returns: Some Preliminary Short Run Evidence
from the Hang Seng 1985-1997

01/ 11 - D McKechnie & S Hogarth-Scott

Linking Internal Service Encounters and Internal Transactions: Unravelling
Internal Marketing Contract Workers

01/10 - M Webster & D M Sugden

Operations Strategies for the Exploitation of Protected Technology: Virtual
Manufacture as an Alternative to Outward licensing

01/09 - Axéle Giroud

Buyer-Supplier Transfer and Country of Origin: An Empirical Analysis of
FDI in Malaysia

01/08 - Damian Ward

Do Independent Agents Reduce Life Insurance Companies’ free Cash Flow?
01/07 - Daragh O'Reilly

Corporate Images in “Jerry Maguire” A Semiotic Analysis

01/06 - Tony Lindley & Daragh O'Reilly

Brand Identity on the Arts Sector

01/05 - M Trueman, J Balmer & D O'Reilly

Desperate Dome, Desperate Measures! Managing Innovation at London’s
Millennium Dome

01/04 - M Trueman, M Klemm, A Giroud & T Lindley

Bradford in the Premier League? A Multidisciplinary Approach to
Branding and Re-positioning a City

01/03 - A Harzing

Self Perpetuating Myths and Chinese Whispers

01/02 - M Webster

Supply Systems Structure, Management and Performance:

A Research Agenda

01/01 - A Harzing

Acquisitions Versus Greenfield Investments: Exploring the Impact of the
MNC's International Strategy

2000
0031 - John Ritchie & Sue Richardson
Leadership and Misleadership in Smaller Business Governance

0030 - Mary Klemm
Tourism and Ethnic Minorities in Bradford: Concepts and Evidence

0029 - (not available)
0028 - (not available)

0027 - Axele Giroud

Determinant Factors of the Degree of Supply-Related Technology Transfer:
A Comparative Analysis Between Asian Affiliates

0026 - A Cullen, M Webster & A Muhlemann

Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Systems: Definitions, Functionality and
the Contribution to Global Operations

0025 - B Chennoufi & M Klemm

Managing Cultural Differences in a Global Environment

0024 - (not available)

0023 - Simon Best & Devashish Pujari

Internet Marketing Effectiveness:

An Exploratory Examination in Tourism Industry

0022 - Dr Myfanwy Tureman

Divided Views, Divided Loyalties: Changing Customer Perceptions by Design
0021 - Yasar Jarrar

Becoming World Class Through a Culture of Measurement

0020 - David Spicer & Eugene Sadler-Smith

Cognitive Style & Decision Making

0019 - Z J Radnor & R Boaden

A Test for Corporate Anorexia

0018 - (not available)

0017 - Peter Prowse

Public Service Union Recruitment Workplace Recovery or Stagnation in
a Public Services Union? Evidence From a Regional Perspective
0016 - Yasar F Jarrar & Mohamed Zairi

Best Practice Transfer for Future Competitiveness:

A Study of Best Practices

0015 - Mike Tayles & Colin Drury

Cost Systems and Profitability Analysis in UK Companies: Selected
Survey Findings

0014 - B Myloni & A Harzing

Transferability of Human Resource Management Practices Across
Borders: A European Reflection on Greece

0013 - (not available)

0012 - Nick J Freeman

Asean Investment Area: Progress and Challenges

0011 - Arvid Flagestad & Christine A Hope

A Model of Strategic Success in Winter Sports Destinations:

the Strategic Performance Pyramid

0010 - M Poon, R Pike & D Tjosvold

Budget Participation, Goal Interdependence and Controversy:

A Study of a Chinese Public Utility

0009 - Patricia C Fox, John M T Balmer & Alan Wilson

Applying the Acid Test of Corporate Identity Management

0008 - N Y Ashry & W A Taylor

Information Systems Requirements Analysis in Healthcare:
Diffusion or Translation?

0007 - T Lindley, D O'Reilly & T Casey

An Analysis of UK Television Advertisements for Alcohol

0006 - Eric Lindley & Frederick Wheeler

The Learning Square: Four Domains that Impact on Strategy
0005 - KK Lim, P K Ahmed & M Zairi

The Role of Sharing Knowledge in Management Initiatives

0004 - C De Mattos & S Sanderson

Expected Importance of Partners’ Contributions to Alliances in
Emerging Economies: A Review

0003 - A Harzing

Acquisitions Versus Greenfield Investments: Both Sides of the Picture
0002 - Stuart Sanderson & Claudio De Mattos

Alliance Partners’ Expectations Concerning Potential Conflicts and
Implications Relative to Trust Building

0001 - A Harzing

An Empirical Test and Extension of the Bartlett & Ghoshal Typology of
Multinational Companies




WORKING PAPER SERIES

1999

9922 - Gerry Randell & Maria del Pilar Rodriguez

Managerial Ethical Behaviour

9921 - N Y Ashry & W A Taylor

Requirements Analysis as Innovation Diffusion: A Proposed
Requirements Analysis Strategy for the Development of an Integrated
Hospital Information Support System

9920 - C Hope

My Way's The Right Way! Or, With Particular Reference to Teaching on
Tourism Courses, is ‘Best Practice’ in Operations Management
Dependent Upon National Culture?

9919 - A Harzing

Of Bumble-Bees and Spiders: The Role of Expatriates in Controlling
Foreign Subsidiaries

9918 - N Y Ashry & W A Taylor

Who will take the Garbage Out? The Potential of Information
Technology for Clinical Waste Management in the NHS

9917 - D O'Reilly

Nice Video(?), Shame about the Scam... Paedagogical Rhetoric Meets
Commercial Reality at Stew Leonard's

9916 - A Harzing

The European Monolith: Another Myth in International Management?
9915 - S MacDougall & R Pike

The Influence of Capital Budgeting Implementation on Real Options:
A Multiple-Case Study of New Technology Investments

9914 - C Pass, A Robinson & D Ward

Performance Criteria of Corporate Option and Long-Term Incentive
Plans: A Survey of 150 UK Companies 1994-1998

9913 - R Beach, A P Muhlemann, D H R Price, J A Sharp & A Paterson
Strategic Flexibility and Outsourcing in Global Networks

9912 - H M stewart, C A Hope & A P Muhlemann

The Legal Profession, Networks and Service Quality

9911 - J F Keane

Design and the Management Paradigms of Self-Organisation

9910 - D O'Reilly

On the Precipice of a Revolution with Hamel and Prahalad

9909 - S Cameron & D Ward

Abstinence, Excess, Success?: Alcohol, Cigarettes, Wedlock & Earnings
9908 - M Klemm & J Rawel

Eurocamp - Strategic Development and Internationalisation in a
European Context

9907 - M Webster & R Beach

Operations Network Design, Manufacturing Paradigms

and the Subcontractor

9906 - D Ward

Firm Behaviour and Investor Choice: A Stochastic Frontier Analysis of
UK Insuramce

9905 - D Ward, C Pass & A Robinson

LTIPS and the Need to Examine the Diversity of CEO Remuneration
9904 - C Smallman

Knowledge Management as Risk Management: The Need for Open
Corporate Governance

9903 - R Beach, D Price, A Muhlemann & J Sharp

The Role of Qualitative Research in the Quest for Strategic Flexibility
9902 - N Hiley & C Smallman

Predicting Corporate Failure: A Literature Review

9901 - M Trueman

Designing Capital: Using Design to Enhance

and Control Technological Innovation

1998

9826 - A Harzing

Cross-National Industrial Mail Surveys: Why do Response Rates Differ
Between Countries?

9825 - B Dewsnap and D Jobber

The Sales-Marketing Interface: A Synthesis of Theoretical Perspectives
and Conceptual Framework

9824 - C De Mattos

Advantageous Exectutives’ Characteristics in Establishing Biotechnology
Alliances in an Emerging Economy: The Case of Brazil

9823 - C A Howorth

An Empirical Examination of the Usefulness of the Cash Conversion Cycle

9822 - A Harzing

Who's in Charge? An Empirical Study of Executive Staffiing Practices in
Foreign Subsidiaries

9821 - N Wakabayashi & J Gill

Perceptive Differences in Interorganizational Collaboration and
Dynamics of Trust

9820 - C Smallman

Risk Perception: State of the Art

9819 - C Smallman

The Breadth of Perceived Risk: Why Integrated Risk Management of
Health, Safety & Environmental Risks is only the End of the Beginning
9818 - P S Budhwar, A Popof & D Pujari

Evaluating Sales Management Training at Xerox in Greece:

An Exploratory Study

9817 - W A Taylor

An Information-Based Perspective on

Knowledge Capture in Business Processes

9816 - S Hogarth-Scott

Category Management Relationships:

Is it Really Trust Where Choice is Limited?

9815 - W A Taylor

Sustaining Innovation in Organisations: Managing the Intangibles

A Study of TOM Implementation in Northern Ireland Organisations
1991-1996

9814 — M Webster, A Muhlemann and C Alder

Subcontract Manufacture in Electronics Assembly:

A Survey of Industry Practice

9813 - M J S Harry

Is Object-Orientation Subject-Oriented?: Conflicting and

Unresolved Philosophies in Object-Oriented Information

Systems Development Methodology

9812 - J Jackson

The Introduction of Japanese Continuous Improvement Practices to a
Traditional British Manufacturing Site: The Case of RHP Bearings
(Ferrybridge)

9811 - C De Mattos

A Comparative Study Between Perceptions of British and German
Executives, in the Biotechnology Sector, Relative to Potential Future
Contributions of Greatest Importance to and from Transnational
Alliance Partners in Emerging Economies

9810 - J Martin-Hirsch & G Wright

The Cost of Customer Care — A Value Analysis of Service Delivery
Approaches

9809 - J Martin-Hirsch & G Wright

A Service Provider's View of Success Factors in Alternative Service
Stategies

9808 - J Martin-Hirsch & G Wright

A Professional’s Evaluation of Alternative Service Delivery Regimes for
Customer Care and Satisfaction

9807 - J Martin-Hirsch & G Wright

A User's Perspective of Alternative Service Delivery: A Comparative
Studly of the Evaluation of Service Strategies

9806 - J Martin-Hirsch & G Wright

The Case for Choice in Health Care: A Comparison of Traditional and
Team Midwifery in Effective Service Provision

9805 - M Woods, M Fedorkow amd M Smith

Modelling the Learning Organisation

9804 - W A Taylor

An Action Research Study of Knowledge Management in Process Industries
9803 - C Singleton

Quantitative and Qualitative - Bridging the Gap Between Two
Opposing Paradigms

9802 - R McClements & C Smallman

Managing in the New Millennium: Reflections on Change, Management and
the Need for Learning

9801 - P Eyre & C Smallman

Euromanagement Competencies in Small and Medium Sized Enterprises:
A Development Path for the New Millenium

1997

9729 - C Smallman

Managerial Perceptions of Organisational

Hazards and their Associated Risks

9728 - C Smallman & D Weir

Managers in the Year 2000 and After: A Strategy for Development

23



24

WORKING PAPER SERIES

9727 - R Platt

Ensuring Effective Provision of Low Cost Housing Finance in India:
An In-Depth case Analysis

9726 - (not available)

9725 - (not available)

9724 - S Estrin, V Perotin, A Robinson & N Wilson
Profit-Sharing Revisited: British and French Experience Compared

9723 - (not available)

9722 - R Beach, A P Muhlemann, A Paterson, D H R Price and J A Sharp
Facilitating Strategic Change in Manufacturing Industry

9721 - R Beach, A P Muhlemann, A Paterson, D H R Price and J A Sharp
The Strategy Options in Manufacturing Industry: Propositions Based on
Case Histories

9720 - A Giroud

Multinational Firms Backward Linkages in Malaysia: A Comparison
between European and Asian Firms in the Electrical and Electronics Sector
9719 - L Kening

Foreign Direct Investment in China: Performance, Climate and Impact
9718 - H Mirza

Towards a Strategy for Enhancing ASEAN's Locational Advantages for
Attracting Greater Foreign Direct Investment

9717 - B Summers & N Wilson

An Empirical Study of the Demand for Trade Credit in UK
Manufacturing Firms

9716 - R Butler & J Gill

Reliable Knowledge and Trust in Partnership Formation

9715 - R Butler

Stories and Experiments in Organisational Research

9714 - M Klemm & L Parkinson

British Tour Operators: Blessing or Blight

9713 - C A Hope

What Does Quality Management Mean for

Tourism Companies and Organisations?

9712 - S Hogarth-Scott & P Dapiran

Do Retailers and Suppliers Really have Collaborative Category
Management Relationships?: Category Management Relationships in
the UK and Australia

9711 - C De Mattos

The Importance of Potential Future Contributions from/to Transnational
Joint Venture Partners: Perception of Brazilian Managing Directors and
Specialists Linked to Biotechnology

9710 - N T Ibrahim & F P Wheeler

Are Malaysian Corporations Ready for Executive Information Systems?
9709 - F P Wheeler & A W Nixon

Monitoring Organisational Knowledge in Use

9708 - M Tayles & C Drury

Scoping Product Costing Research: A Strategy for Managing the Product
Portfolio — Cost System Design

9707 - N Wilson, B Summers & C Singleton

Small Business Demand for Trade Credit, Credit Rationing and the Late
Payment of Commercial Debt: An Empirical Study

9706 - R Beach, A P Muhlemann, A Paterson, D H R Price & J A Sharp
The Management Information Systems as a Source of Flexibility:

A Case Study

9705 - E Marshall

Business Ethics: The Religious Dimension

9704 - M Wright, N Wilson & K Robbie

The Longer Term Effects of Management-Led Buy-Outs

9703 - G Hopkinson & S Hogarth Scott

Quality of Franchise Relationships: The Implications of Micro Economic
Theories of Franchising

9702 - G C Hopkinson & S Hogarth-Scott

Channel Conflict: Critical Incidents or Telling Tales.

Methodologies Compared

9701 - K Watson, S. Hogarth-Scott & N Wilson

Marketing Success Factors and Key Tasks in Small Business Development

1996

9619 - B Summers & N Wilson
Trade Credit Management and the Decision to use Factoring:
An Empirical Study

9618 - M Hiley & H Mirza

The Economic Prospects of ASEAN : The Role of AFTA in the Future
Development of the Region

9617 - A Brown

Prospects for Japanese Foreign Direct Investment in Thailand
9616 — H Mirza, K H Wee & F Bartels

The Expansion Strategies of Triad Corporations in East Asia

9615 - M Demirbag & H Mirza

Inter-Partner Reliance, Exchange of Resources & Partners' Influence on
JV's Strategy

9614 - R H Pike & N S Cheng

Motives for Investing in Accounts Receivable: Theory and Evidence
9613 - R H Pike & N S Cheng

Business Trade Credit Management: Experience of Large UK Firms
9612 - R Elliott, S Eccles & K Gournay

Man Management? Women and the Use of Debt to Control
Personal Relationships

9611 - R Elliott, S Eccles & K Gournay

Social Support, Personal Relationships & Addictive Consumption
9610 - M Uncles & A Manaresi

Relationships Among Retail Franchisees and Frachisors:

A Two-Country Study

9609 - S Procter

Quality in Maternity Services:

Perceptions of Managers, Clinicians and Consumers’

9608 - S Hogarth-Scott & G P Dapiran

Retailer-Supplier Relationships: An Integrative Framework Based on
Category Management Relationships

9607 - N Wilson, S Hogarth-Scott & K Watson

Factors Contributing to Entrepreneurial

Success in New Start Small Businesses

9606 - R Beach, A P Muhlemann, A Paterson, D H R Price & J A Sharp
The Evolutionary Development of the Concept Manufacturing Flexibility
9605 - B Summers

Using Neural Networks for Credit Risk Management:

The Nature of the Models Produced

9604 - P J Buckley & M Carter

The Economics of Business Process Design: Motivation, Information &
Coordination Within the Firm

9603 - M Carter

Is the Customer Always Right?

Information, Quality and Organisational Architecture

9602 - D T H Weir

Why Does the Pilot Sit at the Front? And Does it Matter?

9601 - R A Rayman

A Proposal for Reforming the Tax System

1995

9506 — A L Riding & B Summers
Networks that Learn and Credit Evaluation

9505 - R A Rayman

The Income Concept: A Flawed Ideal?

9504 - S Ali & H Mirza

Market Entry Strategies in Poland: A Preliminary Report

9503 - R Beach, A P Muhlemann, A Paterson, D H.R Price & J A Sharp
An Adaptive Literature Search Paradigm

9502 - A'S C Ehrenberg & M Uncles

Direchlet-Type Markets: a Review, Part 2: Applications & Implications

9501 - M Uncles & A'S C Ehrenberg
Direchlet-Type Markets: A Review, Part 1: Patterns and Theory

1994

9411 - R A Rayman
The Real-Balance Effect Fallacy and The Failure of Unemployment Policy

9410 - R A Rayman
The Myth of ‘Says’ Law

9409 not issued
9408 not issued
9407 not issued
9406 not issued

9405 - F Bartels & N Freeman
Multinational Enterprise in Emerging Markets: International Joint
Ventures in Cote D'lvoire Vietnam



WORKING PAPER SERIES

9404 - E Marshall

The Single Transferable Vote — A Necessary Refinement Abstract
9403 - G R Dowling & M Uncles

Customer Loyalty programs: Should Every Firm Have One?

9402 - N Wilson, A Pendleton & M Wright

The impact of Employee Ownership on Employee Attitudes:
Evidence from UK ESOPS

9401 - N Wilson & M J Peel

Working Capital & Financial Management

Practices in the Small Firm Sector

1993

9310 - R Butler, L Davies, R Pike & J Sharp

Effective Investment Decision-Making: The Concept and its
Determinants no longer available

9309 - A Muhlemann, D Price, M Afferson & J Sharp
Manufacturing Information Systems as a Means for Improving

the Quality of Production Management Decisions in Smaller
Manufacturing Enterprises

9308 - F P Wheeler, R J Thomas & S H Chang

Towards Effective Executive Information Systems

9307 - F P Wheeler, S H Chang & R J Thomas

The Transition from an Executive Information System to Everyone's
Information System: Lessons from a Case Study

9306 - S H Chang, F P Wheeler & R J Thomas

Modelling Executive Information Needs

9305 - S. Braga Rodrigues & D Hickson

Success in Decision Making: Different Organisations,

Differing Reasons for Success.

9304 - R J Butler, R S Turner, P D Coates, R H Pike & D H R Price
Ideology, Technology and Effectiveness

9303 - R J Butler, R S Turner, P D Coates, R H Pike & D H R Price
Strategy, Structure and Technology

9302 - R J Butler, R S Turner, P D Coates, R H Pike & D H R Price
Competitive Strategies and New Technology

9301 - R J Butler, R S Turner, P D Coates, R H Pike & D H R Price
Investing in New Technology for Competitive Advantage

Copies of the Proceedings of the Arab Management Conferences are
available for purchase at a cost of £40.00 per volume.

Copies of the above papers can be obtained by contacting the Research
Secretary at the address below:

Bradford University School of Management
Emm Lane

Bradford

West Yorkshire

BD9 4JL

Tel: 01274 234323 (mornings only)
Fax: 01274 546866

25












