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Abstract

Universally, organizations facing uncertain, changing, or ambiguous contexts need to be
ableto learn in an efficient and effective manner. In the absence of learning, organizations
and individuals simply repeat old practices and improvements are either fortuitous or
short-lived. In line with the recently developed learning organization concepts (LO),
organizations are increasingly required to be dynamic learning systems in order to
develop and thrive. The overall aim of this study is to ascertain the applicability of the LO
concepts to the MOH institutions in Gaza from the managers' per spectives.

The design of this study is a quantitative, descriptive, analytical cross-sectional one. Self-
administered standardized questionnaire (Dimensions of the Learning Organization
Questionnaire) was completed by 662 managers with a response rate of 74.9%. The
overall reliability coefficient was high (0.820).

The study indicated the total revealed mean of the five LO disciplines was 5.7 (out of 10)
with the highest mean for systems thinking discipline (6.1) and lowest mean for the
personal mastery discipline. In addition, the dimensions of the LO revealed a total mean of
5.2 out of 10; with the individual learning being the highest (5.3) and the team learning
and organizational learning being the lowest (5.1). The extracted findings reflect weak
performance of the MOH as a LO from the per spectives of its managers. In other words,
the MOH is not yet considered as a LO implying that it is neither facilitating the learning
of its members nor transforming itself as needed.

The study concluded statistically significant variations in perceptions among the subjects
where the PHC managers had €elicited higher mean scores than their counterparts in
hospitals (P value 0.05). Also, positive differences were revealed between the managerial
positions and the elicited mean scores (P value 0.0001). Congruently, managers who were
working in the field of finance and administration had higher mean scores than others who
work in technical arenas (P value 0.001). Moreover, male managers elicited higher mean
scores than their female counterparts (P value 0.005). Regarding the organizational
related variables, the availability of organizational strategies, strategic plan for training,
follow up after training and the availability of clear structures were associated with higher
means scores with statistically significant differences. The dominant organizational
learning style was "Habits Style" which is characterized by repetitive processes and blind
automaton.

The study provided a framework for strengthening the MOH to become a LO that
transforms and develops itself. Special attention should be paid to support sharing
knowledge and team learning. A basic, yet essential, approach includes promoting issues
pertaining to strategic management.
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Chapter 1

I ntroduction

1.1 Background

The concept of the Learning Organization (LO) has attracted considerable attention
from leading management and organizational behavior thinkers (Phillips, 2003).
During the last decade, the LO has become the aphorism in the field of organizational
change and development (Bhatnagar, 2006). Organizations are increasingly required
to be learning systems if they wish to thrive in dynamic business arena. The ability
and rate of which organizations can learn and react more quickly than their
competitors, has emerged as a pre-eminent sustainable source of competitive

advantage (Jashapara, 2003).

Organizations that have the capability of faster learning will adapt to new conditions
and have significant strategic advantages in globalized and competitive world. This
new kind of organizations will have more knowledge, be more flexible, fast and
strong, capable to adapt to changing environmental conditions in order to satisfy both
workers and shareholders (Basim, et al., 2007). Organization needs to learn to
survive and success in changing and uncertain environments. They need managers
who make right decisions through skill and sound judgment. Organizational Learning
(OL) is a fighting process for organizations in the face of swift pace of change
(Torlak, 2004). So, managers are responsible for increasing the awareness and the
ability of the organization members to comprehend and manage the organization and
its environment. According to that, they can make decisions that continuously secure

the organization to reach its goals.



Becoming an organization that engages all its members in active learning and
provides mechanisms for the transfer and application of knowledge requires a
collective mind shift at all levels (Terziovski, et al., 2000). Such change is acomplex,
long-term undertaking. Therefore, a LO is best viewed as an ideal, a vision of what
organizations might become. Organizations need only to recognize that continuous
improvement activities create the required environment for OL to occur (Terziovski,

et al., 2000).

Models from the late 19805/early 1990s are still discussed in the recent literature and
are regarded as being the bedrock of LO thinking (Kontoghiorghes, et al., 2005).
Two of the most commonly referenced models are Senge's Fifth Discipline in 1990
and Pedler et al.'sin 1991. The two models offer essentially the same concepts to
define a LO, but there is a fundamental difference between the two models in that
Senge argues that new skills and ways of viewing the organization must be developed,
whereas Pedler et al. maintain that a LO can be established by merely changing the

skills, practices and views aready present.

Another model for implementing the LO constructs which support the creation of a
LO is learning organization profile based on the work of Marquardt's in 1996. This
model assesses the level of OL in five main organizational systems. organization,
knowledge, learning, technology and people (Graham and Nafukho, 2007). Many
authors had described many other models, the seven Dimensions of the Learning
Organization which was developed by Watkins and Marsick (1996, 2003) and they
formed the Dimension of the Learning Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) which

has been used in this study. Senge 1990 identifies five disciplines that enable



organizations to move toward the ideal of a LO which are system thinking, personal
mastery, mental models, shared vision, and team learning (Senge, et al., 1994). All
the five disciplines are concerned with a mind shift from seeing parts to seeing
wholes, from seeing people as helpless reactors to seeing them as active participants
in shaping their reality, from reacting to the present to creating the future (Chang and
Lee, 2007). So, to be a LO, that implies an approach to organizational change and
continuous improvement which demonstrates a capacity for change need to be

practiced.

Globally, in health care context, there are essential transformational requirements, and
because this type of organization is embedded in a larger system it has to adopt a
systemic process approach which takes into account a variety of power and influence
relationships. Only a collective learning process can enable the integration of al of
the diverse actors in the system. Consequently, an experiential learning cycle has to
be initiated and managed (deBurca, 2000). For instance, hospitals are increasingly
complex organizations and the creation of OL system within them is a significant
challenge and requires cultural, structural and, especially, change in the organization's

relationship to its political environment (Edge and Laiken, 2002).

Since its establishment, the Palestinian Ministry of Health (MOH), examined many
transformational trials through the heath sector review exercises. Although many
learning and training programs have been conducted, still, the results are not as
desired (Hamad, 2001). So this study discusses how far the MOH has been reached in
the LO journey and what recommendations could be concluded in order to enhance

the MOH asalLO.



1.2 Research Problem

Globally, it's assumed that many trainees, trainers and managers had experienced
frustration after providing and/or receiving training courses because trainees are not
performing on the job as expected. Supervisors and managers also experience
frustration when staff members participate in training but then they do not use their
new knowledge and skills to improve their work. This all may lead to increasing in
staff turnover or even to brain drain (Abed, 2007). Health providers can only perform
as the system supports them. Leader and supervisors are responsible for building and
sustaining organizational structure that enables providers to work at the expected

performance level.

Training in Palestinian MOH is still a questionable issue. A lot of funds and staff
time have been spent on training, with the expectations of improving the effectiveness
and efficiency of the organization performance, but it is often not obvious that
training has made any significant difference or improvement in performance (Jubran,
2007). So this study tries to recognize to what extent the MOH promotes the learning
of its members and benefits from their learning and transforms itself according to the

needs and to what extent it utilizes the concept of LO.

1.3 Justification of the Study

LO isarecent concept in the field of organizational development and thereis alack of
studies about the LO in Palestine, especially in Gaza and this study can be considered
as the first one exploring this issue in the MOH. Moreover, al the research studies

done previously about the MOH and the Public Health Programs were either



management or training studies, but this research is unique in combining those two

fields.

As a part of the Palestinian society, the MOH is living in a changeable and unstable
context, so it should be flexible and adaptable to these challenges. Some of these
challenges are: the new technologies related to the health sector, the lack of policies
and the lack of attainable strategic planning (Hamad, 2009). Additionaly, yet
importantly, the implementation of training programs and the production of Human
Resources for Health (HRH) are not linked to strategic planning balancing the supply

with the needs and demands (Jubran, 2007).

This study could contribute through providing a conceptual framework to identify the
characteristics of the LO in the Palestinian context, to explore the factors that hinder
the development of the LO, whether it is due to individua factors and/or to
organizational factors such as the culture of the organization and the system and its
policies. In other words, this study tackles a modern approach to organizational
development and helps to integrate learning and training into a wider organizational
context. Thus, it could help in increasing the impact of learning and training and
promoting the utilization of training programs which are frequently provided at the
MOH premises, but still percelved to have little if any impacts on performance.
Finally, MOH ought to invest in learning, especially continuous education, by
adopting new procedures, new techniques, and new modes of operation. This study
provides recommendations that might help in improving the outcomes of training and

learning.



1.4 Main Objective of the Study

The overal aim of this study is to examine the applicability of the LO concepts to the
MOH institutions in Gaza. Thus, the study could help in promoting the organizational
development within the MOH premises and could promote the transformation of the

MOH into a L O, thusincreasing the effectiveness of the provided health services.

1.5 Specific Objectives
- To examine to what extent the concepts and practices of the LO apply to MOH
premises.
- To ascertain the features of the LO prevailing at the MOH premises.

- To identify the factors promoting and/or hindering the development of the LO

within the MOH

- To explore differences in perspectives about the LO concepts across the MOH

premises and personnel.

- To provide a set of recommendations that could promote the devel opment of a

L O, thus enhancing organizational development.

1.6 Research Questions

- Doesthe MOH have the characteristics of the LO?

- Does MOH practice according to the LO?

- What are the most dominant features of the LO demonstrated at the MOH?
- What are the factors promoting the development of LO in MOH?

- What are the factors hindering the development of LO in MOH?



- Are there differences in the staff perceptions about the LO in relation to their
characteristics variables?

- Are there differences in the staff perceptions about the LO in relation to
organizational related variables?

- Which sector (Primary, Secondary or Administration) in MOH is more

applying the concepts of the LO?
- What isthe dominant style of learning that the MOH practices?

- What are the recommendations that can be extrapolated from the study in

order to promote the MOH asa LO?

1.7 Study Context

This study was conducted at MOH in Gaza Strip which has its unique situation and
context. The following paragraphs will provide some information about the
Palestinian population, the health status, the heath care system, hedth services

delivery and the political situation.

1.7.1. Geographic and Demographic Context

Palestine lies on the western edge of the Asian Continent and the eastern extremity of
the Mediterranean Sea (Annex1). It is bounded to the north by Lebanon and Syria, to
the west by the Mediterranean Sea, to the south by the Gulf of Agaba and the
Egyptian Sinai Peninsula and to the east by Jordan. The land area of the historical
Palestine is; 26,323 km?, from which the remained Palestinian Territory (West Bank
and Gaza Strip) consists from 6,020 km?, with the Gaza Strip total land around 365

km? (PASSIA, 2008).



According to the Palestinian Center Bureau of Statistics (PCBS) which has been
carried out in 2007, the total population in the West Bank and Gaza Strip is
3,761,646, of them 1,416,543 (67.9% are refugees) were living in Gaza Strip
concentrated mainly in 7 towns, 10 small villages and 8 refugee camps (PCBS, 2009).
Gaza Strip is anarrow piece of land lying on the cost of the Mediterranean Seawith a
population density of 4,118 inhabitants per km?. Gaza Governorates are five; North
of Gaza, Gaza City, Mid-Zone, Khanyonis and Rafah. The Palestinian society is
considered a young population with 49.3% of people aged under 14 years and sex

ratio is 103.0 males per 100 females (PCBS, 2009).

According to the last available statistics, the percentage of illiteracy in Gaza Strip is
5.5% of the population more than 10 years old, compared with 11.3% in 1997 for the

same group of population (PCBS, 2009).

1.7.2. Paolitical Situation in Gaza Strip

Gaza and the West Bank have been occupied by Isragl after the Six Day War in 1967.
Gaza was run by Egypt between 1948 and 1967 after the partition of the British
Mandate of Palestine and the declaration of what is called "Isragl". Afterwards,

Israel built further settlementsin the occupied land (Bhat, 2008).

The implementation of the partial autonomy in 1994 and the establishment of the
Palestinian Authority (PA) have had its impacts on the society after the many
devastating wars and the long years of occupation and dispersion over the globe
(Hamad, 2009). However, Isradl still holds overall sovereignty over the Gaza Strip.

It has the upper hand over borders, movement of goods and travelers in and out of



Gaza, particularly the Palestinians themselves. It also controls trade, the commercial
market, water, the main sources of energy, the means of communications and the
overal security. Hence, it still has a hold over the Paestinian economy (Hamad,

2009).

Since 2000, there has been a chronic down turn in wage income from Israel due to the
security closure of the borders between Gaza and Isradl till it reached the zero level
now. This has been complicated by the massive contraction of employment
opportunities inside Gaza due to the current collapse of economy due to production
factors such as lack of raw materias, fuel, electricity as well as to market failure

resulting from closure, lack of transportations and widely prevailing poverty.

A historical turning point took place in June 2007 following the "Hamas' takeover of
the Gaza Strip. Since then, tight siege was imposed on Gaza and the Israeli policy
sought to ensure ‘no development, no prosperity and no humanitarian crisis (Oxfam,
2007). However, signs of humanitarian crisis are clearly obvious. The aready
insecure and impoverished, Gazans have continued to live under dire conditions. The
Israeli government has stopped virtually everything (except basic foodstuffs and some
medicines), as well as amost al citizens, from entering and leaving the Gaza Strip.
Latein 2007, Israeli declared the Gaza Strip a ‘hostile entity’. The Isragli government
subsequently began reducing the supply of fuel and electricity to the Gaza Strip
resulting in further destruction of the already exhausted economy and distortion of
basic services including health and sanitary services. Although a truce has been
reached between Israeli and the Palestinians in June 2008, still closure is very strict

and access to basic essential goods and servicesis very limited.

10



The last war on Gaza which started on December 27" 2009 had further deteriorated
the already miserable. The consequences of the war and the siege had manifested
itself in thousands of casualties, demolition of thousands of houses, destruction of
health facilities and civil institutions, disruption of ordinary work systems, denying
access to health services, suspension of developmental activities, interruption of the
capacity building activities and so on (Palestinian Non-Governmental Organizations

"PNGO", 2009).

1.7.3. Health Care System Context

The hedlth care system in Paestine is complex. There are five mgor providers:
MOH, United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), Medica Military
Services for Police and General Security, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs),
and private sector (non- and for-profit hospitals). MOH is the main hedth care
provider; it provides primary, secondary, and tertiary services and purchases some
services from private providers domestically and abroad (MOH, 2006). MOH plays
the main role in providing and controlling immunizations scheme, public health
activities, licensing and registration of health facilities. Hedth care financing is
mainly provided through the government, apart from the out-of-pocket health
financing which is the first source of health financing in Palestine (MOH, 2006).

Additionally, external donations constitute a considerable source for health funding.

UNRWA mainly provides primary health care services to the refugee population. The
Medical Services for Police provides preventive and curative services for policemen,
general security persons and their families, in addition to the general population.

UNRWA operates 20 PHC centers (WHO, 2009). The NGOs sector is extensive:

11



from missionary hospitals, to facilities supported by international organizations, to
community health centers. The NGOs sector operates about 50 centers (WHO, 2009).
The private for-profit health sector also provides the three levels of care through a

wide range of practices (WHO, 2009).

Being the major health provider, MOH operates 413 primary health care centers in
Paestine, 56 centers in Gaza Strip (Annex 2)(WHO, 2009). Also, MOH is
responsible for a significant portion of the secondary healthcare services which
operates 13 hospitals in Gaza (out of 78 in Palestine). The other 14 hospitals in Gaza
Governorates are private hospitals owned and managed by NGOs and for- profit

providers (WHO, 2009).

The total health manpower in Paestine who were working in MOH and non-MOH
organizations in 2005 was 20,796 (9,375 in the West Bank and 11,421 in Gaza Strip)
(MOH, 2006). Out of them; 12,444 were working in the MOH (4,751 in the West
Bank and 7,693 in Gaza Strip). About 10,970 out of them were working in the
hospitals, 8,130 in PHC and 1,696 in other sectors (MOH, 2006). The MOH Report
(2006) showed aso an increase in the administrators from 34% in 2000 to 39% in

2005 out of the total MOH human resources (MOH, 2006).

1.7.4. Management at MOH

Palestine is going through a continuous transitional and conflicting context, so the
challenges facing the Palestinian health sector are clearly serious, and hence unlikely
to resolve easily or quickly. According to Health Sector Review report (HSR), the

health system within the public sector is affected by lack of delegation of

12



responsibilities on decisions about budget and human resources (Abed, 2007).
Managers are unable to exercise their best options because they don't have substantial
power on inputs and resources, with deficiency of managerial skills at facility and
system levels. Moreover, many administrative and management practices needs to be
revised and improved (Abed, 2007). The report of HSR (2007) highlighted the need
for a master plan in order to avoid duplication and fragmentation in system, by

defining service needs or a certificate of need (Abed, 2007).

According to Jubran (2007) in the Health Policy Research Report, there is no
monitoring and evaluation framework for the health sector. This indicates that there
is no shared basis for monitoring progress towards health sector's strategic objectives
and there is less lesson-learning that can be built into future strategic plans (Jubran,

2007).

The latter report also pointed to the weak role of professional health associations and
unions due to the absence of clear and proper strategies for their involvement in
Human Resource Development (HRD) in Palestinian heath sector (Jubran, 2007).
Moreover, the report mentioned that the health system lacks incentive and retention
mechanism all over the sectors due to the lack of strategiesin this domain and due to
the centralized management structure and the weak participation of staff in policy
making. According to the HSR report (2007), there islack of flexibility in readjusting
service profile according to the health needs and inappropriate planned technology
and human resources deployment. Also, it was evident that there is a need for a clear

vision for the future of health care services (Abed, 2007).
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The Nationa Plan for Human Resources Development and Education in Health
(NPHRDERH) is the first nationa comprehensive approach to HRD in health sector
which emerged when the health sector was undergoing considerable change since the
transformation of authority to the Palestinian National Authority in 1994. This plan
provided baseline data on available education program, in-service continuing
education infrastructure, continuing education needs for different health professional
categories, and a study on the current situation of accreditation and licensing of
educational program in health. However, this plan has not been implemented since its

development and it needs serious revision and updating (Jubran, 2007).

The Health Policy Research Report by Jubran (2007) has highlighted that there is a
mismatching between the actual needs of the Palestinian health sector and the existing
supply of education and training capacity programs for HRH, due to an inefficient use
of scarce national resources in the production of specific types of HRH. The
implementation of training programs is not linked to the strategic planning and there

is no decision making process on future health professional requirements.

Moreover, the existing institutional mechanisms for heath professiona training are
still not fully developed and there is alack of specialized training programs for HRD
in various areas (Jubran, 2007). In addition, there is an evident duplication of several
educational programs, and new programs are emerging without effective national
planning and there is lack of an effective and continuing education systems for health
personnel (Jubran, 2007). The HSR report (2007) emphasized on continuous
education and training programs of relevant staff mainly in general management,

financial management and accounting (Abed, 2007).
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Structure is the form of an organization that is evident in the way divisions,
departments, functions, and people link together and interact (BNET, 2009). An
efficient structure facilitates in delegation of authority and operational zing control and
communication systems. Within the MOH, systems, management structures and
clinical decision-making can vary significantly from one place to another and there
are strong political forces that make effective coordination, effective team work,
professionalism and standardization difficult to achieve (Hamad, 2009). Enhancing
and regulating the effective coordination role of the ministry is essentia as it affects

not only MOH premises but also other providers as well (PNGO, 2009).

During this study, MOH was undergoing a radical change in its organizational
structure due to the political situation that affects all the aspects of lifein Gaza. This
political conflict led to redeployment and shortage of manpower at the MOH.
Employees strike, lack of unity of command, division among Palestinians, politicized

aid and political favorism all affecting the current structure within the MOH.
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1.8 Operational Definitions

Learning: In a LO is defined as "an activity for acquiring knowledge at individual,
team and organizational levels. It can be obtained by training and education, learning
from past experience, learning from others and experimentation” (Dymock and

McCarthy, 2006).

Learning Organization: Is an organization that "facilitates the learning of al its
members and continuously transforms itself to achieve superior competitive

performance” (Pedler, et al., 1991).

Organizational Learning: The ability of an organization to gain insight and
understanding from experience through experimentation, observation, analysis, and a

willingness to examine both successes and failures (Marquardt, 2000).

Individual Learning: Is the learning of individual members in an organization in

order to expand their ability (Sudharatna, 2004).

Team Level Learning: Is a group of skilled-individuals learning from each other's
experiences and knowledge. It can be learning within team and/or learning across

teams within the organization (Sudharatna, 2004).

Organizational Level Learning: Is the integration of al levels of learning —
individual, team and organizational — that aims of improving and developing an
organization's performance so that it can, adapt to an unstable environment. It begins
with the individua members sharing insights, knowledge, mental model and skill
collecting and progresses on to team and organizational levels of learning (Cavaleri

and Fearon, 2000).
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Single-loop Learning: Or adaptive learning focuses on solving problems in the
present without examining the appropriateness of current learning behaviors

(Rodriguez, et al., 2003).

Double-loop Learning: Or generative learning emphasizes continuous
experimentation and feedback in an ongoing examination of the very way

organizations go about defining and solving problems (Rodriguez, et al., 2003).

Personal Mastery: It is"learning to expand our personal capacity to create the results
we most desire, and creating an organizational environment which encourages all its
members to develop themselves toward the goals and purpose they choose" (Senge, et

al., 1994, p. 6).

Mental Models: These are "reflecting upon, continually clarifying, and improving
our internal pictures of the world, and seeing how they shape our actions and

decisions’ (Senge, et al., 1994, p. 6).

Shared Vision: "Building a sense of commitment in a group, by developing shared

images of the future we seek to create” (Senge, et al., 1994, p. 6).

Systems Thinking: It is "away of thinking about, and a language for describing and
understanding, the forces and interrelationships that shape the behavior of systems®

(Senge, et al., 1994, p. 6).
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

2.1 Conceptual Framework

The framework of this study was designed by the researcher based on the review of
the avalable literature about the LO. The study framework identifies the
characteristics of the LO that could apply at the Palestinian MOH and explores the
factors affecting MOH as facilitating or hindering factors to become a LO. Theses
factors can be divided either at the personal level, or at the organizational level. The
study explores the interactions between these factors and how they affect from one
hand, and the perceptions regarding the five disciplines and the dimensions of the LO

(Figure 2.1).

2.1.1. Personal Factors

In this study it is assumed that persona factors such as the age of the participants,
gender, academic certificate, specialization background and years of experience in the
organization which affect managers mental out look, perceptions and practices may

affect their perceptions about LO and the movement towards it.

2.1.2. Organizational Factors

At the organizational level, some managerial related factors might affect the
conceptuaization and the practices towards the LO therefore worthwhile to be
explored. These factors include; work sector, type of work, training provided,

training strategy, policies of the organization and the organizational structure.
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2.1.3. The Five Disciplines
The five disciplines defined by Senge are: personal mastery, mental models, team
learning, shared vision and systems thinking constituted the main disciplines of the

LO explored in this study.

2.1.3.1. Personal Mastery
Personal mastery support individuals to achieve their maximum potential as expertsin

their fields and to address opportunities and problems in new creative ways.

2.1.3.2. Mental Models
Mental models is the culture and assumptions that shape how an organization's
members approach their work and its relationship to society; relationship of

employeesto their organization and peers.

2.1.3.3. Team Learning
Team learning is creation of opportunities for individuals to work and learn together

in acommunity whereit is safe to innovate, learn and try a new.

2.1.3.4. Shared Vision

Building a shared vision is collaborative creation of organizational goals, identity,

vision and actions shared by members.
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2.1.3.5. Systems Thinking
Systems thinking which is viewing of the systems as a whole and a conceptua
framework providing connections between units and members; in generd, it is the

shared process of reflection, reevaluation, action and reward.

2.1.4. The Dimensions of the LO
The literature identifies different levels of learning according to Watkins and Marsick
(1993), worthwhile to be considered when studying LO; therefore, the researcher

included them in the study as follows:

2.1.4.1. Individual Level Learning

Individual level learning is important for organizational level learning because
organizations are composed of individuals and an LO is an organization that learns
through its members and group of members (Sudharatna, 2004). Individuals can learn
in many forms; dialogue among individuals, observation of others and learning from
success and failure (Sudharatna, 2004). The individual level includes two dimensions

of OL: continuous learning and dialogue and inquiry (Watkins and Marsick, 1993).

2.1.4.2. Team Level Learning

It could be learning within team and/or across teams within the organization. It is
important as it constitutes the link between individual and organizational level
learning (Sudharatna, 2004). To become a learning team, team members must
actively ask questions, discuss errors, engage in experimentation and reflection, and
seek external feedback. In the group level, team learning and collaboration are

included (Watkins and Marsick, 1993).
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2.1.4.3. Organizational Level Learning

Learning at the organizational level is built on the ability of individuas and teams to
learn and share knowledge and experience. It occurs through shared insights,
knowledge and mental models (Sudharatna, 2004). The focus of OL is on the
development of general competency and capacities such as teamwork, anticipation of
change and the ability to deal with change and continuous improvement, all of which
are essential conditions for learning to take place. In the organizational level, there
are four dimensions of OL: embedded systems, system connections, empowerment,

and provide leadership for learning (Watkins and Marsick, 1993).
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Fig. 2.1: The conceptual framework of the study (self-developed)
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2.2 Literature Review

2.2.1. Historical Background of the LO Concept

As cited in Karlsson (2007) the idea that an organization can learn in ways that are not
directly deductive to individual members of the organization was first articulated by
Cyert and March in 1963. Cyert and March’s study, often described as the
foundational work of OL, sees learning as part of a genera model of organizational
decision-making. They emphasize the role of rules, procedures and routines in
response to external shocks which are more or less likely to be adopted according to

whether or not lead to positive consequences for the organization (Karlsson, 2007).

Cyert and March see learning as a strategy for increasing organizations’ efficiency.
An dternative approach is the idea of different learning types developed by Argyris
and Schon in 1978 (Karlsson, 2007). They distinguish between single and double
loop learning. In contrast, learning is viewed by many authors; e.g. Pedler et al in
1991, as acyclical process involving a phase of reflection on actions and experience.
This results in areframing of original strategies, leading to new and improved actions
in the future (Karlsson, 2007). The current popularity of the learning organization
concept dates from the work of Peter Senge (1990) whose work raised LO theory at a

new scope (Turkington, 2004).

Senge underlines the importance of clarifying and understanding mental models for
effective organizational learning. Senge's idealistic approach allowed for the
exploration of abstract ideas, including the role human values play in workplace,
emphasizing that organizations must discover how to tap people's commitment and

capacity to learn at all levels (Senge, et al., 1994). However, Senge's perspective is
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more strategic in that he assigns a strong role for the leader in building a shared vision
and challenging prevailing frames of reference. The empowerment of employees in
order to encourage individual professional development is also seen as crucidl.
Departing from the assumption that learning emerges from socia interactions, the
team or working group is put forward as a key learning unit in the organization. In
this respect, Senge’s work has paved the way for more action-oriented research on

learning in organizations.

2.2.2. Definitions of LO and OL

Since the term LO was popularized by Peter Senge in 1990, many definitions have
been proliferated in the literature. According to Senge, LO is "an organization that is
continually expand its capacity to create results they truly desire, where new and
expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and
where people are continually learning how to learn together” (Senge, 1990, p. 3).
King (2001) noted, "a LO may best be thought of as one that focuses on developing
and using its information and knowledge capabilities in order to create higher-valued
information and knowledge, to change behaviors, and to improve bottom-line results’

(King, 2001, p. 14).

Pedler et al. in 1991 described a LO as "one which facilitates the learning of all
members and which continuously transforms itself" (Pedler, et al., 1991, p. 1).
Garvin (1993) defined the LO which is skilled at creating, acquiring and transferring
knowledge and at modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge and insights
(Garvin, 1993). Tjepkema et al. (2000) describe the LO as it makes use of the

learning of all employees and Y eo's (2005) review of the concept concluded that it is
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based on a belief that the collective learning of the organization's members will result

in improved organizational performance and competitive advantage (Y eo, 2005).

LO is an organization in which people at al levels, individualy and collectively are
continually increasing their capacity to produce results they really care about (Karash,
2004). McGill et al. define the LO as a company that can respond to new information
by atering the very programming by which information is processed and evaluated
(McGill, et al., 1994). A systematically defined LO is an organization which learns
powerfully and collectively and is continually transforming itself to better collect,
manage, and use knowledge for corporate success. It empowers people within and

outside the organization to learn as they work (Kasvi, 1996).

The LO can be also described according to Wonacott (2000) as an organizationa
culture in which individual development is a priority, outmoded and erroneous ways
of thinking are actively identified and corrected, and the purpose and vision of the
organization are clearly understood and supported by al its members (Wonacott,
2000). Within this framework, the application of systems thinking enables people to
see how the organization really works; to form a plan; and to work together openly, in
teams, to achieve that plan (Wonacott, 2000). Noe (1999) defines LO as an
organization, which has enhanced its capacity to learn, conform and change (Neo,
1999). Dogan (2002) defines it as an organization which creates, acquires and
transfers knowledge, reflects concepts and has the capacity to change behaviors

(Dogan, 2002).
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A LO combines the essential elements of strategy development and personal
development. It creates a space for people to achieve tremendous business and
personal results (Karash, 1995). Such an organization has tremendous capacity to
reach its goals. Any type of organization can be a LO, including business, education

ingtitutions, health sector, non profit and community groups.

There is another term is used in the literature which is OL. While some researchers
used the two terms interchangeably like Crossan et al. (1999), others make clear
distinction between them like Ortenblad (2001) and Watkins and Marsick, (1996).
However a clear distinction between the two terms occurred in the mid 1990's by
Easterby-Smith (1997). OL concentrates on the observation and the analysis of the
processes involved in individual and collective learning inside organizations. On the
other hand, the LO has an action orientation and is geared toward using specific
diagnostic and evauative methodological tools which can help to identify, promote
and evaluate the quality of learning processes inside organizations (Easterby-Smith,
1997). Argyris defines OL as the process of "detection and correction of errors’

(Argyris, 1977).

However, most of the work that has been conducted on the concept of LO has focused
on private sector companies (Bharadwaj, et al., 2003). Nevertheless, the concept is
helpful to public sector for many reasons. First, many public sectors organizations
operate in strategic sectors, where their performance is critical to other economic
sectors. Second, because of deregulation in many countries around the world, some
public sectors organizations are losing their traditional (monopoly) status and are

competing with private ones. This competition puts pressure on the public sector
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organizations to constantly improve their performance thereby enhancing their
productivity. Third, employee tenure is typically higher in public sector organizations
which may provide an advantage for these organizations in their effort to create aLO

(Bharadwa, et al., 2003).

2.2.3. Valuesof LO

During the last decade, the LO has become the aphorism in the field of organizational
change and development (Bhatnagar, 2006). It continues to be of increasing interest
in the present decade. Therefore; organizations are increasingly required to be
learning systems if they wish to thrive in dynamic business arena. The ability and rate
of which organizations can learn and react more quickly than their competitors, has
emerged as a pre-eminent sustainable source of competitive advantage (Jashapara,
2003). LO promotes a culture of learning, a community of learners, and ensure that
individual learning is shared and used to enrich the organization (Agarwal, 2005).
Extending capacity to use learning as a strategic tool to generate new knowledge, in
the form of products and processes, and to use technology to capture knowledge, is
becoming increasingly important. According to many authors; some of the major
environmental chalenges facing organizations in the new century are rapidly
changing technology, globalization, uncertainty, unpredictability, surprise, volatility
and discontinuity (Jamali, et al., 2006). There is indeed a stark redlization that the
traditional bureaucratic approach is no longer suitable to support competitive

positioning in a hyper-dynamic environment.

It is necessary to be a LO to know if the organization is able to adapt to change,

because most of the managers know that traditional, hierarchical, authoritarian,
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bureaucratic organizations tend to be slow to adapt and tend to change only in times of
crisis, when there is rarely enough time to adapt significantly. Also, the level of
performance and improvement needed today requires learning (Jamali, et al., 2006).
In most industries, including health care and in most areas of government, there is no
clear path to success, no clear path to follow. According to Karash (2004),
organization that learn faster will be able to adapt quicker and thereby achieve
significant strategic advantages. Also, learning together is healthy, sustainable and

nourishing (Karash, 2004).

Garvin (1993) says that continuous improvement requires a commitment to learning,
so there is a need for LO due to business becoming competitive and excelling in a
dynamic business environment requires more understanding, knowledge, preparation

and agreement than one person's expertise and experience provides (Garvin, 1993).

2.2.4. Characteristicsof LO

The LO concept can be divided into three levels of learning according to many
scholars; which are, the individua level, the group level, and the organizational level
(Dirani, 2006). The five discipline model suggested by Senge as shown in Annex (3)
also has these three levels of learning: the individua level (mental models and
personal mastery), the group level (team working), and the organizationa level

(shared vision and systems thinking).

At the same time, Watkins and Marsick (1996) suggested three levels of OL as a

framework. The individua level includes two dimensions: continuous learning and

diadogue and inquiry. The group level has one dimension: team learning and
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collaboration. In the organizationa level, there are four dimensions of LO: embedded
systems, system connections, empowerment and leadership for learning. Annex (4)
summarizes Watkins and Marsick's framework of the seven dimensions and their

definitions.

2.2.4.1. The Five Disciplines of Senge

It is valuable to define the discipline before defining the five disciplines. According
to Senge, the discipline is "a body of theory and a technique that must be studied and
mastered to be put into practice, it is a development path for acquiring certain skills

and competencies’ (Senge, 1990, p. 10).

Personal Mastery: It is the discipline of continualy clarifying and deepening our
personal vision, of focusing our energies, of developing patience and of seeing reality
objectively. This discipline starts with clarifying the things that really matter to us, of

living our livesin the service of our highest aspirations (Senge, 1990, p. 142).

Mental Models: Senge describes mental models as "deeply ingrained assumptions,
generalizations, or even pictures or images that influence how we understand the
world and how we take action". The discipline of working with mental models starts
with turning the mirror inward; learning to unearth our internal pictures of the world,

to bring them to the surface and hold them rigorously to scrutiny (Senge, 1990, p. 8).

Building Shared Vision: According to Senge, "it binds people together around a

common identity and sense of destiny” (Senge, 1990, p. 9). The practice of shared
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vision involves the skills of unearthing shared pictures of the future that foster

genuine commitment and enrollment, rather than compliance.

Team Learning: The discipline of team learning starts with "dialogue” and
discussion within small groups. Members of ateam learn to grow together to develop
intelligence and competence and leverage the knowledge of the whole together as one
(Senge, 1990). Team learning is vital because teams, not individuals, are the
fundamental learning unit in modern organizations. "Unless teams can learn, the

organization cannot learn” (Senge, 1990, p. 10).

Systems Thinking: is a conceptua framework, a body of knowledge and tools that
has been developed, to make the full patterns clearer and to help us see how to change
things effectively and with the least amount of effort, to find the leverage pointsin a
system (Senge, 1990, p. 12). In another way, systems thinking is looking at problems
and goals as a part of a whole and it is the discipline that "integrates the first four
disciplines, fusing into a coherent body of theory and practice" (Senge, 1990, p. 12).
According to Carnes (2006) it is a framework for seeing interrel ationships rather than,
things, for seeing patterns of change rather than static snap-shots (Carnes, 2006).

Annex (5) illustrates the five disciplines of Senge.

A study by Lee-Keley et al. (2007) conducted in Australia to demonstrate a
relationship between LO theory and the potential to retain knowledge workers. The
results suggest that three initial strategies should be implemented by human resource
managers in order to reduce possible staff turnover. The strategies identified are first,

linking shared vision, challenge and systems thinking together via personal mastery;
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second, being more critical of which mental models are developed and shared within
the organization; and finally, developing team learning systems throughout the

organization (Lee-Kelley , et al., 2007).

Create continuous learning opportunities means that learning is designed into work so
that people can learn on the job; opportunities are provided for ongoing education and
growth. Promote dialogue and inquiry means when people gain productive reasoning
skills to express their views and the capacity to listen and inquire into the views of
others; the culture is changed to support questioning, feedback, and experimentation.
Encourage collaboration and team learning when work is designed to use groups to
access different modes of thinking; groups are expected to learn together and work

together; collaboration is valued by the culture and rewarded (Dirani, 2006).

Create systems to capture and share learning both high- and low-technology systems
to share learning are created and integrated with work; access is provided; systems are
maintained (Dirani, 2006). Empower people toward a collective vision this happen
when people are involved in setting, owning and implementing a joint vision;
responsibility is distributed close to decision making so that people are motivated to
learn toward what they are held accountable to do (Dirani, 2006). Connect the
organization to its environment when people are helped to see the effect of their work
on the entire enterprise; people scan the environment and use information to adjust
work practices; the organization is linked to its communities. Provide strategic
leadership for learning because leaders model, champion, and support learning;

leadership uses learning strategically for business results (Dirani, 2006).
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To summarize, a LO does away with the mentality that it is only the senior
management who can and do all the thinking for the entire organization. It challenges
all employees to tap into their inner resources and potential, in hopes they can build
their own community based on principles of liberty, humanity and a collective will to

learn ( Mason, 2008).

Authors suggest that an LO exhibits four characteristic features: coherence between
the formal organizational structure and informal culture; and organizational goals and
individual employee needs, challenging work, support and provision of opportunities
for learning, and finally, partnership between education, formal training and informal

(Raiden and Dainty, 2006).

Kofman (1994) emphasizes that LOs should have the following three characteristics
in order to be more creative and coherent than traditional organizations. an
organizational culture, which is based on such humane vaues as love, humanity,
curiosity, help, etc. Dialogue and cooperative work practices. Regarding the life asa
system (Kofman, 1994). After reviewing the available literature, we can see that there
are some common characteristics for being a LO, which are: learning, culture and

structure, and leadership.

2.24.2. Learning and Training

In recent years, the detail of the concept of learning has expanded to cover arange of
more specific areas, such as single- and double-loop learning; generative and adaptive
learning; the learning process and systems thinking. For more explanation, learning is

considered single-loop whenever error detection and correction are carried out
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without looking at the system from the point of view of its underlying values and
either questioning and/or altering those values (Wallace, 2002). Argyris and Schon
(1978) state that single-loop learning occurs when matches are created or when
mismatches are corrected by changing actions (Argyris and Scchon, 1978). While
double-loop learning occurs when mismatches are corrected, but first examining and
altering the governing variables and then the actions (Wallace, 2002). This

explanation is shown in Annex (6).

Senge (1990) refers to single-loop learning as adaptive learning and to double-loop
learning as generative learning. Single-/double-loop learning and adaptive/generative
learning refer to different hierarchical levels of learning within an organization. In
single-loop learning, errors are detected and corrected in a "continuous improvement”
process through incremental or adaptive learning, it also means when errors are
detected and corrected and organizations carry on with their present policies and goals

(Szymczak and Walker, 2003).

The current view of organizations is based on adaptive learning, which is about
coping. Senge notes that increasing adaptive-ness is only the first stage; organization
needs to focus on "generative learning" or "double-loop learning". Generative
learning emphasizes continuous experimentation and feedback in an ongoing
examination of the very way organizations go about defining and solving problems.
In Senge's view, generative learning is about creating; it requires systemic thinking,
shared vision, personal mastery, team learning, and creative tension (Chang and Lee,

2007).

34



According to Pedler and Aspinwall (1996), learning in organization has four types
which are important: knowledge, skills and abilities, personal development, and
collaborative enquiry. Also, learning can be experienced as incremental or as
transforming; incremental is improving or single-loop learning (this learning is done
within stages), but transforming is step-jump, or double-loop learning, it is done
between stages. While the disciplines are vital, they do not in themselves provide
much guidance on how to begin the journey of building aLO. Pedler and Aspinwall
(1996), state that there are two board learning processes involved; one of these is
improving which is the-day to-day learning of how to make current systems and
procedures work better, and it is what every one in the organization should be doing
al thetime. However, this continuous is not enough, because the LO also needs to be
able to change when appropriate. This process of learning is called transforming
which is to make a discontinuous change in the organization. This transforming
happens occasionally or when a crisis has started or there is a threaten (Pedler and

Aspinwall, 1996).

Learning is unquestionably a key determinant of organization survival. Organizations
rarely endure if they do not learn, but learning alone does not guarantee survival

(Wonacott, 2000 ).

Despite the powerful intuitive appea of Senge's five disciplines, consensual learning
through experience doesn't always occur (Steiner, 1998). Individuals often have
different mental models, levels of persona mastery, and systems thinking, so thereis
no guarantee of team learning and shared vision. Some individuals may be reluctant

to speak the truth as they perceive it to managers or peers, perhaps because of adverse
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experience in the past; some individuals just don't want to take part in consensual,
organizational decision making; they just don't want the responsibility. The LO
concept may collide with more traditional, hierarchical, even authoritarian

organizational styles and structuresin practice (Wonacott, 2000 ).

In a study by Barkai and Samuel, (2005) in Israel attempted to relate environmental
features, organizational culture, and leadership style with OL, showed that the
variation in OL is best predicted by the organization culture. More specifically, the
use of OL mechanisms is tightly related to a learning-supportive culture as compared
to the leadership style or to the nature of the task environment (Barkai and Samuel,

2005).

In Malaysia, Kassim and Nor, (2005) conduct a study to investigate whether librarians
are practicing the concepts of LO, and to examine the perceptions of librarians on the
practices of organizationa level learning in public and private university libraries in
Maaysia. The results of the study revealed that librarians perceived learning
practices at the organizational level do exist generaly, but they are not overly
convinced of the extent to which the practices exist. The findings aso demonstrate
that the librarians in the private university libraries are more likely to respond with
certainty of the existence of learning at the organizational level than do the librarians

from the public university libraries.

Another study by Abdullah and Kassim (2008) was conducted in Y emen to examine

the perceptions of organizationa level learning practices in Yemeni university

libraries was to understand to what extent these libraries practice OL. The results of
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the study showed that the mean scores of learning practices at the organizational level
were not enough to consider Yemeni university libraries as LOs. The result of
comparison showed that a significant difference was found in the librarians
perceptions with regard to their type of university and the organizational level
learning. This could mean that private university libraries have an environment that is
conducive to learning. On the other hand, the result of comparison between the senior
and middle-level librarians shows that there is no significant difference between them.
A local study by Awad (2004) on nursing continuous education program showed that
only half of the participants reported the program was highly suitable and improving

the levels of effectiveness was needed.

Perhaps the most important influence outside the individuals themselves is their
managers. If managers are unsupportive and give individuals neutral or negative
responses when applying skills learned in training, this will be a barrier for the
organization to be a LO. This behavior can be placed in one of two categories —
indifference or active resistance, according to Kirwan, (2009). Indifference is perhaps
more common. Some managers are indifferent to the development of skills,
especialy from forma training, coming as they may from the old school of
management, or perhaps from background that is more used to dealing in certainties
and tangible outcomes (Kirwan, 2009). Their reaction may just be to ignore
participants returning from a program, or if they fed a little threatened, they may
make fun of business school ideas. It's also not unusual for managers to have their

own priorities, which may conflict with those of the participants (Kirwan, 2009).
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Sometimes managers feel a sense of loss of control resulting from application of new
learning and ideas that are not their own. In a study developed by Gephart and
Marsick (2003), showed that management practices can be a barrier to optimum
learning and performance because: managers did not take responsibility for problem
solving, were often unwilling to be questioned, and could not themselves work
together productively. An article by Shelton and Darling (2003), finds that LOs quite
simply cannot be created by those who either consciously or unconsciously operate
under the traditional, mechanistic organizational paradigm. Leaders must adapt a new

way of viewing reality—anew paradigm or mental model.

Healthcare organizations in Palestine are generally managed in a traditional fashion.
Decision-making is judgmental rather than information based (Hamad, 2001). It is
worth noting that many of the rules and regulations currently controlling the
Palestinian health organizations are old fashion. Thus, recent approaches in
management are not yet utilized in Paestinian organizations. Functions,
responsibilities, authorities of various managers and staff members are poorly defined,
if a al (Hamad, 2001). Administrative and professional practice policies and
procedures for the operation of the system are practically absent (Hamad, 2001).
Technical protocols, service delivery guidelines, technical instructions, administrative
policies are either lacking or not implemented in the field. Strategic plan is another
missing arena that requires more attention. Unfortunately, even in case of the
availability of strategic plans, rarely plans are being operationalized and changed into

practical policies (Hamad, 2001).
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A study by Abu Athra (2007), which is the only study available in Palestine about the
LO concept and was conducted at the Education Development Center at the UNRWA
in Gaza, aimed to measure the availability of LO characteristics and there reflection
on the performance as evaluated by the supervisors. The study reveaed a weak level
of LO characteristics at al levels of the center and there was a statistical significant
differences regarding gender, type of speciaization, years of experience and
education certification. Another study in Palestine by Awad (2004) done to explore
the seven dimensions of perception including LO. The respondents reported moderate

level of perception with LO compared with other dimensions.

Training is something that is done to you, or that you do for someone else , but
learning is something you do to and for yourself (CCMD Report, 1994). Training
implies that something already known is to be transferred to someone else. Learning,
by contrast, implies a process of self-directed exploration and discovery, in search of

something not yet known, something yet to be found (CCMD Report, 1994 ).

In a LO, learning occurs as a part of work often between peers and co-worker.
Responsibility for learning belongs to many different stakeholders; individuals, teams,
management and the organization as a whole. Responsibility for training is usually
delegated to the HRD and management. Training is organized with a specific agenda;
learning is more fluid (Burney, 2009). Training usually requires materials and the
skills of another person; learning can be done by one person without materials — for
example, by someone reflecting on his or her actions (Burney, 2009). As work
becomes the primary learning vehicle, trainers become learning facilitators. They

acquire a strategic role with the responsibility to learning to the organization's goals
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and improve performance. Hence, trainers career development should emphasize
facilitation, on-the-job learning, reflective thinking, performance analysis and

intervention, opportunities to learn about new technologies.

So, if any organization is willing to become a LO it must commit resources to
learning and then must implement an evaluation program to measure the effectiveness
of the learning process. A good evaluation program ensures that the training within
the organization is effective and positively impacting al staff (Burney, 2009).
Training improves employee performance in their present jobs and is therefore

focused on helping the organi zation meet or exceed its mission today.

According to Garvin (2000), the ability to transfer knowledge around the organization
is the key components of a LO, another is the ability to experiment and learn from
experience (Garvin, 2000). Another author offers some observations on why
organizations fail to adopt and implement effective training practices. He believes
that organizations don't assess training and development needs and often make
irrational decisions about training. Also, that organizations fail to become a learning
one because they dont implement an integrated systems design model in their

training, and rarely evaluate their training programs (Kirwan, 2009).

In Palestine at the MOH, there is a moderate availability and activities of continuing
education unit and there is a lack of funding to operationalize such a unit
(NPHRDEH, 2001). The report pointed to the needed improvements in aresas related
to educational philosophies adopted by such aunit. Thereis also limited capacity for

developing plans for in-service departments. Moreover, there is a need for certain
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ingtitutional and managerial practices to be changed in order to promote continuing
education. Health care audits and critical-incident studies are not utilized for
assessing staff development needs, which results in unnecessary and expensive
education or no continuing education, or education not offered where it is most
needed (NPHRDEH, 2001). Furthermore, aready existing speciaty training
programs need to be further strengthened to continue producing the desired number

and quality of skilled employees.

It is no longer appropriate for managers to take al the responsibility for implementing
organizational change in response to rapid and complex changes within the
environment. Each individual within the organization needs to be accountable and
take responsibility for making the necessary changes within their individual work
place (Silverthorne, 2008). Most organizations have a vision statement,
organizational strategy and this can lead to the learning strategy. So, the organization
strategy is not developed in isolation because it is divided from the organizational

strategy (Silverthorne, 2008).

The direction an organization takes is normally based on an analysis of the strategic
options and then a decision to the most suitable application of resources. Then, the
organization identifies specific aims and objectives on which to focus. Thiswill lead
to the development of the Human Resource strategy. The learning strategy is
normally embedded within the human resource strategy and applies throughout the

organization (Silverthorne, 2008).
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A study conducted in Thailand by Pruksapong (2008); attempted to seek for factors
which influence the level of learning in individuals in both cognitive and behavioral
contexts. The results suggested that organizations involved in organizational change
movement should pay attention in learning of their employees to be highly aware of
the importance of OL (Pruksapong, 2008). Individuals aso need to share their
knowledge with others in the organization thus emphasizing the notion of teams and

teamwork.

Strategy is an integral part of the learning process for a LO because it focuses on the
organization’s development of core competencies, both in the present and in the
future. It also focuses the learning process on the desired future position that the
organization would like to be in. The organization’s vision is central to defining and
developing the organization. Strategies should be strongly driven by its vision and

mission (Pruksapong, 2008).

The importance of the vision is strongly emphasized in team meetings, regular
feedback sessionsto staff and other types of communications. The vision and mission
should be developed after extensive consultation with employees, including a
competition within the organization to find the best mission statement (Theron, 2002).
Also another term used which is strategic learning. It is about "monitoring the
changing external world, reviewing the organization's position in these changes,
making risk assessment to protect and devel op the organization, to achieve its purpose
and to ensure that there are feedback procedures to measure effectiveness of any

strategy being implemented” (Theron, 2002).
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A study of three-year research project, conducted in Canada, between 1998-2001, by
Edge and Laiken, (2002) was to identify and examine Canadian organizations that
were engaged in developing and supporting OL strategies, specifically, to explore
how these organizations were working to embed on-going learning within the actual
work processes at individual, team and strategic levels. One of these organizations
involved in the study was a hospital. This hospital has developed a preventative,
long-term approach to insuring its own organizational development, by adopting
strategic and proactive OL strategies. It has evolved a culture in which systematic
testing and diagnosis of its organizational functioning, process and performance
creates baseline data that provide a platform for organizational change and
improvement. This is framed by a set of shared values which employees are
supported to enact; they are then rewarded and celebrated for their success. Staff
experience autonomy in making decisions in collaborative projects which reflect the

hospital’s values and goals (Edge and Laiken, 2002).

2.2.4.3. Organizational Cultureand Structure

The cultural facets consist of a set of shared values, norms beliefs, attitudes, roles,
assumptions and behaviors that enable real learning (Small and Irvine, 2006). Also,
organizational culture is the capability to integrate daily activities of employees to
reach the planned goals, in addition, it can also help organization adapt well to
external environment for rapid and appropriate response (Daft, 2001). Senge (1990)
also speaks of a shared vision in mental models embedded in the culture of an
organization (Senge, 1990). The shared vision, which enables a learning culture to
develop, is reflected in such things as commitment to resources for learning

prerequisites such as identifying learning needs and delivering training activities.
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In addition, it is more necessary to create a cultural climate of organizations learning
(Chang and Lee, 2007). The organization culture influences every aspect of
organizational performance, including OL. A study was done by Dymock and
McCarthy (2006) to explore employee perceptions of the development of a learning
culture in a medium-sized manufacturing company in Australia that was aspiring to
become a LO. The study showed that employees were at various stages of
understanding and acceptance of the need for learning and competence devel opment
on the job to sustain and devel op the company. The study aso showed that there was
a tension detected between the company's objectives and the aspiration of some
employees, but the majority appeared to accept the overt learning policy as good for
them and the company. The organization culture also support risk-taking and
experimentation, and encourage employees to challenge changing environment.
Culture is of great importance to OL and LO because it directly influences the quality
of learning, interpretation of other's behavior, and determinate the subsequent

behaviors (Dymock and McCarthy, 2006).

A survey study by Graham and Nafuko (2007) in USA to determine employees
perceptions of the dimension of culture toward OL readiness, concluded that culture
reflects an important role in building LO infrastructure within the larger organization

(Graham and Nafuko, 2007).

Another study in Taiwan developed by Chang and Lee, (2007) to observe the learning
achievement within the business organizations, showed that both leadership and
organizational culture can positively and significantly affect the operation of LO. The

organizational structure concerns the systematic organization of control and
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communication in the organization. The flatter organizationa structure has allowed a
larger number of employees to contribute to the development of the business strategy.
Individual teams develop strategies and plans for functional areas that are then
incorporated and formalized as an integral part of the strategies and plans devel oped
by senior management. The flatter organizational structure has effectively facilitated
the communication process required to align organization objectives with functional
team plans (Abu-Khadra and Rawabdeh, 2006). Moreover, open lines of
communication with employees, customers, suppliers, and competitors must systems
and computer networks or dialogue, or through informal personal network. This will
facilitate free exchange and flow of information and alow direct feedback (Abu-

Khadra and Rawabdeh, 2006).

2.2.4.4. Leadership

Contend leadership is the factor to affect OL. Leaders can create organizationa
structure and shape up the organizational culture to result in influence through various
affairs, actions and service; thus, leadership actually affects the organization learning.
We can know that leadership and OL are highly correlated and leadership can also
improve the process and result of OL activities (Chang and Lee, 2007). Leadership
means the critical factor to affect organization learning. Leaders can enhance the
capability of OL through conveying their vision and the learning opportunities created
by leaders alowable for their subordinates can enhance OL as well. Senge (1990)
argues that the leader's role in the LO is that of a designer, teacher, and steward who

can build shared vision and challenge prevailing mental models.
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Leader as designer: According to Senge (1990), it is fruitless to be the leader in an
organization that is poorly designed. The first task of organization design concerns
designing the governing ideas of purpose, vision, and core values by which people
will live. The second design task involves the policies, strategies, and structures that
trandate guiding ideas into business decisions. Behind appropriate policies,
strategies, and structures are effective learning processes; their creation is the third

key design responsibility in LOs (Senge, 1990).

Leader as teacher: Leader as teacher does not mean leader as authoritarian expert
whose job is to teach people the correct view of reaity. Rather, it is about helping
everyone in the organization, oneself included, to gain more insightful views of
current reality. The role of leader as teacher starts with bringing to the surface
people's mental models of important issues. Leaders as teachers help people
restructure their views of reality to see beyond the superficial conditions and events

into the underlying causes of problems (Senge, 1990).

Leader as steward: "The servant leader is servant first ... it begins with the natural
feeling that one wants to serve first" (Senge, 1990). This conscious choice brings one
to aspire to lead, that person is sharply different from one who is leader first, perhaps
because of the need to assuage an unusual power drive or to acquire material
possessions (Senge, 1990). "Leaders sense of stewardship operates at two levels:
stewardship for the people they lead and stewardship for the larger purpose or mission
that underlies the enterprise (Abu Khadra and Rawabdeh, 2006). The leader is
responsible for building organizations, where people are continually expanding their

capabilities to share their future, that is, leader is responsible for learning (Chang and
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Lee, 2007). Bohn and Grafton (2002) said that |eadership means the ways to create a
clear vision, filling their subordinates with self confidence, created through
coordination and communication to details (Bohn and Grafton, 2002). The leadership

in the LO has new roles, skills and tools according to many authors and scholars.

2.2.4.5. Organizational Performance

Gardiner and Whiting (1997) indicate some well-established research results within
the altered behaviors conducted by LOs in response to external environment cannot
only bring with beneficia effect on organization performance but also improve the
job performance and satisfaction of employee (Gardiner and Whiting, 1997). Hong
(2001) contends the operation efficiency of LO can allow employees to firmly possess
the skills about personnel companionship interaction and correct socia manners so
that it is available to boost morale and reduce the absence rate and job alternation rate
(Hong, 2001). We can find from the practical researches that the promotion of LO
can help improve job satisfaction. Reward, recognition and incentives improve
performance, strengthen motivation, encourage personal learning and advancement

and foster job satisfaction (Chang and Lee, 2007).

In Jordan, Abu Khdra and Rawabdeh (2006) conduct a study to examine the impact
of the application of management and human resource practices on organizational
performance, and they outline the key elements and assess development of the LO
concept in Jordan. A total of 41 companies belonging to large industrial sectors
participate in this survey. The results show that the learning organization concept can
be explored in Jordanian industry companies. The study supports the relationship

between L O practices and organizational performance.
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Organizational performance needs to be assessed to highlight strengths and
improvement opportunities and to reduce gaps. Effective measurement systems are
ones which are balanced, integrated and designed to highlight the critical inputs,
outputs, and process variables (Abu Khadra and Rawabdeh, 2006). Relevant
measures of performance includes. investment in learning, learning application
suitability and effectiveness, flexibility and responsiveness to change, operational
excellence, knowledge performance, employee satisfaction, employee turnover,
training satisfaction, and customer satisfaction (Abu Khadra and Rawabdeh, 2006).
Scholars contend that adopting LO strategies should promote individual, team, and
OL and that such enhanced learning should yield performance gains (Bhathagar,

2006).

A study by Bhatnagar (2006) was done to measure the OL capability perception in the
managers of public, private and multinational organizations in India, and to establish
the link between OL capability and the firm performance. The study provided crucia
information regarding the context-specific nature of Human Resource Management
that can be used to develop new programs for managers operating in India, which will
enhance the OL capability of the managers and the firms. That means there is a

positive association between LO practices and firms' financia performance.

A research by Jashpara (2003) was conducted to examine the principal assumption
underlying the LO literature that OL leads to increased organizational performance
and explores the role of OL, culture and focused learning on organizational

performance in the UK. The results suggest that double-loop learning and
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cooperative cultures have a positive effect on organizational performance (Jashpara,

2003).

2.2.5. Factors Facilitatebeinga LO

Some authors write about factors that are essential in building a LO. In health care
context, there are essential transformational requirements. Because this type of
organization is embedded in a larger system it has to adopt a systemic process
approach which takes into account a variety of power relationships (deBurca, 2000).
It must foster the learning of all its members and a collective learning process can
enable the integration of all of the actors in the system. Consequently, an experientia
learning cycle has to be initiated and managed. This has to be designed into the
transformational process.  The conditions that facilitate learning are: prior
identification and recognition of capabilities and areas for improvement, a clear
connection to the learning task and its potential consequences, opportunity to practice
new skills and competencies, performance feedback, and a climate that encourages,

facilitates and reward learning (deBurca, 2000).

Toremen (2001) lists the factors that oblige organizations to transform into LOs as
follows: the aim to reach the best performance and gain superiority in competition, the
effort to intensity client relationships, the effort to improve quality in order to prevent
regression, and the concern for understanding risk and differences. Also Toremen
(2001) says it is important to have the aim of innovation, the desire to improve the
quality of the staff, the tendency to settle the disputes, the effort to increase the role of
cooperation, the aim to be independent and free and the aim to realize the importance

of solidarity (Toremen, 2001).
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Garrett (2000) stated that the following prerequisites should be fulfilled for
establishing the LO: acknowledging organizations as complex human systems,
comprehending that organizations are process-oriented rather than structure-oriented,
comprehending the importance of feedback for both high and low rank positions,
realizing the requirement for the unification of strategic organizational accession and
active political learning, acknowledging unexpected incidents as new opportunities
and taking advantage of them and finally, acknowledging that management should be

profession (Garrett, 2000).

Garvin, Edmondson, and Gino (HBR, 2008) propose a solution. First, understand the
three building blocks required for creating LOs: 1) a supportive environment, 2)
concrete learning processes, and 3) leadership that reinforces learning. Then use the
authors’ diagnostic tool, the Learning Organization Survey, to determine how well
your team, department, or entire company is performing with each building block. A
supportive learning environment, concrete learning process, and leadership that

reinforces learning (HBR, 2008).

Kline and Saunders (1993), list ten steps that an organization can take to transform
itself into a LO. The ten steps are: assess a learning culture, promote the positive,
make the work place safe for thinking, reward risk-taking, help people become
resources for each other, put learning power to work, map out the vision, bring the
vision to life, connect the systems, and finally, get the show on the road (Kline and
Saunders,1993). According to Leithwood and Louis (2000), that among the factors
facilitating OL lie as follows. The clarity, acceptability and accessibility of the vision

and mission of the organization, the existence of an organizationa culture based on
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cooperative professional relationships and the establishment of a working
environment and opportunities, which favor learning and in which the staff

participates in decision-making processes (Leithwood and Louis, 2000).

A study carried out at Victoria University, Australia, by Armstrong and Foley (2003),
to recognize what is a LO, how organization learn, and how to develop a LO. The
study identified four facilitating mechanisms: the learning environment, identifying
learning and development needs, meeting learning and development needs and

applying learning in the workplace (Armstrong and Foley 2003).

2.2.6. FactorsHinder beingalLO

There may be some factors hindering the achievement of learning in certain
organizations. Senge et al. (1994) describe ten challenges (i.e., learning barriers), that
a pilot group faces in the organization when implementing double-loop learning and
change. They describe the ten learning barriers as. we don't have time for this stuff,
we have no help. We don't know what we are doing, this stuff isn't relevant. They
(i.e. the management) won't give us power, they are not "walking the tak”. Am |
safe? Am | adequate? Can | trust others? Can | trust myself? Or, this stuff isn't
working, we have no idea what these people (i.e. the pilot group) are doing, we keep
"re-inventing the whedl", and where are we going? What are we to do? (Senge, et d.,
1994). These ten learning barriers heighten the negative emotions of individuals,
affecting their learning capabilities. There is fear and frustration due to loss
credibility, lack of understanding, and criticism by others in the organization. These

key disablers would lessen the impact of the learning barriers by increasing
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enthusiasm and willingness to learn, increasing learning capability, and increasing

creditability (Szymczak and Walker, 2003).

Other authors in health care sector write, that there are environmental, organizational
and public sector constrains in transforming heath care organizations. These
organizations operate in a political and public context and are part of alarger system.
Historically they are usually monopolistic which influences their bureaucratic identity
and culture (The Learning Health Care Organization, 2000). They operate within
public service constrains, e.g. public and administrative law, which impact on their

planning, financing, and human resource management practice.

Other authors stated that organizations continue to fail, either through deficiencies in
the learning process, the inability to adapt and adjust to changing circumstances,
failure to reshape their environment, or they are ssmply overwhelmed by the effects of
external events beyond their control (Phillips, 2003). Argyris and Schon refer barriers
to individual defensive reasoning (i.e, individual tendencies to by-pass
embarrassment and threats) and organizational defensive reasoning (i.e., systems,
procedures, policies, and actions preventing individuals experiencing embarrassment
and threats) (Argyris and Schon, 1978). Such categorizations recognize what factors

inhibiting being a LO (Sun, 2006).

Barriers to learning have been found because an individual’s mental models and
metaphors are not consistent with management’s (Steiner, 1998). When the ideology
of OL is not followed by values and norms for behavior supporting the new ideology

then barriers to learning occur. Barriers to learning have been traced to dilemmas
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caused by the individua and the flow-group, the organizational structure and
managerial actions (Steiner, 1998). Barriers to learning according to Karash, (1995)
are: defensive routines, dynamic complexity of systems, inadequate and ambiguous
outcome feedback, misperceptions of the feedback, and poor interpersonal and

organizational inquiry skills (Karash, 1995).

However, there may be some factors hindering the achievement of learning in certain
organizations. These factors hindering or delaying the transformation of the
organization into a LO may be listed as follows: the learning incapacity of the staff,
not realizing the problems hindering the development of the organization and/or
hindering the participation of the staff to research solution to these problems, weak
organizational culture, insufficiency of encouragement to learning, and isolation of
the organization from learning environment (Agaoglu, 2006). A study by
Ramkissoon (2006) proposes a model of barriers to OL which includes
communication, rigid hierarchies of power, untested assumptions of workers and

management, and self defense tendencies in workers as obstacles to building aLO.

Although Senge's five disciplines implicitly considers the levels of learning in the
organization, they tell very little about how to deal with the barriers that arise when
trandating learning across these levels (Annex 7) (Sun, 2006). However, for
organization to successfully transform, the learning at the individual level has to be
translated across the levels of learning (i.e., individual, group, and organizational) so

that a new understanding is devel oped across the organization (Sun, 2006).

53



Many researchers consider that any new learning originate in individuals, and it is
largely a subconscious process involving perceptions of patterns and possibilities. If
the individual is able to bring in new patterns of thinking, which challenge the current
beliefs and assumptions of the organization, the individua is said to have an
entrepreneurial intuition. Although new learning begins with the individual, it occurs
in the organization as a collective, and is considered by many researchers to be a
social process. Then, when new learning has taken place on the part of the individual
and group, it has to be transferred and instituted into the wider organization (Sun,

2006).

Gephart and Marsick (2003), mentioned that barriers to optimum learning and
performance is culture and systems. Norms in the work climate and culture did not
always support innovation, risk taking, or learning from experience. In addition,
practices and rewards in systems made it difficult to innovate, get needed information,
or work well with others toward common goals and problem solving across
boundaries (Gephart and Marsick, 2003). O'Brien in 1994 identified a number of
factors that inhibit the formation and operation of a LO, and these include; sometimes
organizational leaders and middle managers spend too much time solving immediate
and pressing problems, whilst the essence of an effective LO requires people to take

guality timeto think and plan strategically (O'Brien, 1994).

Top-down hierarchical organizations are also prejudicia to the formation of aLO, the
reluctance in the workforce to retrain (Turkington, 2004). In addition, bureaucratic
organizations with an excessive focus on systems and processes are also prejudicia to

the development of LOs (Turkington, 2004). Finaly, there are a number of paradoxes
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involved in the definitions of LOs, these include the fact that success requires risk
taking and leadership requires sharing, such paradoxes can create ambiguity with the

understanding of the LO (Turkington, 2004).

55



Chapter Three

M ethodology

56



Chapter 3
M ethodology

3.1 Study Design

This study is a quantitative, descriptive, analytical, cross-sectional one, which tries to
identify the characteristics of the MOH as a LO from the perceptions of its managers
because it is easily applied and cost effective. The researcher used a survey model
which represents one of the most common types of quantitative, social science
research. In survey research, the researcher selects a sample of respondents or all the
respondents from a population and administers a standardized questionnaire to them

(Colorado State University, CSU, 2009).

3.2 Study Population

Data obtained from the MOH currently in charge person indicate that around 450
persons were working in managerial positions at the MOH-Gaza (interview with
Director Genera of Finance and Administration). However, the researcher
discovered that the readlity on the field is different; therefore, she included all those
performing managerial jobs who were available a all MOH premises at the time of
data collection. In total, 884 managers met the eligibility criteria who constituted the
study population. They were presented as the follows; Director General, Director of
Department, Head of Department and Supervisor. Participants were diverse in relation

to their work sector and included; primary health care, hospitals and administration.

For the organizationa learning style component, only Director Generals and Director

of Departments were included (221).
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3.3 Period of the Study

The study started in September 2008 after obtaining the ethical approvals from the
different sectors of MOH. The pilot study was conducted in December 2008. Data
collection started directly after the Isragli war on Gaza Strip in January 2009 till the
end of February 2009. Data entry and data cleaning was conducted in March 2009

and finally, data analysis and writing the report continued till July 4™ 2009.

3.4 Study Settings

The study was carried out on al primary, secondary and administrative sectors of
Palestinian MOH at the five governorates of the Gaza Strip. In total, 83 centers were
visited as follows;, 56 PHC centers; 13 hospitals and 14 administrative and finance

departments.

3.4 Eligibility Criteria

3.5.1. Inclusion Criteria

All managers who were working at the MOH premises during the period of study
from the different sectors; primary, secondary and administrative departments were
considered eligible. In other words, all managers who had an authorization letter to

perform managerial related functions at the data collection period were included.

3.5.2. Exclusion Criteria
Any manager who is not currently working at MOH premises, or who was working in
the past at MOH but not any more available at the time of the study for any reason

(retired, resigned, out side Gaza, or even in the strike).
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3.6 Ethical and Administrative Consider ations

An administrative approval was obtained from MOH with its different sectors
and departments: Director-General of PHC (Annex 8), Director-Genera of
Hospitals (Annex 9), Director-Genera of Financing and Administration
(Annex 10) and Director-General of HRD (Annex 11).

An ethical approval was obtained from Helsinki Committee in Gaza Strip
(Annex 12).

Explanatory letter was attached to the questionnaire and provided to
participants; it included the study title, aim, objectives and other information
needed (Annex 13).

The right to participate or not, confidentiality, anonymity was also maintained

into the explanatory letter (Annex 13).

3.7 Construction of the Questionnaire

This questionnaire was adopted from the literature and adapted to fit the loca

situation. The questionnaire translated into the Arabic language (Annex 13). The

questionnaire was divided to four parts (Annex 14):

The first part developed by the researcher and included characteristic data
about the participant such as persona demographic data and work related data.
It included 29 questions.

The second part is adapted from the work of Park and Rojewski (2006) with
some modifications to be suitable for the study. This part covered the five
disciplines with 31 questions.

The third part is the DLOQ and consisted of 55 questions.
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e The fourth part is the Learning Style Inventory, developed by Pedler and
Aspinwall (1996). This part is comprised from seven paragraphs; each starts
with an uncompl eted sentence and followed by five complementary sentences.
Each paragraph has 12 points to be distributed at the five complementary
sentences. The higher score of any answer of the five will decide the style of
learning practiced by the organization from the perspectives of the

participants.

It is worth noting that, the DLOQ), the five disciplines questionnaire and the Learning
Style Inventory were chosen for this study because they were specifically designed as
diagnostic tools to measure changes in OL practices and culture as perceived by the
employees and managers. These tools had been internationally validated as tested.
The format of the DLOQ), the five disciplines components followed the Likert's scale
format with a range scale from 1 to 10. Operationally, 1 means the lowest score
implying that the participant totally disagrees with the item from his/her point of view
and 10 means the highest score implying that the participant highly agrees with this

item.

3.8 Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted to determine whether the study was feasible or not and to
identify possible problems in the design wording and format of the questionnaire.
Also, piloting helped to examine the reliability, validity and the suitability of the
instrument. A sample of 16 participants participated in the pilot study. Those

participants were selected from out side the study population (managers who were not
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working in the MOH at the time of conducting the study). Some revisions and

modifications were introduced as aresult of the piloting process.

3.9 Data Collection

Data were collected by the researcher and one volunteer assistant who received
explanation and training by the researcher about the study; its purpose, objectives,
procedures and how to distribute and collect the questionnaire. The researcher and
her assistant distributed the questionnaires to the study population by circulating the
self-administered questionnaires to a foca person in every clinic, hospital and
department. The sdlf-administered questionnaire contained an explanatory letter
clarifying the am of the study, the way to fill the questionnaire, and measures to
ensure confidentiality. Questionnaires were distributed and participants were given a
period of few days to fill and return-back the completed questionnaires. Focal
persons distributed and recollected the questionnaires and deat directly with the
researcher and her. Completed questionnaires were revised by the researcher herself
to ensure the completion of information. In average, questionnaire took around 25

minutes to be compl eted.

3.10 Reliability and Validity

3.10.1. Reliability

Reliability of an instrument is the degree of consistency and stability with which it
measures the attribute it is supposed to be measuring (CSU, 2009). The used tools are
internationally tested by many researchers to ensure its reliability. However, the
researcher had also tested these tools again to ensure that the reliability in this study is

high and congruent with the previous studies. The reliability coefficient for the five
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disciplines as a whole was 0.818 (Table 3.1), and for the dimensions of the LO as a
whole was 0.820 (Table 3.2) indicating a very good reliability. Additionally, the
subscale reliability indicates that all domains demonstrated high Cronbach Alpha

scores (above 0.7).

Table 3.1: Reliability of the five disciplines of Senge

No. | Domain o

1. Personal Mastery 0.806

2. Mental Models 0.784

3. Shared vision 0.806

4. Team learning 0.789

5. System thinking 0.804
Total 0.818

Table 3.2: Reliability of the DLOQ

No. | Domain o
1. Learning at individuas level 0.762
2. Learning at team / group level 0.744
3. Learning at organizational level 0.882
4, Performance of the organization 0.778
Total 0.820
3.10.2. Validity

Validity of an instrument is considered to be an important issue that have been
discussed and stressed out by many researchers. Before data collection, the
guestionnaire has been reviewed by eight different experts (Annex 15) with different
background; academics, managers and researchers, in order to ensure its face and

content validity.

Face validity is "the extent to which the items of a test or procedure appear
superficially to acceptable and appealing to the subjects (CSU, 2009). So, face

validity is concerned with popularity or common acceptance rather than scientific
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truth and does not depend on established theories for support. In contrary, content
validity refers to the degree to which an instrument adequately covers the items it is
supposed to be measuring (CSU, 2009). The previously mentioned eight experts
reviewed the instrument and consensus about the questions was reached. Additional
validity measures were implemented and included training of the researcher assistant,
standardization of implementation, standardization of tools, reviewing the filled

questionnaires and data cleaning.

3.11 Data Management and Analysis

After collecting and revising the filled questionnaire, the next step was coding these
guestionnaires using the computer software Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS) version 11.0. Then, the coded questionnaires were entered into the computer
by the researcher with the help of the supervisor and a stetistical advisor. Data
cleaning was done through checking out a random number of the questionnaires and
through exploring descriptive statistic frequencies for al variables. Means and
standard deviations were computed for the continuous numeric variables and then
coded. Reliability was tested to ensure the internal validity of the findings. Scores
were computed individually based on the specified study domains. Means were
appropriately calculated. In addition, to examine the potentia relationships between
the different variables, an independent t-test and one way ANOVA test were used. t-
test were used to examine the differences in the mean scores for variables with two
possibilities. ANOVA test was used to examine differences in the mean scores for

variables with more than two possibilities.
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3.12 Limitations of the Study

- The political situation, especially the current internal conflict between the
Palestinian political parties may affect the study findings. Some experienced
managers were not presenting themselves to their organization due to political
reasons.

- Frequent electricity cut affected the ability to accomplish the work in atimely
manner.

- Data were collected immediately after implementing the new organizational
structure within the MOH. This led to hiring new managers with limited
experience which might affect their familiarity and awareness of their
organization.

- Limited resources about the study like books and journals.

- The type of this study is a cross sectional which reflects the situation at the
time of carrying out the study. It is possible that managers perspectives may
vary in other contexts.

- The instrument tool was relatively long as it covered many concepts and

disciplinesin the LO arena.
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Results and Discussion
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Chapter 4

Results and Discussion

This chapter illustrates the findings revealed by the analysis of the collected data. The
chapter starts by descriptive statistics which demonstrates the characteristics of the
study participants and their organizations. The concepts and domains of the LO are
presented as well. Finally, the differences in perceptions about the LO concepts in

reference to personal and organizational characteristics are explored.

4.1 Characteristics of the Study Population

4.1.1. Characteristics Variables

The total number of questionnaires distributed was 884 and the number of
respondents was 662 with a response rate of 74.9%. The distribution of participants
according to gender was as follows; 84.4% males and 15.6% females as shown in
Table 4.1; Figure 4.1. These findings are consistent with the findings of the previous
studies conducted in Gaza. Al-Ngjjar (2004) in her study about the nurse managers
leadership style reveaded that the percentage of maes is 71.3 and percentage of
females is 28.7. The variations in gender need more attention from the MOH to be

more gender sensitive and to promote more females in managerial positions.

Regarding the age, as seen in Table 4.1 and Figure 4.2; the majority of respondents
aged 40 to 50 years representing 37.4% of the total respondents. This result is
consistent with the findings of Turban (2007) and Awad (2004) who found similar

results.
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Table4.1: Distribution of participants by characteristics variables

Variable | No. | %
1. Gender
Male 559 84.4
Female 103 15.6
Total 662 100.0
2. Age group
Lessthan 30 years 63 10.9
From 30 to 39 years 195 33.6
From 40 to 50 years 217 374
More than 50 years 105 18.1
Total 580 100.0
3. Residency place
Gaza 250 37.8
North Gaza 114 17.2
Mid-Zone 83 12.5
Khanyonis 104 15.7
Rafah 111 16.8
Total 662 100.0
4, Work place
Gaza 356 53.8
North Gaza 59 8.9
Mid-zone 43 6.5
Khanyonis 133 20.1
Rafah 71 10.7
Total 662 100.0
5. L ast academic certificate
Less than bachelor 57 8.6
Bachelor 392 59.2
Post graduate 213 32.2
Total 662 100
6. Scientific background
Medicine 140 211
Pharmacy 69 10.4
Nursing 245 37.0
Administration 103 15.6
Paramedical 89 134
Others 16 24
Total 662 100

Around half of subjects are less than 40 years old. This young generation of
managers represent an opportunity to the MOH which could invest in those young
managers and develop their capacity. The later step could have long term effects as
those young managers most likely will work for long time at the MOH therefore

worthwhile considering.
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Female Male
15.6% 84.4%

Fig. 4.1: Distribution of participants by gender

The highest percentage of participants according to their place of residency (Table
4.1) was in Gaza Governorate (37%), and the lowest was in the Mid-Zone
Governorate (12.5%). Again, these findings were consistent with the findings of
Turban (2007) and Awad (2004). These results were in proportion to the distribution
of population in Gaza Strip implying that no regional bias is obvious in selecting
managers. Similarly, regarding the work place; the highest percentage was in Gaza
Governorate (53%) and the lowest was in the Mid-Zone Governorate (6.5%) (Table
4.1). It could be inferred that the mgority of the participants were working in the
same place of their residency in order to reduce the transportations costs, increase

convenience for the staff and overcome the historical Isragli checkpoints.

1007
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Fig. 4.2: Distribution of participants by age group
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The magjority of participants were having Bachelor degree (59.2%) which is similar to
the findings of Turban (2007). Of respondents, 37.0% were nurses who constituted
the largest group of managers followed by doctors who represented 21.1% (Table
4.1). These findings are similar to the findings of Thabet (2004) who found that the

percentages of nurses and doctors were the highest among the other occupations.

4.1.2. Organizational Variables

Regarding the work-related data, participants were working at different sectors within

the MOH; hospitals, PHC and administrative departments.

Table 4.2: Distribution of participants by work-related variables

Variable | No. | %

1. Work Sector

Hospitals 414 62.5

PHC 158 239

Administrative\Finance 90 13.6

Total 662 100.0
2. Type of Work

Administrative and finance 251 37.9

Technica only 63 9.5

Administrative and technical 348 52.6

Total 662 100.0

3. Title of Present Job
Director (Director General and

Director of Department) 159 24.0
Head of department 503 76.0
Total 662 100.0
4. Total Yearsof Experience
10 yrsand less 221 37.3
From 11 to 20 yrs 200 33.8
More than 20 yrs 171 28.9
Total 592 100.0
5. Experiencein Present Job
5yrs and less 360 67.8
From 6 to 10 yrs 103 19.4
More than 10 yrs 68 12.8
Total 531 100.0

The highest percentage of participants were working in hospitals (62.5%) and the

lowest was at the administration departments (13.6%). These results reflect the need
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for more management staff in order to organize the complex work at these hospitals.
The magjority of subjects were performing administrative and managerial work
(52.6%). These findings implies that managers at the MOH are not performing pure
management tasks due to the lack of health management specialty as previously
mentioned in the literature. Also, the availability of health managers with technical
background gives an opportunity to better understand and respond to the work related
needs. Regarding the title of the present job; 76% of subjects were Head of
Departments and/or Supervisors and 24% were Director Genera and/or Director of

Department.

According to the total years of experience (Table 4.2), the mgjority had less than 10
years of experience (37.3%). Additionally, of the respondents 67.8% had less than 5
years experience in their present jobs (Table 4.2). These findings raise a question
about the recruitment and promotion policy of managers at the MOH and the
importance of considering the experience as an important factor in selecting

managers.

In the next Table 4.3, 62.1% of participants had a strategic plan at their departments.
This figure is not acceptable as the presence of strategic plan is important and
necessary for any organization and department and enables the employees to perform
thelr duties with respect to clear vision and specified objectives. Of participants,
47.7% reported having an educational strategic plan and its availability doesn't
guarantee its use (in use in 75% of those reported having it). These findings reflect

poor performance in this regard as the presence and usage of the educationa plan,
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must be embedded as a part of the organization policy for employees and

organizational development.

Table 4.3: Distribution of participants by the availability and use of plans and
structure

Variable No. %
1. Availability of strategic plan
Yes 411 62.1
No 196 29.6
Don't know 55 8.3
Total 662 100.0
2. Availability of educational strategic plan
Yes 316 47.7
No 296 44.7
Don't know 50 7.6
Total 662 100.0
2.1 The use of strategic edu. Plan
Yes 238 75.3
No 78 24.7
Total 316 100.0
2.1.1 | Theextent of usage of strategic plan
High extent 60 25.2
Some extent 176 73.9
Not at all 2 0.8
Total 238 100.0
3. Type of educational program provided
Continuous education 146 22.1
In services education 216 32.6
On-the-job training 251 37.9
other 49 7.4
Total 662 100.0
4, Availability of training plan
Yes 401 60.6
No 245 37.0
Don't know 16 2.4
Total 662 100.0
5. Following up for training programs after implementing
Yesregularly 113 17.1
Sometimes 369 55.7
Not at all 180 27.2
Total 662 100.0
5.1 Frequency of follow up
Monthly 260 53.9
Quarterly 77 16.0
Semi-annual 67 13.9
Yearly 78 16.2
Total 482 100.0
6. Availability of clear organization structure
Yes 465 70.2
No 153 23.1
Don't know 44 6.6
Total 662 100.0
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Regarding the type of the available educational programs, 37.9% reported having on-
the-job training followed by the in-service education (32.6%). Of participants, 60.6%
had a training plan within their departments. Again these figures reflect the
importance of training plan within the organization and it must be considered when
establishing any strategy a8 MOH and must be based according to training needs
assessment. The follow up for training programs after implementing wasn’t as
required where respondents reported performing follow up regularly with a low
percentage (17%). This reflects the weak follow up of activities after implementing
training which needs more monitoring to get the desired results. Of participants,
70.2% had a clear organizational structure, this reflect the need for a clear structure to
MOH to be well recognized by all employees in order to facilitate the
communications and information flow and to give an honest feedback. This area
requires a better communication and a higher degree of formality within the MOH

premises.

Regarding training (Table 4.4), 39.1% of subjects had participated in training
programs in the last three years, 66.5% reported providing training to others. The
majority of the training programs were technical (70.2%) and 51.7% of participants
provided training to their colleagues after receiving the training but not regularly.
These figures reflect the good participation in training programs, but more employees
should be involved in these programs in order to improve their practices, with more
emphasizing by MOH on other fields of training like administrative and information
system programs. Sharing training with colleagues is an important concept to
increase the benefit of training. Moreover, the participation of employees in

designing training programs was reported to some extent by 57.9% of subjects.

72



Table 4.4: Distribution of participants by training related practices

Variable \ No. | %
1. Participation in training in thelast 3 years
Yes 259 39.1
No 403 60.9
Total 662 100.0
2. Done any training to other
Yes 440 66.5
No 222 33.5
Total 662 100.0
3. If yes, type of training
Administrative 88 20.0
Technical 309 70.2
Information System 12 2.7
Other 31 7.0
Total 440 100.0
4, Requesting from traineesto providetraining to their colleagues
Yesregularly 126 19.0
Sometimes 342 51.7
Not at all 194 29.3
662 100.0
5. Designing training programs
High extent 96 14.5
Some extent 383 57.9
Not at all 183 27.6
Total 662 100.0
6. Implementing training programs
High extent 124 18.7
Some extent 409 61.8
Not at all 129 19.5
Total 662 100.0
7. Evaluating training programs
High extent 70 10.6
Some extent 403 60.9
Not at all 189 28.5
Total 662 100.0

Similar percentage of subjects reported participation in implementing the training
programs to some extent (61.8%) and aso in evaluating the training programs was to
some extent (60.9%). The later numbers raise a concern about the systematic are
regular involvement of managers in designing, implementing and evauating training
programs. To increase commitment to the implementation of training programs, more

involvement should be guaranteed.
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As a concluson for the above mentioned characteristics and the participants
responses, we can say that there are obvious defects in designing, implementing, and
evauating training programs. Participation in designing, implementing and evaluating
educational programs is not adequate. The concept and practice of sharing results of
training with colleagues is not systematically implemented. These issues required to

be considered by the MOH.

4.2 Respondents' Perceptions about Conceptsof theLO

Computing the mean scores of the five disciplines of Senge and the means of the
dimensions of the LO at three levels of learning were assessed. Results showed that
the mean scores ranged between 5.3 and 6.1 and the total mean is 5.7 (Table 4.5 and
Figure. 4.3). Because the used scale had a score from 1 (represent almost never) to a
score 10 (represent almost aways); the score of 5 and 6 is aways interpreted as

neutral.

Table 4.5: The means of the five disciplines and the dimensions of LO

No. | Domain No. of Questions M ean
1. | Persona Mastery 6 5.3
2. | Mental Models 7 5.6
3. | Shared Vision 6 55
4. | Team Learning 7 6.0
5. | Systems Thinking 5 6.1

Total 31 5.7
1. | Learning at individuas level 13 5.3
2. | Learning at team / group level 6 51
3. | Learning at organizationa level 24 5.1
4. | Performance of the organization 12 5.3
Total 55 5.2

Using the universal standard, this study has taken a position that any score more than

7.0 indicates that the MOH is concerned with this dimension or discipline. Similarly,
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accumulatively, an over al mean score more than 7.0 is an indication that the MOH
as awhole is considered as a LO (Kassim and Nor, 2005). The total mean scores for
the dimensions of the LO as shown in Table 4.5; Figure 4.4 is5.2. According to this,
it could be concluded in general that the MOH is not considered as a LO from the

perceptions of its managers.
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Fig. 4.3: Means of thefive disciplines of Senge
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Fig. 4.4: Means of thedimensionsof LO

Regarding the five disciplines; the systems thinking discipline elicited the highest
mean score which means that participants have positive perceptions toward looking at
the organization as awhole. A study by Ilmanen et al., (2006), revealed that different
departments see the importance of their own actions for the company and that they

have high knowledge in their own working tasks. Focusing on this discipline, the
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employees will develop an understanding for the connections between each part of the
organization and can easier create a picture that shows the causes of the problems and
how can be solved in the best way. Systems thinking, as previously mentioned is the
cornerstone for building the LO and will enable the employees to see the results of
their work better, increase managers trusting employees, give them more autonomy,
give them freedom to decide how to work, producing greater job satisfaction. This
result, although it does not show a high mean, it could be considered a positive sign

for the MOH to prepare itself to transformto aLO.

The second highest mean was pertaining to team learning. In any organization, al
important decisions occur in groups, and teams, not individuals are the fundamental
learning units (Lewis, et al., 2008). Unless the team can learn, the organization
cannot learn. With team learning, the ability of the group becomes greater than the
learning ability of any individual in the group. A research by Power and Waddel
(2004), found that the relationship between team work and organizational learning
was weak-mild positive, and the relationship between self managed teams and
performance was also insignificant. From this research and the previous studies,
employees must be encouraged to participates in collaborative team work and practice
this discipline, in order to achieve their own goals and the organizational goals which

will help the organization to transform from atraditional toaLO.

Menta models dlicited 5.6 mean score, which could be considered a weak

component. This discipline implies that each individual has an internal image of the

world, with deeply ingrained assumptions. Individuals will act according to the real
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mental models that they subconsciously hold, not according to the theories which they

claim to believe (Lewis, et al., 2008).

Any organization faces many issues and problems and in order to overcome these
challenges, managers should fundamentally change the way they think; their mental
models. And to do so, they have to integrate their skills into organizational processes
and practices, which will lead them to discover new ways to decrease their
organizational disabilities and create communities of continuous learning, and
ultimately, will be able to help their organization's transformation into a LO. The
findings of this study imply that the MOH is required to think in creative and

innovative ways and to challenge its routine practices.

Shared vision also dicited low mean (5.5); which is considered a weak component
implying that the MOH managers lack shared vision about their organization.
IImanen et al. (2006), concluded in their study that the three departments included in
the study were familiar with their organization vision, but only one department
(administration), had participated in the vision formulation process, which means that
the vision is imposed on them. Thus, the vision of the organization has to be created
in a group process, which is a requirement for a shared vision in the LO. Another
study by Hodgkinson (2000), revealed that organizational vision shared by al the
workforce involves not just senior managers, but also the most junior individuals and

has been identified as an emotional commitment by every one.

It could be concluded that the MOH should emphasizes on this discipline because it is

an important step to create the organization identity. Vision, provides the guiding
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ideas that are at the heart and the soul of the organization, and helps every employee
to understand how their actions directly impact the organizational goals. Thus, this
will create a sense of belonging to their organization and it is a requirement for

buildingaLO.

The last and the weakest discipline was personal mastery (mean 5.3). Persona
mastery is the process of continually clarifying and deepening an individual's personal
vison. Thisisamatter of personal choice for the individua and involves continually
assessing the gap between their current and desired proficiencies in an objective
manner and practicing and refining skills until they are internalized. This empowers
self-esteem and creates the confidence to tackle new challenges. Hsieh (2005)
mentioned that the organization can lead its members to master themselves and
change their mental models (Hsieh, 2005). Employees with high levels of persona
mastery continualy learn more about their work, clarify and deepen their personal
vision, focus their energy and develop a rational view of redity. As a result,
employees are motivated to understand of what is happening across the organization
and how their work contributes to the organization success. This implies that MOH
needs to pay more attention to the individual needs of its members and enables them

to fulfill their full potentials.

The dimensions of the LO as previously mentioned are divided into three levels:
individual level (continuous learning, dialogue and inquiry), team level (team learning
and collaboration) and organizationa level (embedded systems, systems connection,

empowerment and leadership for learning), and organizationa performance
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dimension. The overall mean for this part was 5.2, which means that the practices of

LO are not enough to consider the MOH asaLO.

Another study by Kassim and Nor (2005) revealed that learning practices do exist
generally but participants were not convinced of the extent to which the practices
exist. Abu Khadra and Rawabdeh (2006) reveded that learning is one significant
predictor of LO. Organization must be aware for the need of different levels of
learning, knowledge sharing and use in practice. Moreover, understanding the whole
system and the relationships among different units that are common to exist at all
organizational levels. This implies that every member in the organization should be
willing and prepared to undertake learning, knowledge sharing, adaptation and

change.

The highest revealed mean was for learning at the individua level (mean 5.3), which
indicates that participants have positive perceptions toward developing themselves
and continuing individual learning which lies at the heart of OL. However, learning
a the team level (mean 5.1) is weaker at the MOH. Moreover, organizationa level
learning, which means that collaboration and team learning is systematically
encouraged were found to be low. This indicates that learning is more remained for
the individual rather than being transferred and reflected on the organization. In other

words, the organization knows less than its members.

Organizationa level learning takes place when learning is trandated into procedures,

systems and rules in the organization. Thus, it will be difficult for the MOH to

become a LO without having teams cooperating and learning from each other. All
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these findings are important to be considered by the MOH in its destiny for becoming

alLoO.

4.3 L O Conceptsand Managers Characteristics

4.3.1. Gender

An independent t-test was used to compare the means of the five disciplines and the

LO dimensions in reference to gender (Table 4.6). The analysis showed that thereisa

statistically significant differences between males and females regarding the five

disciplines (p=0.005) with a higher mean score (5.8) for males than females (5.2).

Table 4.6: Differencesin perceptions about the concepts of L O by gender

L O concepts |Gender | N [Mean|SD| t | Sig.
1. Five disciplines

Personal Mastery g";'nile igg g:g 1:3 1881 | 0.060
Mental Models E"e?'nzle igg g:f ;:3 2489 | 0013
Shared Vision vele 559 | 55 21 1800 | 0059
Team Learning ge?lnze igg g:é ;:913 2890 | 0.004
Systems Thinking gle?ln?al . igg g:g g:(l) 3130 | 0.002
Total 2";'; . igg g:g 1:; 2.835 | 0.005
2. LO Dimensions

Learning at individuals level E"e?'n; . igg g:‘l‘ i:; 1484 | 0.138
Learning at team/ group level ge?InZI = igg ig 2(1) 1.325 | 0.186
Learning at organizational level gle?n?:\le igg ié 28 1425 | 0.155
Performance of the organization. Eﬂe?ln?;\l = igg i?’ gg 2568 | 0.010
Total E"e?'nzl . igg i:g ig 1.893 | 0.059

Previous studies had explored gender as predictors of LO done by Hodgkinson (2000)

and Orland et al. (2000) and the data suggested there were no significant differences

or predictors between males and females. This implies that female managers need to
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be more involved and more actively participate in the vital organization issues at the

MOH.

Regarding variations in perceptions about the dimensions of LO in reference to
gender, there were statistically significant differences only with performance of the
organization (p= 0.010), with higher mean among male group (5.4) than female group
(mean = 4.7). Abu Athra (2007) who studied the LO in UNRWA Training Centre in
Gaza, had the same conclusions. This means that females require more attention in

managerial processes within the MOH.

4.3.2. Academic Certificate

One-way ANOV A was used to examine the differences in perceptions about applying
the LO in reference to the last academic certificate of the study participants, No
statistically significant differences were noticed among the subjects who holding
different certificates in this regard as shown in Annex (16). These results are
inconsistent with the study carried out by Abu Athra (2007) in Gaza, which found
significant differences among participants holding different academic qualifications
toward the dimensions of LO in favor of supervisors who had master degree. It could
be concluded that across board managers at different level of educational had the

same perceptions toward the concept of LO.

4.3.3. Work Sector

Regarding the participants work sector (Table 4.7) the results revealed that there

were statistical significant differences between the five disciplines of Senge and the
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work sector (p=0.050) with managers working at PHC had higher mean (5.9) than

their counterparts in hospitals.

Table4.7: Differencesin perceptions about the concepts of L O by work sector

L O concepts Worksector | N | Mean| SD | F | Sig.
1. Thefive disciplines of Senge
Hospital 414 5.3 1.9
Personal Mastery PHC 158 5.3 19 | 0.023 | 0.977
Admin\Finance 90 5.3 19
Hospital 414 | 54 1.9
Mental Models PHC 158 5.8 1.8 | 2.646 | 0.072
Admin\Finance 90 5.7 1.8
Hospital 414 5.3 2.2
Shared Vision PHC 158 5.8 21 | 4.095 | 0.017
Admin\Finance 90 5.7 2.2
Hospital 414 5.8 2.0
Team Learning PHC 158 6.3 1.9 | 3.318 | 0.037
Admin\Finance 90 6.2 2.0
Hospital 414 6.0 2.0
Systems Thinking PHC 158 6.4 20 | 2.279 | 0.103
Admin\Finance 90 6.3 1.8
Hospital 414 5.6 1.7
PHC 158 5.9 1.7
Total Admin\Finance 90 | 58 | 15 | »842|00%0
Total 662 5.7 17
2. Dimensions of the learning organization
Hospital 414 5.2 17
Learning at individuals level PHC 158 5.5 17 | 2.895 | 0.056
Admin\Finance 90 5.6 1.6
Hospital 414 5.0 2.0
Learning at team / group level PHC 158 5.1 21 | 2101 | 0.123
Admin\Finance 90 55 19
Hospital 414 5.1 2.0
Learning at organizationa level PHC 158 | 4.9 21 | 1.353 | 0.259
Admin\Finance 90 5.3 19
Hospital 414 | 55 2.3
Performance of the organization PHC 158 4.6 2.2 | 8.630 | 0.000
Admin\Finance 90 54 2.3
Hospital 414 5.2 1.8
PHC 158 50 18
Total Admin\Finance 90 54 17 1452 0.235
Total 662 5.2 1.8

The difference in perceptions was more obvious in the shared vison (p=0.017)

discipline and the team learning discipline (p=0.037).

These results indicate that

managers at PHC had more positive perceptions toward the discipline of shared
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vision. Probably, this could be influenced by the higher degree of exposure at PHC

sector to the policy issues.

Also, the PHC sector is less centralized, more widely spread and more open as a
system than the hospital sector. However, deliberately, managers from the different
sectors should be more involved in developing the strategic issues pertaining to the
MOH such as building the organizational vision, strategies and culture. This also
implies that dialogue and communication at the different levels of the organization

need to be strengthened.

4.3.4. Typeof Work

Table 4.8 shows that in the overall, there were no statistically significant differences
in participants perceptions regarding the type of work they performed (p=0.159).
Only in the shared vision discipline, there were statisticaly significant differences
(p=0.004). Managers working in administrative and finance field had higher
perceptions toward the shared vision discipline. Finance and administration personnel
are close to the strategic management and they are usually working close to the
decision making circle. However, management from different field need to be more

involved in the strategic management issues, if real improvement to occur.

The differences in perceptions about the dimensions of the LO in relation to the type
of work showed that there are statistical significant differences (p=0.001) (Table 4.8)
with the highest total score mean (5.5) for the managers who were working in

administration and finance.
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Table 4.8: Differencesin perceptions about the concepts of L O by type of work

L O concepts | Type of work | N [ Mean| SD | F | Sig.

1. Fivedisciplines
Admin. &finance 251 5.3 18

Personal Mastery Technical only 63 5.4 20 | 0.256 | 0.774
Admin. & technical 348 5.2 1.9
Admin. & finance 251 5.6 1.8

Mental Models Technical only 63 55 21 | 0.430 | 0.651
Admin. & technica 348 55 1.9
Admin. & finance 251 5.8 2.0

Shared Vision Technical only 63 5.1 2.6 | 5.650 | 0.004
Admin. & technical 348 53 2.2
Admin. & finance 251 6.2 1.9

Team Learning Technica only 63 5.9 21 | 1477 | 0.229
Admin.& technical 348 5.9 2.0
Admin. & finance 251 6.3 1.9

Systems Thinking Technical only 63 6.2 2.1 | 1.605 | 0.202
Admin. & technical 348 6.0 2.0
Admin. & finance 251 5.8 1.6
Technical only 63 5.6 19

Total Admin. & technica | 348 | 56 | 18 | 1841|0159
Total 662 5.7 17

2. LO Dimensions
Admin. & finance 251 5.6 16

Learning at individualslevel | Technical only 63 5.3 1.7 | 4.972 | 0.007
Admin. & technical 348 52 1.7

Learning at team / group Admiq. & finance 251 55 1.9

level Tech_nlcal only _ 63 45 21 | 7.181 | 0.001
Admin. & technical 348 5.0 2.0

L earning at organi zation Admin. & finance 251 5.4 1.9

level Tech_nlcal only _ 63 45 2.1 | 6.121 | 0.002
Admin. & technical 348 49 2.0

Performance of the Admi n. & finance 251 5.7 2.1

organization Tech!’llcal only . 63 47 25 | 7.193 | 0.001
Admin. & technical 348 5.1 2.3
Admin. & finance 251 55 1.7
Technical only 63 4.7 19

Total Admin. & technical | 348 | 50 | 18 | 200 | 0001
Total 662 5.2 1.8

Other groups must be encouraged more to participate in learning activities in order to
improve their perceptions in this regard. Another explanation could be related to the
complex role of the technical personnel who also perform manageria roles as well.
The magjority of managers in health sector are not trained as managers and are
required to perform managerial roles athough they see themselves more as

professional staff.
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4.3.5. Typeof the Managerial Job
The results (Table 4.9) show strong statistically significant differences with the five

disciplines (p=0.001) among the different categories of managers.

Table 4.9: Differencesin perceptions about the concepts of L O by type of present
job

Type of managerial

L O concepts job N | Mean SD t Sig.
1. Five disciplines
Director 157 | 54 1.9
Personal Mastery Head of department | 505 | 53 | 1.9 | 807 0386
Director 157 | 5.7 1.8
Mental Models Head of department 505 | 55 19 1515 0.130
. Director 157 | 6.1 2.0
Shared Vision Head of department 505 | 53 55 4.167 | 0.0001
. Director 157 | 6.6 19
Team Learning Head of department 505 | 58 50 4.650 | 0.0001
o Director 157 | 6.5 1.9
Systems Thinking Head of department 505 | 6.0 50 2.730 0.007
Total Director 157 6.1 17 3313 0.001

Head of department 505 | 5.6 17

2.LO Dimensions

Learning at individuals level ag;;t;r devartment égg g:g 1:? 2462 | 0014
Learning at team/ group level 32:;? department ég; gg ;g 2.831 0.005
Learning at organization level ag:;t;r department égg 2; 38 4.368 | 0.0001
Performance of the organization ag;ftgfr department ég; g? ;g 3.412 0.001
Total Director 157) 57 | 18 ' 3965 | 0.0001

Head of department 505 | 5.0 1.8

Directors elicited higher mean (6.1) than more than the head of departments group
(5.6). The higher mean among the directors group may reflect their higher degree of
involvement in strategies and policies and also may reflect communication gaps
where policies and strategies are not well disseminated to people at lower level in the

hierarchy.

Also, the dimensions of LO showed strong statistically significant differences in

relation to the category of managers (p=0.0001) with higher mean level for the
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directors group. This result is supported by the study of Dymock and McCarthy
(2006), which concluded that it did not seem there had been much involvement of
employees at lower levels regarding the empowerment sub-dimension. A study in by
Kassim and Nor (2007) found that there is a statistical significant differences in the
perception between the senior and the middle level academic librarians; implying that
the senior level had more positive perceptions on the practices of team level learning

in their organizations than the middle level librarians.

4.3.6. Type of Specialization

Annex (17) shows that there are no statistical significant differences regarding the
perceptions of the five disciplines (p=0.254) among the different specialties, except
for the shared vision discipline (p=0.007) and the highest mean 6.1 was for the

administrators.

Table (4.10) shows the differences in perceptions about the dimensions of LO and the
type of speciaization. The table reveals statistical significant differences (p=0.045)

with the highest mean for the administrators.

Many studies support these findings; Ellinger et al. (2000) found that to create LOs
requires new roles for managers, human resource developers, and employees in
building the capacity for learning at individual, team, and organizational levels. This
group agree more than other groups on individua learning which includes two sub-
dimensions; creating continuous learning opportunities and promoting dialogue and
inquiry which will create a culture enhancing OL, and the performance of the

organization is associated with these sub-dimensions.
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Table 4.10: Differencesin perceptions about the dimensions of LO by the type
of specialization

L O concepts |  Specialization | N [|Mean | SD | t | Sig.
1. LO Dimensions
Medicine 140 | 5.1 19
Pharmacy 69 54 1.6
) o Nursing 244 | 52 17
Learning at individuals level Adminisiration 102 57 16 2.050 | 0.050
Paramedical 89 5.6 1.6
Other 16 5.4 1.3
Medicine 140 | 5.1 2.2
Pharmacy 69 5.0 2.0
. Nursing 244 | 49 2.0
Learning at team/ group level Administration 102 55 50 1.383 | 0.229
Paramedical 89 5.2 19
Other 16 5.6 1.3
Medicine 140 | 5.0 2.3
Pharmacy 69 4.6 21
) I Nursing 244 | 50 1.8
Learning at organizational level Adminisiration 102 55 50 1.785 | 0.114
Paramedical 89 5.0 1.9
Other 16 5.1 19
Medicine 140 | 5.2 2.6
Pharmacy 69 4.4 21
N Nursing 244 | 54 22
Performance of the organization Administration 102 58 51 3.829 | 0.002
Paramedical 89 5.0 2.2
Other 16 5.8 2.0
Medicine 140 | 5.1 2.1
Pharmacy 69 4.8 1.8
Nursing 244 | 51 17
Total Administration 102 5.6 1.7 | 2.082 | 0.045
Paramedical 89 5.2 1.7
Other 16 5.4 1.6
Total 660 | 5.2 1.8

To increase perceptions and practices of health managers at the MOH, efforts need to
be directed to improve their management skills, ensure active involvement and

promote effective communications.

4.3.7. Years of Experience
Table 4.11 shows that there are strong statistically significant differences in the
perceptions of managers about LO in reference to years of experience (p=0.001,;

p=0.0001). Perceptions of those who were working less than 5 years in their current
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positions were higher than those who worked more.

It seems that perceptions of

managers declined with the longevity in the position because the MOH fails to

maintain their interests and enthusiasm and their interests in strategic issues as

learning decline by time. MOH need to take active stepsin this regard to maintain the

enthusiasm of its managers and continuously empower them which is an essentia

principlein LO.

Table 4.11: Differences in perceptions about the concepts of LO by years of

experiencein present job

Y ear s of

Conceptsof LO . N | Mean | SD F Sig.
experience

1. Fivedisciplines
5yrsand less 360 5.4 1.8

Personal Mastery From 6 to 10 yrs 103 5.0 1.8 | 6.157 0.002
More than 10 yrs 68 4.7 1.8
5Yrsand less 360 5.7 18

Mental Models From6to 10 Yrs 103 54 19 | 6.519 0.002
More than 10 yrs 68 4.8 17
5Yrsand less 360 5.6 2.1

Shared Vision From6to 10 Yrs 103 5.2 2.2 | 5.590 0.004
More than 10 yrs 68 4.7 2.1
5Yrsand less 360 6.1 1.9

Team Learning From6t0 10 Yrs 103 5.8 21 | 3.126 0.045
More than 10 yrs 68 5.5 1.8
5Yrsand less 360 6.3 1.8

Systems Thinking From6t0 10 Yrs 103 6.2 2.0 | 4789 0.009
More than 10 yrs 68 55 2.1
5Yrsand less 360 5.8 16
From61to 10 Yrs 103 55 1.7

Total Morethan10yrs | 68 | 51 | 16 | 00| 0001
Total 531 5.7 17

2. LO Dimensions
5 Yrsand less 360 55 1.6

Learning at individuals level From6to 10 Yrs 103 5.1 17 | 6.189 0.002
More than 10 yrs 68 4.8 1.6
5Yrsand less 360 5.3 2.0

Learning at team/ group level From6to 10 Yrs 103 4.8 19 | 5528 0.004
More than 10 yrs 68 4.5 1.9
5Yrsand less 360 5.3 2.0

Learning at organization level From6to 10 Yrs 103 4.7 1.8 | 10.92 0.0001
More than 10 yrs 68 4.2 2.0
5 Yrsand less 360 5.6 2.2

Performance of the organization From6to 10 Yrs 103 4.3 21 | 17.08 0.0001
More than 10 yrs 68 45 2.2
5 Yrsand less 360 5.4 1.8
From6to 10 Yrs 103 4.7 1.6

Total More than 10 yrs 68 4.4 1.8 12.55 0.0001
Total 531 5.1 1.8
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A similar result had been concluded in a previous study by Graham and Nafuko
(2007) and the results showed that respondents with less than one year of work
experience more favorably perceived the dimension of culture in enhancing the OL
readiness than others with different levels of work experience (Graham and Nafuko,
2007).  Another research involving the investigation of OL at eight USA
organizations revealed that employees with less than one year of work experience
rated culture more higher as a mechanism for learning than did other employees

(Preskill, et al., 2001).

4.4 L O Conceptsand Organizational Characteristics

4.4.1. Availability of Strategic Plan

Table 4.12 shows strong statistical significant differences in both the five disciplines
(p=0.0001) and the dimensions of the LO (p=0.0001) regarding the availability of
strategic plan. Those who reported having strategic plans had higher mean scores
than who haven't. To ensure long-term sustainability, organizations have to develop
appropriate strategic responses to change (Kenny, 2006). A more responsive strategic
process is required where managers establish a culture for trust, encourage
participation and support individuals to learn from their experience and contribute
their practice based-knowledge to formation of better strategic outcomes. Kenny
found that the development of strategy is closely linked with learning and if
appropriately designed, purposeful strategic activity this will help to develop an OL

culture (Kenny, 2006).
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Table 4.12: Differences in perceptions about L O concepts by the availability of

strategic plan
Availability of :

L O concepts strategic p)I/an N Mean | SD F Sig.

1. Fivedisciplines
Yes 411 5.7 1.8

Personal Mastery No 196 4.6 1.8 | 26.86 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 4.8 1.9
Yes 411 5.9 1.8

Mental Models No 196 5.0 1.9 | 16.24 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 5.1 19
Yes 411 59 2.1

Shared Vision No 196 49 2.1 | 20.53 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 45 2.0
Yes 411 6.4 1.9

Team Learning No 196 5.5 2.0 | 20.55 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 5.2 2.0
Yes 411 6.5 19

Systems Thinking No 196 5.6 2.0 | 14.18 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 5.6 1.9
Yes 411 6.0 1.6
No 196 5.1 17

Total I don't know 55 | 50 | 16 | 2030 00001
Total 662 5.7 1.7

2. LO Dimensions
Yes 411 5.7 1.7

Learning at individuals level No 196 4.8 1.7 | 20.19 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 4.8 1.6
Yes 411 55 2.0

Learning at team / group level No 196 4.4 19 | 22.78 | 0.000
| don't know 55 4.7 1.9
Yes 411 55 19

Learning at organization level No 196 4.2 1.9 | 36.30 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 4.6 17
Yes 411 5.8 2.2

Performance of the organization No 196 4.4 21 | 31.52 | 0.0001
| don't know 55 45 2.0
Yes 411 5.6 1.7
No 196 4.4 1.7

Total | don't know 55 4.6 1.6 37.16 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.2 1.8

Kenny also revealed that strategic planning has the potential to provide an effective
means of directing resources in order to achieve desirable learning within an

organization toward its long-term viability (Kenny, 2006).

Strategy and policy making at the MOH should be structured as a learning process to

insure involvement of all members in its formation and implementation. MOH
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leaders should empower their teams; to take decisions, to share openly and take risks;
and they should provide resources, training, and rewards. Finally, good leadership is
needed in order to establish a supportive and participative cultural environment that

helps design a new form of organizations which emphasizes learning, flexibility and

rapid response.

4.4.2. Availability of Strategic Plan for Education

The results presented in Table 4.13 showed statistical significant differences in both
the five disciplines (p=0.0001) and the dimensions of the LO (p=0.0001) regarding
the availability of a strategic plan for education. Respondents reported the avail ability
of strategic plans in their departments elicited higher mean scores than those who
haven’t. This indicates that the availability of training plans with clear strategy
positively impacted the perceptions about training and make it more effective.
Learning within the organization at all levels should be facilitated and applied, and in
order to do this, barriers for transfer learning must be identified and minimized
between all the levels of learning in the organization through appropriate strategic
plans. Abu Khadra and Rawabdeh (2006) in their research found that learning and

development was the only significant predictor of LO.

So, organization may wish to focus initially on the fact of learning to aid in the
transformation from the current state to that of the LO. The value of learning is
higher in the Palestinian MOH which recruits large number of diverse heath teams
who graduated from different universities and require intensive training to orient them

to thelocal system.
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Table 4.13: Differences in perceptions about L O concepts by the availability of
strategic plan for education

Availability of

L O concepts strategic plans N | Mean | SD F Sig.

1. Fivedisciplines
Yes 316 5.7 1.8

Personal Mastery No 296 4.8 19 | 17.49 0.0001
| don't know 50 5.2 1.9
Yes 316 5.9 1.8

Mental Models No 296 5.3 19 | 8332 0.0001
| don't know 50 54 1.8
Yes 316 5.8 21

Shared Vision No 296 5.2 2.2 | 7.306 0.001
| don't know 50 4.7 2.0
Yes 316 6.3 19

Team Learning No 296 5.7 20 | 7.704 0.0001
| don't know 50 5.6 1.9
Yes 316 6.4 19

System Thinking No 296 5.9 21 | 4.393 0.013
| don't know 50 5.8 1.9
Yes 316 6.0 17
No 296 54 17

Total I don't know 50 | 53 | 15 | 1104 00001
Total 662 5.7 1.7

2. LO Dimensions
Yes 316 5.6 1.7

Learning at individuals level No 296 5.1 17 | 9.235 0.0001
| don't know 50 5.0 1.6
Yes 316 55 2.0

Learning at team / group level No 296 4.8 20 | 10.74 0.0001
| don't know 50 4.8 1.9
Yes 316 5.6 19

Learning at organization level No 296 4.6 2.0 | 23.03 0.0001
| don't know 50 4.6 1.8
Yes 316 5.8 2.2

Performance of the organization No 296 4.8 2.2 | 20.29 0.0001
| don't know 50 4.6 2.0
Yes 316 5.6 1.8
No 296 47 1.8

Total | don't know 50 4.7 1.6 21.80 0.0001
Total 662 5.2 1.8

Only through developing training plans it is possible to standardize and develop the
services. Extensive learning only takes place when the design of the organization
enable and encourage it. Therefore, the MOH must embed learning into a strategy, in
order to support the employees, by policies, procedures and standards, to enable
continuous learning and sharing information within the whole organization. This

could help MOH transformation to aLO.
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Table 4.14: Differencesin perceptions about L O concepts by evaluating training
programs

Carrying out

L O concepts ? N | Mean | SD F Sig.
evaluation

1. Fivedisciplines
High extent 70 6.4 1.9

Personal Mastery Some extent 403 55 1.8 | 37.14 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 | 44 1.8
High extent 70 6.5 2.0

Mental Models Some extent 403 5.7 1.7 | 23.95 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 | 4.9 1.9
High extent 70 6.5 2.0

Shared Vision Some extent 403 5.7 2.1 | 29.58 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 | 45 2.2
High extent 70 6.7 21

Team Learning Some extent 403 6.2 1.9 | 19.69 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 5.3 2.0
High extent 70 6.8 2.0

Systems Thinking Some extent 403 6.4 1.9 | 19.19 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 5.4 21
High extent 70 6.6 17
Some extent 403 5.9 1.6

Total Not at all 180 | 49 17 34.69 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.7 17

2. LO Dimensions
High extent 70 6.2 1.8

Learning at individuals level Some extent 403 55 1.6 | 27.77 | 0.0001
Not at al 189 4.7 1.7
High extent 70 5.8 2.3

Learning at team / group level Some extent 403 54 19 | 25.30 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 | 4.3 2.0
High extent 70 6.0 2.2

Learning at organization level Some extent 403 5.4 1.8 | 40.49 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 | 4.0 2.0
High extent 70 6.4 24

Performance of the organization Some extent 403 5.5 2.2 | 26.55 | 0.0001
Not at all 189 | 44 2.2
High extent 70 6.1 1.9
Some extent 403 54 1.6

Total Not at all 189 | 43 18 40.24 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.2 1.8

4.4.3. Availability of Evaluation and Follow up of Training Programs

As shown seen in Table 4.14 the differences in perceptions regarding the five
disciplines and the dimensions of the LO vary according to the availability of
evauation of the training programs. The results reveal strong statistical significant
differences in perceptions with higher mean scores among those reported carrying out

regularly evaluation of training programs (p=0.0001).
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Table 4.15: Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by carrying out
training to colleagues

Providing
L O concepts training to N | Mean | SD F Sig.
colleagues

1. Fivedisciplines

Yesregularly 126 6.3 17

Personal Mastery Sometimes 342 5.4 1.8 | 41.95 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 45 18
Yesregularly 126 6.2 1.7

Mental Models Sometimes 342 5.7 1.7 | 21.60 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 4.9 2.0
Yesregularly 126 6.1 1.9

Shared Vision Sometimes 342 5.7 2.0 | 23.28 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 4.6 24
Yesregularly 126 6.7 19

Team Learning Sometimes 342 6.2 1.8 | 24.44 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 52 2.1
Yesregularly 126 6.7 19

Systems Thinking Sometimes 342 6.3 1.8 | 17.71 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 55 21
Yesregularly 126 6.4 15
Sometimes 342 5.8 15

Total Not 2t all 194 | 49 18 34.10 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.7 17

2.LO Dimensions

Yesregularly 126 6.0 1.6

Learning at individuals level Sometimes 342 5.5 15 | 27.61 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 47 1.8
Yesregularly 126 5.9 2.0

Learning at team/ group level Sometimes 342 5.2 1.8 | 24.17 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 4.4 2.1
Yesregularly 126 6.1 1.9

Learning at organization level Sometimes 342 51 1.8 | 36.88 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 4.2 2.1
Yesregularly 126 6.4 2.2

Performance of the organization Sometimes 342 5.3 2.1 | 29.91 | 0.0001
Not at all 194 | 44 2.3
Yesregularly 126 6.1 17
Sometimes 342 5.3 1.6

Total Not at all 194 | 44 19 39.3 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.2 1.8

Similarly, higher scores where €elicited by those who reported carrying out follow up
after training or those who reported providing training to their colleagues after
receiving training. The difference between the different groups were statistically

significant (p=0.0001) (Table 4.15).
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Table 4.16: Differencesin perceptions about L O concepts by carrying out follow
up of training programs

Availability of

L O concepts follow up N | Mean | SD F Sig.

1. Fivedisciplines
Yesregularly 113 6.5 1.7

Personal Mastery Sometimes 369 5.4 1.7 | 61.99 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 | 4.3 1.8
Yesregularly 113 6.4 1.6

Mental Models Sometimes 369 5.6 1.8 | 23.18 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 | 4.9 1.9
Yesregularly 113 6.4 2.0

Shared Vision Sometimes 369 55 2.0 | 21.67 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 | 4.8 2.3
Yesregularly 113 6.8 17

Team Learning Sometimes 369 6.1 1.9 | 22.26 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 5.3 2.1
Yesregularly 113 6.8 1.9

Systems Thinking Sometimes 369 6.2 1.9 | 13.98 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 5.6 2.1
Yesregularly 113 6.6 15
Sometimes 369 5.7 1.6

Total Not at all 180 50 18 35.92 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.7 17

2. LO Dimensions
Yesregularly 113 6.1 17

Learning at individuals level Sometimes 369 54 1.6 | 19.21 | 0.0001
Not at al 180 4.8 1.7
Yesregularly 113 6.1 1.9

Learning at team / group level Sometimes 369 5.2 19 | 30.37 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 | 4.3 2.1
Yesregularly 113 6.0 2.1

Learning at organization level Sometimes 369 5.2 1.8 | 33.42 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 | 4.2 21
Yesregularly 113 6.1 24

Performance of the organization Sometimes 369 5.4 2.2 | 22.02 | 0.0001
Not at all 180 | 44 2.2
Yesregularly 113 6.1 18
Sometimes 369 5.3 1.6

Total Not at all 180 | 44 19 33.42 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.2 1.8

Table 4.16 shows statistical differences in perceptions with higher mean scores among
those who reported carrying out regular follow up of training programs after

implementing (p=0.0001).

A study by Gorelick (2005) found that the hospital learning managers and the

organizational development managers recognize the need to become a LO by
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understanding the dynamic interchange of structuring and sense-making factors
within the OL systems model. That means understanding the organization's informal
learning activities, while at the same time, addressing formal training and

development programs.

We can conclude that participants recognized that the regular follow up of training
programs after its implementation in the workplace is very necessary for applying the
new skills or knowledge they had acquired through training for the general benefit of
their organization and for their selves. These results are consistent with the study of

Turban (2007).

It could be claimed that the concept and practice of follow up of formal training on
the field is an important area that is essential in increasing the effectiveness of
training. Follow up in the field enable trainees to implement the training on their rea
work settings. Another important area that requires attention from the MOH is
sharing knowledge with colleagues as this helps to disseminate knowledge gain and
creates a culture of excellence in the MOH instead of having trained individuals not a

trained organization.

4.4.4. Organizational Structure

Table 4.17 clarifies the relationships between the availability of clear organizational

structure and the five disciplines and the dimensions of the LO.
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Table 4.17: Differences in perceptions about L O concepts by the availability of

organizational structure

Availability of
L O concepts organizational N | Mean | SD F Sig.
structure

1. Fivedisciplines
Yes 465 5.5 1.9

Personal Mastery No 153 4.8 19 | 9.739 | 0.0001
| don't know 44 5.0 1.9
Yes 465 5.7 1.8

Mental Models No 153 5.1 19 | 7.145 | 0.001
| don't know 44 5.2 1.9
Yes 465 57 2.1

Shared vision No 153 4.8 2.2 | 11.22 | 0.0001
| don't know 44 4.9 2.4
Yes 465 6.2 2.0

Team learning No 153 5.5 19 | 7.587 | 0.001
| don't know 44 55 19
Yes 465 6.3 2.0

System thinking No 153 5.7 20 | 7571 | 0.001
| don't know 44 5.8 1.7
Yes 465 5.9 1.7
No 153 5.2 1.7

Total I dont know 4 | 53 | 16 | 1L°7 | 00001
Total 662 5.7 1.7

2. LO Dimensions
Yes 465 55 1.7

Learning at individuals level No 153 5.0 17 | 4481 | 0.012
| don't know 44 5.1 1.6
Yes 465 5.3 2.0

Learning at team/ group level No 153 45 1.8 | 10.20 | 0.0001
| don't know 44 5.0 2.0
Yes 465 54 1.9

Learning at organization level No 153 4.2 2.0 | 24.14 | 0.0001
| don't know 44 4.4 2.0
Yes 465 5.7 2.2

Performance of the org. No 153 4.0 2.2 | 38.16 | 0.0001
| don't know 44 4.8 1.9
Yes 465 55 1.8
No 153 44 1.7

Total I dont Know i 17 17 24.22 | 0.0001
Total 662 5.2 1.8

Results indicate that there are significant statistical differences in the perceptions of

participants who reported the availability of the organizational structure than those

who haven’t (P=0.0001). The mean scores were higher among those reporting having

aclear organizational structure.
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Congruently, Abu Khadra and Rawabdeh (2006), found that decentralized, flat, team-
based, and empowered organizational job structures, enable learning, knowledge
sharing, flexibility and change. Kontoghiorghes et al. (2005), concluded that
organizational interventions that focus on the structural, cultural, and communication
system characteristics of the organization will be more likely producing higher levels

of

performance than those that strictly focus on learning and its application. The LO, as
described by Szostek (2001), fosters a visionary leadership rather than abiding to a
hierarchical organization fraught with issues of power and control, power and control
only serve to inhibit the spirit of an organization, thus limiting its potential. The

power in the LO will be from the teams instead of the top in the hierarchical structure.

However, as some people think the structure of an organization is the organization
chart, others think structure means the design of organizational work flow and
processes. Hierarchical organizations stifle creative tendencies and often actively seek
out and develop speciadists whose skills fit narrow functional duties. But, a LO is

predicated upon experimentation, learning and collaborative effort.

Thisimplies that MOH should periodically update its structure to be more informative

and to illustrate explicitly the lines of communications and the attached roles to

different jobs.
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4.5 Organizational Learning Style Inventory

Table 4.18, Figure 4.5 shows the style of learning adopted by MOH, which revealed
that in general, the learning style is more of habits style followed by memory style.
Habits were given the highest score of how the MOH learns then memory came next.
The least reported style of learning was experimentation. No obvious variations were
noticed between primary health care and secondary health care sectors implying this
is more a pattern or culture at the MOH. Off course, the organization will not depend
on one method of learning, because organization should be balanced and multi-
skilled. The study indicated that innovation and experimentation is less likely utilized
learning style which is might be dangerous to the organization as it may miss out on
ideas and innovations that come via other routes, or the over use of any particular

method of |earning can actually cause damage.

As previously mentioned, the habit learning style has advantages and disadvantages.
The strength points are that it had common standards and routine procedures, which
will help security and stability and contribute to survive the turnover of employees,
and will survive the organization for long term. Whilst the weak points are, the
danger of unthinking repetition after the habit has ceased to be functional, which is
caled a"Blind Automaton Syndrome" (Pedler and Aspinwall, 1996). It is unlikely
that the MOH will develop and learn if it still uses the traditional routine practices. In
other words, blind automation and repeating the work again and again without
reflection or learning is risky. The later behavior is a barrier for the organization to
adapt well to developmental needs and environmental changes and inhibits it from
transforming into a LO. Therefore, MOH should investigate elsewhere which will

work and adopt a more effective experiential approach.
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Table 4.18: Learning styleinventory at MOH

ltem 1 2 3 4 5
Habits M emory I mitation Experiment | Awareness
A 485 382 247 323 315
B 463 425 292 388 232
C 242 284 384 301 350
D 323 314 339 308 384
E 416 333 388 172 395
F 543 413 292 256 260
G 398 428 402 174 350
Total 2871 2581 2347 1926 2291
Hospital 1169 1069 1075 812 961
PHC 1136 959 821 687 837
1
19% 24%
4
16%
3 21%
20%

Fig. 4.5: Learning styleat MOH
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Chapter 5

Conclusion and Recommendations

5.1 Conclusion

This study was conducted to examine to what degree the Palestinian MOH is applying
the concepts of the LO in its different departments in the Gaza Strip from the
perceptions of its managers. The study could help in identifying the promoting
factors that would facilitate the transform of the MOH into a LO. The study explored
some personal characteristics and manageria factors and their relationships with the

dimensions of LO and the five disciplines of Senge.

The total number of the target population was 884 of them 662 responded with a
response rate of 74.9% of them 84.4% were males. Around half of the respondents
were less than 40 years old. The majority of participants (59.2%) were holding
Bachelor degree. The respondents were distributed at the different sectors of MOH
work as follows, 62.5% in hospitals, 23.9% in PHC and 13.6% in administration.
Regarding the type of work; 52.6% were performing administrative and technical
work and 76% have were Head of Departments and/or Supervisors. The majority of
participants were nurses and most of the MOH managers were relatively new in their
present jobs (67.8% with less than 5 years experience in their current position)
reflecting the recruitment of new managers as a result of the political division and the

politicized promotion.

The total mean of the five disciplines of Senge was 5.7 and the total mean of the
dimensions of the LO was 5.2 and according to these results the MOH is till not

considered as a LO. Although all the disciplines elicited relatively low scores (less
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than the recommended score 7), there were some variations in the reported scores.
Personal mastery which concerned with creating an organizational environment which
encourages al of its members to develop themselves towards the goals and purposes
they may choose dlicited the lowest score (mean=5.3). Similarly, the discipline of
mental models which is the deeply embedded assumptions and generalizations or
models affect how we comprehend the world and how we take action €elicited also a
low score (mean=5.6) Additionaly, the shared vision discipline concerned with
building a sense of commitment in a group, by developing shared images of the future

we seek to create had also scored low (mean=5.5).

However; although, the team learning discipline elicited a higher score, till it is not
satisfactory (mean=6.0). Team learning is concerned with collective thinking skills
and enriched debate and dialogue so that the members of a team or group should be
capable of putting aside their own personal assumptions and entering into a collective
thinking process. Finaly, the systems thinking discipline elicited the highest score
(mean=6.1). This discipline enables employees to see the results of their work better,

eliciting greater interest in the work.

Regarding the dimensions of the LO, as previously mentioned, is divided into three
levels of learning; the first, is the individual level learning which elicited the highest
mean (5.3). This level is important for organizational level learning because
organizations are composed of individuals and a LO is an organization that learn
through its members and group of members. The team level learning elicited a lower
mean score than the individual learning (5.1). Similarly, the organizationa level

learning scored low mean (5.1). Learning at the organizational level is built on the
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ability of individuals and teams to learn and share knowledge and experience. It is
important to link individual and organizational level learning together in order to
become a learning team. Team level learning will take time to develop and requires
openness and trust, cooperative planning, interaction management, supportive
relationships between individuals, and effective group performance. Managers need
to create an environment conducive not only to individual level learning but also to

team level learning within the organization.

The study also showed significant differences within the demographic variables
regarding the disciplines and the dimensions of the LO. Males showed higher means
than females and working at PHC is associated with higher means than working in
other sectors. Managers working in administration and finance reported higher means
than other groups regarding the dimensions of the LO. The group of Directors
reported higher total mean than the Head of Department group in their perception
towards the five disciplines and the Dimensions of the LO. Managers with scientific
background of administration reported higher level of perception towards the
dimensions of LO. Participants with five years of experience and less in their present
job showed higher level of perspectives about the LO concepts than others. The
availability of organizational strategic plan, educational strategic plan, follow up of
trainees and clear organizational structures are associated with higher mean scores

about the LO concepts.

The most dominant learning style in the MOH is habits followed by memory

indicating a tendency to perform repetitive work with little reflection and minimal

learning from experience. In genera, the LO is avision of what might be possible.
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It is not brought about ssimply by training individuals; it can only happen as a result of
learning at the whole organizational level. In addition, the LO is one that values
learning from mistakes as well as success and management and staff must also
involve in continuous learning and be committed to information sharing to improve

the overall performance of the organization.
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5.2 Recommendations

5.2.1. Recommendations for Health Policy Makers

Because the LO is a new concept especially in our country, high level
management at the MOH need to receive training about this concept and its
application in our context.

MOH is not considered yet a LO and efforts need to be exerted to support the
MOH transformation journey into a LO. Efforts should focus on establishing
a shared vision for the MOH with appropriate involvement of employees and
effective communication and dissemination of that vision.

Mental models and team learning disciplines require further attention by the
MOH through supporting team learning, expressing of views and risk taking.
Efforts to support organizational learning and team learning are required in
order to build a culture of learning in the MOH. This could be supported by
sharing experiences, reflection and experimenting new styles of working
within the MOH.

Managers at MOH are required to show more interest and support to their
teams in order to achieve personal mastery. Encouraging and supporting staff
to develop better self-esteem and greater confidence are helpful strategies.

The study showed that the availability of strategic plan, educational plan,
training plan and organizational structure are contributing factors for the
development of LO therefore, these areas require more attention from MOH in
terms of development and dissemination.

The study showed variations in perceptions about the LO concepts that worth

while to be considered by the MOH. Females, hospital sector, middie level
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managers, managers who stayed long in their current positions, managers with
health background require more attention from the MOH senior management.

e Active steps are required to be taken by the MOH in order to encourage
experimentations, exploring new work modalities and avoiding repetitive
routine not effective practices.

e Creating a culture that encourages continuous education and life long
commitment to learning within the MOH is essential. This requires a precise
alignment of organizational values, policies, systems and structures into
coherent and consistent organizational action plan that make employees feel
secure and relatively certain about the organization future.

e MOH could do better by adopting flexible organizational structure such as
becoming more decentralized, flat and team-based organization. This might
facilitate learning and knowledge sharing across its levels and departments.

e Focusing more on improving the communication within the MOH which also
could facilitate free exchange and flow of information and alow direct

feedback.

5.2.2. Recommendationsfor Further Studies
e Further studies are recommended to explore the impact of the Arab culture on
the LO concept, because the concept has originated in the Western culture

which is different than the Arab culture.
e Furthermore, it is recommended to apply this study at other health sectors
(UNRWA, NGOs, Private) as it still considered a new concept in the Arab

world in general and Palestine in particular.
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Further studies about the LO need to be carried out in the other places in

Pal estine such as the West Bank.

Researching the employees perceptions- not the managers- is essential to

understand how it differs among the different stakeholders.

108



Chapter Six
References and Annexes

109



6.1 References

e Abed, Y. (2007): Health Sector Review: A Summary Report 2007, The
Palestinian Authority.

e Abdullah, K.A.S.,, Kassm, N.A. (2008): Perceptions of Organizational
Learning Practices Among Yemeni University Librarians, Maaysian Journal
of Library & Information Science, Vol.13(1).

e Abu Athra, F.J. (2007): Learning Organization Characteristics and their
Impact on the Performance of Education Development Center in
UNRWA, The Idamic University, Gaza, Palestine.

e Abu Khadra, M. F., Rawabdeh, |.M. (2006): Assessment of Development of
the Learning Organization Concept in Jordanian Industrial Companies, The
Learning Organization Volume 13 (5), pp. 455-474.

e Agaoglu, E. (2006): The Reflection of the Learning Organization Concept to
School of Education, Turkish online Journal of Distance Education-TOJDE,
Vol. 7(1), pp. 132-148.

e Agawa, A. (2005): Learning Organization, HR Folks International,
(http://www.hrfolks.com/ARTICLES/L earning%200rgani zati on/L earning%o2
0Organizat.pdf , 25.02.2008).

o Al-Ngjar, G. (2004): Gaza Strip Nurse Managers L eader ship Styles, Al-
Quds University, Palestine.

e Argyris, C. (1977): Organizational learning and management information
systems. Accounting Organizations and Society, Vol. 2 (2), pp.113-123.

e Argyris, C., Schon, D. (1978), Organizational Learning: A Theory of
Action Perspective, Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA,

e Armstrong, A., Foley, P. (2003): Foundations for a Learning Organization:
Organization Learning Mechanisms, The Learning Organization, Vol. 10 (2),
pp. 74-82.

e Awad, Y. M. (2004): Gaza Nur ses Per ceptions about Nursing Continuing
Education — Palestine, Al-Quds University, Palestine.

e Barka, | & Samue, Y. (2005): The use of organizational learning
mechanisms: Environmental, managerial, and cultural correlates, Annua
Meeting of the Academy of Management, Isragl.

e Basim, H.N., et a. (2007): A Turkish trandation, Validity and Reliability of

the Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire, World Applied
Science Journal, Vol. 2 (4), pp. 368-374.

110



Bharadwa] P.N., et al. (2003): Developing a Learning Organization: Training
in a Public Sector Organization, Scientific Journal of Administrative
Development. VVol.1 (1), pp. 54-70.

Bhat, A. (2008): The sdituation in Gaza, The Lancet Student,
(http://www.thel ancetstudent.com/2008/03/06/the-situation-in-gaza/ ,
08.06.2009).

Bhatnagar, J. (2006): Measuring Organizationa Learning Capability in Indian
Managers and Establishing Firm Performance Linkage, The Learning
Organization Vol. 13 (5), pp. 416-433.

BNET (2008): BNET Business Dictionary,
(http://dictionary.bnet.com/definition/organiation+structure.html, 03.04.2008)

Bohn, J.G., Grafton, D. (2002): The relationship of perceived leadership
behaviors to organizational efficacy, Journal of Leadership & Organizational
Studies, Vol. 9 (2), pp.65-79.

Burney, M.A. (2009): Measuring Organizational Learning Process, The
Research Ingtitute, King Fahad University Of Petroleum And Minerals, Saudi
Arabia.

Canadian Centre for Management Development, Continuous Learning
(Ottawa: CCMD Report, 1994).

Carnes, L. (2006): Becoming a Learning Organization,
(http://www.searchwarp.com , 28.11.2008).

Cavderi, S, Fearon, D. (2000): Integrating Organizational Learning and
Business Praxis. A Case for Intelligent Project Management, The Learning
Organization Vol. 7 (5), pp. 251-258.

Chang, S.C, Lee, M.S. (2007): A Study on Relationship among Leadership,
Organizational Culture, The Operation of Learning Organization and
Employees Job Satisfaction, The Learning Organization ,Vol. 14(2), pp. 155-
185.

Crossan, M. M., et a. (1999): An organizational learning framework: From
intuition to institution. Academy of Management Review, Vol.24, 522-537.

CSU, (2009): Writing@CSU, Colorado State University online learning.
(http://writing.col ostate.edu/guides/research/survey/ , 24.02.2009).

Daft, R.L. (2001): Organizational Theory and Design, 7th ed., South
Western College Publishing, Cincinnati, OH.

111



deBurca, S. (2000): The Learning Health Care Organization, International
Journal for Quality in Health Care, Vol. 12(6), pp., 457-458.

Dirani, K.M. (2006): A Mode Linking the Learning Organization and
Performance Job Satisfaction, University of Illinois a Urbana-Champaign,
USA.

Dogan, E. (2002): Total Quality Management in Education, Ankara,
Academyplus Publishing.

Dymock, D., McCarthy, C. (2006): Towards a Learning Organization?
Employee Perceptions, The Learning Organization Vol. 13 (5), pp. 525-537.

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

Edge, K., Laiken, M. (2002): Changing Policy from the Inside-out:
Organizational Learning in the Health-care Context,
(http;//www.oise.utoronto.ca/ CA SE/cnf2002/2002_Papers/edge& |aiken2002.p
df, 05.04.2008).

Ellinger, A.D, et a. (2000): Isthe Learning Organization for Real? Examining
the Impacts of the Dimensions of the Learning Organization on Organizational
Performance, (www.edst.educ.ubc.ca/aerc/2000/ellingeraetal 1-final.PDF,
03.07.2008).

Gardiner, P., Whiting, P. (1997): Success factorsin learning organizations: an
empirical study, Industrial and Commercia Training, Val. 29 (2), pp.41-8.

Garrett, B. (2000): The L earning Organization, Devel oping Democracy at
Work, New Y ork, Harper Collins Business.

Garvin, D. A. (1993). Building alearning organization. Harvard Business
Review, Vol. 71 (4), pp.78-91.

Garvin, D.A. (2000), Learning in Action: A Guideto Putting the Learning
Organization to Work, Harvard Business School Press, Boston, MA,

Gephart, M.A., Marsick, V.J. (2003): Measuring Learning for Innovation
and Linking It to Performance — Companies, Collaboratives, &
Knowledge Network, March 11, 2003, The J.M. Huber Institute for Learning
in Organizations, Teacher College, Colombia University, USA.

Gorelick, C. (2005): Organizational Learning vs. Learning Organization: A

Conversation with a Practitioner, The Learning Organization, Vol. 12 (4), pp.
383-388.

112



Graham, C.M. & Nafukho, F.M. (2007): Employees Perception Toward the
Dimension of Culture in Enhancing Organizationa Learning, The Learning
Organization Vol. 14 (3), pp. 281-292.

Hamad, B. (2001): Deter mination of Job Satisfaction and Motivation
among Gaza Nur ses, Doctoral Thesis, SHU, UK.

Hamad, B. (2009): Managerial Challenges Facing Health System: Focus on
Human Resources Management in Gaza, The Administration Reform and
Development conference, 30 April 2009, General Personal Council, Gaza,
Palestine.

HBR, (2008): Is Yours a Learning Organization? Harvard Business Review
Article,

(http://www.hbsp.harvard.edu/hbsp/hbo/articles/article.jsp?articlel D=R0803H
& ml_action=get-article& print=true, 09.06.2008).

Hodgkinson, M. (2000): Manageria Perceptions of Barriers to Becoming a
Learning Organization, The Learning Organization, Vol. 7 (3), pp. 156-167.

Hong, J.C. (2001): Knowledge Innovation and Organization L ear ning,
Wu-Nan Publication Company, Taipei.

Hsieh, H.L. (2005): Shaping Universities as Learning Organizations in
Tawan: A Comparative Study on Comprehensive and Technology
Universities, World Transactions on Engineering and Technology Education,
Vol. 4(2), pp. 245-248.

IImanen, C., et a. (2006): VAXJO AIRPORT-A Learning Organization?
What factor s facilitate the becoming of a L earning Organization? What
obstacles can arise? Vaxjo University, Sweden.

Jamali, D., et a. (2006): From Bureaucratic Organizations to Learning
Organizations: An Evolutionary Roadmap, The Learning Organization Vol. 13
(4), pp. 337-352.

Jashapara, A. (2003): Cognition, culture and competition: an empirical test of
the learning organization, The Learning Organization, Vol. 10 (1), pp. 31-50.

Jubran, J. (2007): Identification of Priority Research Questions Related to
Health Financing, Human Resour cesfor Health and the Role of the Non-
State sector in Palestine, Palestine.

Karash, R. (1995): Learning-Org Diaog, (http://www.learning-org.com,
05.04.2008).

Karash, R. (2004): Learning-Org Diadog, http://www.learning-org.com,
05.04.2008).

113


http://www.learning-org.com,

Karlsson, A.K. (2007): Knowledge and Learning in Aid Organizations
(SADEV Working Paper 2007:1), Swedish Agency for Development
Evaluation, Karlstad, Sweden.

Kassim, N.A., Nor, A.M. (2005): Learning Organizations: Organizational
Learning Prctices in University Libraries in the Klang Valley, Maaysia,
Faculty of Information Management, Universiti Teknologi, MARA, Shah
Alam.

Kasvi, J. (1996): A Book Summary for Building the Learning
Organization: A Systems Approach to Quantum I mprovement, McGraw-
Hill, Maidenhead.

Kenny, J. (2006): Strategy and the Learning Organization: A Maturity Model
for the Formation of Strategy, The Learning Organization, Vol. 13(4), pp. 353-
368.

King, W.R. (2001): Strategies for creating alearning organization,
Information Systems Management, Vol. 18 (1), pp.12-20.

Kirwan, C. (2009): Improving Learning Transfer: A Guide to Getting
More Out of What You Put Into Your Training, Gower, UK.

Kline, P., Saunders, B. (1993): Ten stepsto alear ning organization,
Arlington: Great Ocean Publishers, Inc.

Kofman, F. (1994): Peter Senge: The heart of learning organizations,
Organizational Dynamics No. (September), pp.5-23.

Kontoghiorghes, C., et a. (2005): Examining the Relationship Between
Learning Organization Characteristics and Change Adaptation, Innovation,
and Organizationa Performance, Human Resource Development Quarterly,
Vol. 16(2), pp. 185-211.

(the) Learning Health Care Organization (2000): International Journal for
Quality in Health Care, Vol. 12(6), pp. 457-458.

Lee-Killey, L., et a. (2007): An Exploration of the Relationship Between
Learning Organizations and the Retention of Knowledge Workers, The
Learning Organization ,Vol. 14 (3), pp. 204-221

Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S. (Eds) (2000): Organizational Learningin
Schools. Lisse, Swets and Zeitlinger Publishers.

Lewis, N., et a. (2008): Universities as learning organizations. Implications
and challenges, Educational Research and Review, Vol. 3(9), pp. 289-293.

Marquardt, M.J. (2000): Action Learning and Leadership, The Learning
Organization, Vol. 7(5), pp.233-241.

114



Marsick, V.E., Watkins, K.E. (2003): Demonstrating the value of an
organization's learning culture: The dimensions of the learning organization
guestionnaire, Advances in Developing Human Resources, Vol. 5 (2), pp.132-
51.

Mason, M.K., (2008): New Directions. The Learning Organization,
(http://www.moyak.com/researcher/resume/papers/var21mkm.html,
05.032008).

McGill, M.E., et a. (1994): Management practices in learning organizations,
Organizational Dynamics, No.Summer, pp.5-17.

MOH (2006): Annual Report 2005, Palestinian Health Information Center,
Palestine.

Noeg, R. A. (1999): Employee Training and Development, New York, Irwin
McGraw Hill.

NPHRDEH (2001): National Plan for Human Resour ces Development and
Education in Health, Palestine.

O'Brien, M.J. (1994): L earning Organization Practices Profile, Pfeiffer &
Company, San Diego, CA.

Orland, V.G., et a. (2000): Predictors of Learning Organizations: A human
Resource Development Practitioner's Perspective, The Learning Organization,
Vol. 7(1), pp.5-12.

Ortenblad, A. (2001): On differences between organizational learning and
learning organization, Learning Organization, Vol. 8, pp.125-133.

Oxfam International (2007): Poverty in Palestine: The Human Cost of the
Financial Boycott, Briefing Note, Oxford, Oxfam.

Park, J.H., Rojewski, JW. (2006): Y outh Unemployment and the Role of
Career and Technical Education: A Study of the Korean Labor Market, Career
and Technical Education Research, Vol. 31(1).

PASSIA, (2008): Palestinian Academic Society for the Study of International
Affairs, (http://www.passia.org, 18.04.2009).

PCBS, (2009): Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics,
(http//www.pcbs.gov.ps/cencus2007/default.aspx ?ang=ar-jo, 31.05.2009).

Pedler, M., Aspinwall, K. (1996): Perfect plc? The Purpose and Practice of
Organization Learning, McGraw-Hill, UK.

Pedler, M., et a. (1991), The Learning Company: A Strategy for
Sustainable Development, McGraw-Hill, Maidenhead.

115



PNGO (2009): Priorities and Needs of Health Sector in Gaza Governorates:
Conseguences of the Long Siege and the Last War on Gaza, February 2009,
Gaza, Pdestine.

Phillips, B. (2003): A four-level learning organization benchmark
implementation model, The Learning Organization ,Vol. 10 (2), pp. 98-105.

Power, L., Waddel, D. (2004): The link between self-managed work teams and
learning organizations using performance indicators, The Learning
Organization, Vol. 11(3), pp. 244-259.

Preskill, H., et a. (2001): Organizational readiness for learning and
evaluation, in Aliaga, A. (Eds), (2001), Academy of Human Resource
Development Proceeding, AHRD, Bowling Green, OH, pp. 4-11.

Pruksapong, M. (2008): Organizational Member Learning and the
Influential Factors: The Empirical Study of Thailand, Kyoto University,
MPRA Paper No. 10946, 07 October, 2008.

Raiden, A., Dainty, A. (2006): Human resource development in construction
organizetions An example of a “chaordic” learning organization?, The
Learning Organization ,Vol. 13 (1), pp. 63-79.

Ramkissoon, M. (2006): A Conceptual Model of Barriersto Organizational
Learning in Jamaica: Tertiary Learning Institutions in Jamaica,
Thirteenth International Conference on Learning, 22-25 June 2006, Jamaica.

Rodriguez, S., et al. (2003): An empirical study about the effect of cultural
problematic on organizational learning in aliances, The Learning
Organization ,Vo. 10(3), pp. 138-148

Senge, P.M. (1990): The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the
L earning Organization, Doubleday and Company, New York, NY.

Senge, P., et a. (1994): The Fifth Discipline Fieldbook, Doubleday, New
York.

Shelton, C., Darling, JR. (2003): From Theory to Practice: Using New
Science Concept to Create Leaning Organizations, The Learning
Organization, Vol. 10 (6), pp. 353-360.

Silverthorne, S. (2008): Tools for Assessing Your Organization's Learning
Capabilities, (http://blogs.bnet.com/harvard/?p-238, 02.04.2008).

Small, A., Irvine, P. (2006): Towards a framework for organizational learning,
The Learning Organization, Vol. 13 (3), pp. 276-299.

116



Steiner, L. (1998): Organizational Dilemmas as Barriers to Learning, The
Learning Organization, Vol. 5(4), pp. 193-201.

Sudharatna, Y. (2004): Towards A Stage Model Of L earning Organization
Development, University of Adelaide, Australia

Sun, P.Y.T. (2006): A Method for Assessing and Developing Features of
the L earning Organization, University of Walkato, New Zeaand.

Szostek, L. (2001): Create the Learning Organization, available at
(http://www.businessknowhow.com, 18.04.2009).

Szymczak, C., Walker, D. (2003): Boeing — a case study example of enterprise
project management from a learning organization perspective, The Learning
Organization, Vol. 10 (3), pp. 125-137.

Terziovski, M., et a. (2000): Establishing mutual dependence between TQM
and the learning organization: a multiple case study analysis, The Learning
Organization, Vol. 7(1), pp. 23-31.

Thabet, S. S. (2004): Job satisfaction among manager sworking in Gaza's
hospitals, Al-Quds University, Palestine.

Theron, A. (2002): The Creation Of A Learning Organization In A
Rapidly Changing Environment, University of Pretoria— South Africa.

Tjepkema, S., et al. (2000): Future challenges for HRD Professionalsin
Europe: Final Report, The European Commission,
www.pjb.co.uk/npl/bp22.doc (March 2008).

Toremen, F. (2001): L ear ning School, Ankara, Nobel Y ayin Dagitim.

Torlak, G. (2004): Learning Organizations, Journal of Economic and Social
Research, Vol. 6(2), pp. 87-116, (http://www.fatih.edu.tr/~jesr/jesr.torlak.pdf ,
04.03.2008 ).

Turban, M. S. (2007): Status of Supervision in Primary Health Car e Sector
at the Palestinian Ministry of Health — Gaza, Al-Quds University, Palestine.

Turkington, M. (2004): The Catholic Education Office (CEO) Sydney asa
Learning Organization and its Perceived | mpact on Standards,
Australian Catholic University, Australia

Wallace, J.G. (2002): Two ideal type organizational theoriesin use: a case
analysis of the adoption and application by an organizational
development team, University of South Australia, Australia.

Watkins, K.E., Marsick, V.J. (1993): Sculpting The Learning Organization,
(http://www.partnersforlearning.com/questions2.asp, 04.03.2008).

117


http://www.pjb.co.uk/npl/bp22.doc

Watkins, K. E., Marsick, V. J. (1996): In action: Creating the learning
organization, Alexandria, GA: American Society for Training and
Devel opment.

WHO, (2009): Gaza Strip Initial Health Needs A ssessment.

Wonacott, M. (2000): The Learning Organization: Theory and Practice, Myths
and Redlities, Vol. 12.

Y eo, R.K. (2005): Revisiting the roots of learning organization: a synthesis of
the learning organization literature, The Learning Organization, Vol. 12 (4),
pp.368-82.

118



6.2 Annexes

Annex (1):Map of Palestine
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Annex (2): Distribution of PHC centersat MOH

duasall cislal)
Agaall il glaall g glidll 5 0
Abi il ke glaall aBii anid

I L #1500 15,790 74 0
e O e e S R

MOH, Information System Department, 2009

120



Annex (3): Disciplines of a learning organization and its definitions (Senge)

Discipline

Definition

Self Mastery — individual

The ability to honestly and openly see redlity

asit exists; to clarify one's personal vision.

Mental Models— individual

The ability to compare redlity or personal
vision with perceptions; reconciling both into

coherent understanding.

Team Learning — group

The ability of a group of individuals to
suspend personal assumptions about each
other and engage in diadogue rather than

discussion.

Shared Vision — organizational

The ability of agroup of individuals to hold a
shared picture of mutually desirable future.

Systems Thinking —

organizational

The ability to see interrelationships rather
than linear cause-effect; the ability to think in
context and appreciate the consequences of

actions on other parts of the system.

Dirani, 2006
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Annex (4): Dimensions and definitionsfor the DLOQ

Dimension

Definition

Create continuous |earning opportunities

Learning is designed into work so that people can
learn on the job; opportunities are provided for
ongoing education and growth.

Promote dialogue and inquiry

People gain productive reasoning skills to express
their views and the capacity to listen and inquire
into the views of others; the culture is changed to

support questioning, feedback, and experimentation.

Encourage collaboration and team learning

Work is designed to use groups to access different
modes of thinking; groups are expected to learn
together and work together; collaboration is valued

by the culture and rewarded.

Create systems to capture and share

learning

Both high- and low-technology systems to share
learning are created and integrated with work;
access is provided; systems are maintained.

Empower people toward a collective

vision

People are involved in setting, owning and

implementing a joint vision; responsibility is
distributed close to decision making so that people
are motivated to learn toward what they are held

accountable to do.

Connect the organization to its

environment

People are helped to see the effect of their work on
the entire enterprise; people scan the environment
and use information to adjust work practices, the

organization islinked to its communities.

Provide strategic leadership for learning

Leaders model, champion, and supporting learning;
leadership uses learning strategies for business

results.

Watkinsand Marsick, 1996
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Annex (5): Fivedisciplines of alearning organization (Senge, 1990)
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Annex (7): Transfer of learning across the levels of learning in the organization

System Thinking
Organizational Level

Team Work Shared Visior
Group Level
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Annex (8): Ethical approval: Director General of PHC, MOH
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Annex (9): Ethical approval: Director General of hospitals, MOH
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Annex (10): Ethical approval: Director General of administration and finance
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Annex (14): Questionnaire (English)

Questionnaire

Applicability of the Learning Organization Concept to the Ministry of Health:

Managers Perspectives.

Dear participant:

You areinvited to be in the above mentioned research study.

This study is conducted as a part of the requirements for Master program in Public
Health at Al-Quds University School of Public Health, Palestine.

The purpose of this study is to identify if MOH is applying the concept of Learning
Organization in its departments in Gaza strip. Which in turn will identify the factors
that promote and/or hinder the development of MOH to be a Learning Organization.

Y our participation is voluntary, you have the right to refuse to answer the questions.

If you agree to be in this study, you need to answer the interviewer questions that will
be filled.

The data from this study will be kept confidential.

It isyour decision whether or not to participate in this research study.

Statement of consent

| have read / know the above information. | have asked question and received
answers. | understand that by answering the interviewer questions, | give consent for
participation in this study.

Thank you for your cooperation.
Resear cher

Arwa Shalabi
M obile: 0599739010
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Part (1): Personal Information

Please answer al questions by circling or filling in the blank with the appropriate

response.
Characteristic Data
1. Gender a Male b- Female
2. Age e
3. Residency place & Gaza Governorate b- North Gaza Governorate

c- Mid-Zone Governorate d- Khanyonis Governorate
e- Rafah Governorate

4. Total years of education  -----------=--------
5. The last academic qualification

a Under graduate and below
b- Bachelor
c- Post Graduate

Work Related Data
6. Work place a Gaza Governorate b- North Gaza Governorate
c- Mid-Zone Governorate d- Khanyonis Governorate
e- Rafah Governorate
7. Work sector a Hospital b- Primary Health Care
c- Admin/ Finance
8. Typeof work  a Administration & Finance
b- Technical only
c- Administration & Technical

9. Present job a Director General b- Director
c- Head of Dept. d- Supervisor
e- Others (please specify) ~ —-=—-mmmmmmemem-
10. Name of department/ organization -----------==-======-==nmmcumu--
11.  Typeof speciaization a Medicine b- Pharmacy
c- Nursing d- Administration

e- Paramedical (L ab, Radiology, Physiotherapy)
f- Others (please specify) ------------------------

12.  Yearsof experience aTotd 0 e
b- Inthisorganization  -------------
c- In your present position ------------
13.  Does your department have a strategic plan?

a Yes b- No c- | don't know
14.  Does your department have a human resource written strategy?
& Yes, seen b- No c- | don't know
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19..

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

27.1

27.2

27.3

Does your department have awell-known educational strategic plan?

aYes b- No c- | don't know

Isitinuse?

aYes b- No

If yes, to which extent?

a High extent b- Some extent c- Not at al

What type of educational programs do you have?

a Continuous Education b- In-service Education

c- On-Job training d- Others -----
Does your department have atraining plan?

aYes b- No c- | don't know
Does your department do follow up for training programs after implementing?
a Yes, regularly b- Sometimes c- Not at all

If yes, how frequent does your department do follow up?

a Monthly b- Quarterly c- Semi-annual d- Yearly
Does your organization have a clear organizational structure?

aYes b- No c- | don't know

Have you been enrolled in training programs in the | ast three years?
aYes b- No

Have you done any training to others?

aYes b- No

If yes, what type of training wasit?

a Administrative  b- Technical c- Information System

d- Others (please SPeCify)---------=-mmmmmmmmmmm oo

Does your organization request from trainees to provide follow up or training to
their colleagues after receiving the training?

a Yes, regularly b- Sometimes c- Not at all

How you describe your organization/ department participation (in reference to the
training provided to your employees) in

Designing the training programs ?

a High extent b- Some extent c- Not at all
Implementing the training programs ?

a High extent b- Some extent c- Not at dl
Evaluating the training programs ?

a High extent b- Some extent c- Not at all
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Part (2): TheFive Disciplines of Senge
Please answer al the following questions, there is no right or wrong answer, put the
point you seeit is most related depending on how typical of your organization you

think it is. Number (1) means least accurate, and number (10) means most accurate.

No Item Statement (1-10)

1 | Staff at the organization engage in continuous learning and reflection

activities to achieve persona growth

Staff continually work to clarify their professional goals.

3 | Staff view the current reality more clearly in terms of targeting their

career goals.

4 | Staff have learning opportunitiesin their jobs.

At the organization, staff continually learn to bridge the gap between their

current reality and the desired future

6 | Staff striveto supplement their lack of skills and knowledge in their

career.

7 | Staff often reflect on assumptions of organization activities with each

other to ensure they are in line with work principles.

8 | Staff inquire about the appropriateness of their own work with respect to

the goals of organization.

9 | Staff change their own pattern of working style to implement new

approaches.

10 | Staff actively explore their assumptions and ideas with each other about

work practices.

11 | Staff often use the significant events at work to think about their beliefs.

12 | Staff are very aware of how their beliefs and assumptions affect their

practices.

13 | Staff can effectively explain their assumptions underlying their reasoning.

14 | Staff and management together build the organization's vision and goals.

15 | Staff develop their persona goalsto align with the whole organization
vision or goals.

16 | Staff feel comfortablein sharing ideas with others about the organization

vision.

17 | Staff are committed to a shared vision for the future of the organization.
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18 | Staff agree on principles necessary to achieve organization vision.

19 | When changing work practices, staff consider the impact on the
organization vision and goals.

20 | Staff feel freeto ask questions of others regardless of gender, age, and
professional status at the organization.

21 | Inour organization, group or team activities are used in professiona
devel opment activities.

22 | Staff aretreated equally in team activities.

23 | Staff share information across courses, sessions, etc., with other
colleagues.

24 | Staff believe that sharing information or knowledge through team
activitiesis useful for solving organization problems.

25 | Staff respect other colleague’s ideas and opinions by viewing them from
their colleague’s perspective.

26 | Staff participate in open and honest conversations to share their best
practices.

27 | When developing plans, staff consider the different needs and abilities of
others.

28 | When changing work practices, staff consider the impact on their results
to the inside and outside of the organization.

29 | Staff regard organizational issues as a continual process rather than with a
snapshot or event.

30 | When changing and creating organizational rules, consistency with the
policy of the governments and the ministry is considered.

31 | Staff consider the effect on others when dealing with organization

challenges.
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Part (3): Dimensions of the L earning Organization Questionnaire

No. L earning Organization: Individual L evel (1-10)

1. | In my organization, people openly discuss mistakesin order to learn from

them.

2. | In my organization, people identify skills need for future work tasks.

In my organization, people help each other learn.

4. | In my organization, people have internal potential to learn and acquire
new skills

5. | Inmy organization, people can get money and other resources to support

their learning.

6. | In my organization, people are given time to support learning.

7. | In my organization, people view problemsin their work as an opportunity

to learn.

8. | In my organization, people are rewarded for learning.

9. | In my organization, people give open and honest feedback to each other.

10. | In my organization, people listen to others’ views before speaking.

11. | In my organization, people are encouraged to ask ' why' regardless of rank

12. | In my organization, when ever people state their view, they aso ask what
others think.

13. | In my organization, people spend time building trust with each other.

No. L earning Organization: Team/Group Level (1-10)

14. | In my organization, teams/ groups have the freedom to adapt their goals
as needed.

15. | In my organization, teams/ groups treat members as equals, regardless of

rank, culture, or other differences.

16. | In my organization, teams/ groups focus both on the groups' task and on
how well the group is working.

17. | In my organization, teams/ group revise their thinking as a result of group

discussions or information collected.

18. | Organization, teams/ groups are rewarded for their achievements as a

teams/ groups

19. | In my organization, teams/ groups are confident that the organization will

act on their recommendations.
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No. L earning Organization: Organizational L evel (1-10)
20. | My organization uses two — way communication on aregular basis, such
as suggestion system, electronic bulletin boards, or town hall / open

meetings.

21. | My organization enables people to get needed information at any time
quickly easily.

22. | My organization maintains an up-to date data base of employee skills.

23. | My organization creates systems to measure gaps between current and
expected performance.

24. | My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees

25. | My organization measures the result of the time and resources spent on
training.

26. | My organization recognizes people for taking initiative

27. | My organization gives people choices in their work assignments.

28. | My organization invites people to contribute to the organization's vision.

29. | My organization gives people control over the resources they need to
accomplish their work

30. | My organization supports employees who take cal culated risks

31. | My organization builds alignment of visions across different levels and
work groups

32. | My organization helps employees balance work and family.

33. | My organization encourages people to think from agloba dimension.

34. | My organization encourages everyone to bring the customers’ views into
the decision making process.

35. | My organization considers the impact of decision on employee morale.

36. | My organization works together with the outside community to meet
mutual needs.

37. | My organization encourages people to get answers from across the
organization when solving problems.

38. | In my organization, Leaders generally support requests for learning
opportunities and training.

39. | In my organization, Leaders share up to date information with employees

about comp treads, challenges organizational direction.
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40. | In my organization, Leaders empower others to help carry out the
organization's vision.

41. | In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those they lead.

42. | In my organization, leaders continually look for opportunities to learn.

43. | In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization's actions are
consistent with its values.

No. | Learning Organization: Performance of The Organization (1-10

44. | In my organization, the time needed to achieve the work is greater than
last year.

45. | In my organization, average productivity per employeeis greater than last
year.

46. | In my organization, response time for employee complaint is better than
last year.

47. | In my organization, amount of effective share of member is greater than
last year.

48. | In my organization, the cost of activitiesisless than last year.

49. | In my organization, customer satisfaction is greater than last year.

50. | In my organization, the number of suggestionsimplemented is greater
than last year.

51. | In my organization, the number of new product and services is greater
than last year.

52. | In my organization, the number of skilled workers compared to the total
workforceis greater than last year.

53. | In my organization, the percentage of total spending devoted to
technology and information processing is greater than last year.

54. | In my organization, the number of individua learning new skillsis greater
than last year.

55. | In my organization, the employee job satisfaction is greater than last year.
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Annex (15): Names of Experts

1. Dr.Majed El-F.arra

2. Dr. Mohammad El-Kashif

3. Dr. Mohammed EI-Madhoun
4. Dr.YehiaAbed

5. Dr. Younis Awadallah

6. Mr.lbrahim Mansour

7. Mr.Mahmoud EI-Da'amah

8. Mr. Sadi Abu Awwad
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Annex (16): Differencesin perceptions about L O concepts by last academic

certificate

L O concepts |  Last academiccertificate | N | Mean | SD | F Sig.

1. Fivedisciplines
Under graduate and below 57 5.2 1.6

Personal Mastery Bachelor 392 5.3 1.9 0.384 0.706
Post graduate 213 | 54 2.0
Under graduate and below 57 5.1 1.8

Mental Models Bachelor 392 5.6 1.8 1.820 0.167
Post graduate 213 5.5 1.9
Under graduate and below 57 5.4 24

Shared Vision Bachelor 392 55 2.0 0.422 0.656
Post graduate 213 54 2.3
Under graduate and below 57 5.7 1.9

Team Learning Bachelor 392 | 6.0 1.9 0.596 0.556
Post graduate 213 6.1 2.2
Under graduate and below 57 5.8 2.0

Systems Thinking Bachelor 392 6.2 1.9 1.287 0.277
Post graduate 213 | 6.1 2.1
Under graduate and below 57 5.4 1.6
Bachelor 392 | 57 1.6

Total Post graduate 213 | 57 | 19 | 2068 | 0505
Total 662 | 5.7 17

2. LO Dimensions

Learning at Under graduate and below 57 5.2 1.6

individuals level Bachelor 392 | 54 16 1.436 0.239
Post graduate 213 5.2 1.8

Learning at team / Under graduate and below 57 4.8 1.9

group level Bachelor 392 | 52 2.0 0.891 0.411
Post graduate 213 51 21

Learning at Under graduate and below 57 4.8 17

organizational level Bachelor 392 | 50 2.0 0.792 0.453
Post graduate 213 5.2 2.1

Performance of the Under graduate and below 57 4.7 21

organization Bachelor 392 | 54 2.2 2.259 0.105
Post graduate 213 5.2 25
Under graduate and below 57 49 1.6
Bachelor 392 5.2 1.7

Total Post graduate 213 | 52 | 20 | 0937 | 03%2
Total 662 5.2 1.8
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Annex (17): Differencesin perceptions about L O concepts by type of
specialization

Type of
L O concepts speci?':\ﬁzation N Mean SD F Sig
1. Fivedisciplines
Medicine 140 54 2.1
Pharmacy 69 4.8 17
Nursing 244 5.3 1.8
Personal Mastery Administration 12| 53 | 20 | 126034
Paramedical 89 55 1.8
other 16 5.1 19
Medicine 140 55 2.0
Pharmacy 69 54 2.1
Nursing 244 54 18
Mental Models Administration 102 | 57 | 17 | 162]0362
Paramedical 89 5.9 17
other 16 5.4 2.2
Medicine 140 52 2.4
Pharmacy 69 5.3 2.3
o Nursing 244 | 52 2.1
Shared Vision Administration 102 | 61 | 19 | %% 0007
Paramedical 89 5.7 1.9
other 16 55 2.4
Medicine 140 6.1 2.3
Pharmacy 69 6.1 2.2
. Nursing 244 5.8 19
Team Learning Administration 102 | 61 | 19 | 2080304
Paramedical 89 6.2 1.6
other 16 6.4 16
Medicine 140 6.1 2.2
Pharmacy 69 6.2 2.0
S Nursing 244 59 1.9
Systems Thinking Administration 102 65 18 1.782 { 0.114
Paramedical 89 6.2 1.9
other 16 7.0 19
Medicine 140 5.7 2.0
Pharmacy 69 5.6 17
Nursing 244 5.5 17
Total Administration 102 5.9 16 | 1.319 | 0.254
Paramedical 89 5.9 15
other 16 5.8 16
Total 660 5.7 1.7
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Annex (18): Differencesin perceptions about L O concepts by type of provided
education

L O concepts | ltems | N [Mean | sSD | F | Sig |
1. Fivedisciplines \
Continuous edu. 146 5.5 19
In services edu. 216 54 18

Personal Mastery Onjobtranng | 251 | 52 |20 | 2823 | 000
other 49 4.7 1.8
Continuous edu. 146 5.7 1.7
In services edu. 216 5.6 1.9

Mental Models Onjobtraning | 251 | 55 |19 | 0960 | 0411

other 49 5.2 1.9
Continuous edu. 146 55 2.0
In services edu. 216 55 2.2

Shared Vision Onjobtraining | 251 | 56 |22 | -6 | 027
Other 49 49 2.2
Continuous edu. 146 59 2.0
. In services edu. 216 6.1 1.9

Team Learning Onjobtraning | 251 | 60 |20 | 033 | 0802
other 49 5.8 2.1

Continuous edu. 146 6.0 21
. In services edu. 216 6.3 1.9
Systems Thinking On job training 551 62 19 1.050 | 0.370
other 49 5.9 2.2
Continuous edu. 146 57 1.7

In services edu. 216 57 1.7

Total On job training 251 57 |17 0.981 | 0.401
Other 49 53 |18
Total 662 57 |17
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