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Abstract 
 
Universally, organizations facing uncertain, changing, or ambiguous contexts need to be 
able to 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' perspectives. 

  
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 perspectives 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 

Introduction  

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.   
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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 a complex, 

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 1980s/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.'s in 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 already 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 
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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 all 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 as a LO. 
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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 is a recent concept in the field of organizational development and there is a lack 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, all the research studies 

done previously about the MOH and the Public Health Programs were either 
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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).  Additionally, 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 individual 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 perceived 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.  
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1.4 Main Objective of the Study 

The overall 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 LO, thus increasing 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 development of a 

LO, thus enhancing organizational development. 

 

1.6 Research Questions 

- Does the 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?  
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- 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 is the 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 as a 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 health care system, health 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 Aqaba and the 

Egyptian Sinai Peninsula and to the east by Jordan.  The land area of the historical 

Palestine is; 26,323 km2, from which the remained Palestinian Territory (West Bank 

and Gaza Strip) consists from 6,020 km2, with the Gaza Strip total land around 365 

km2 (PASSIA, 2008). 
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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 a narrow piece of land lying on the cost of the Mediterranean Sea with a 

population density of 4,118 inhabitants per km2.  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. Political Situation in Gaza Strip 

Gaza and the West Bank have been occupied by Israel 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 "Israel".   Afterwards, 

Israel built further settlements in 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, Israel still holds overall sovereignty over the Gaza Strip.  

It has the upper hand over borders, movement of goods and travelers in and out of 
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Gaza, particularly the Palestinians themselves.  It also controls trade, the commercial 

market, water, the main sources of energy, the means of communications and the 

overall security.  Hence, it still has a hold over the Palestinian 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 Israel 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 materials, 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 already 

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 almost all citizens, from entering and leaving the Gaza Strip.  

Late in 2007, Israeli declared the Gaza Strip a �hostile entity�.  The Israeli 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 services is very limited.  
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The last war on Gaza which started on December 27th 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 health care system in Palestine is complex.  There are five major providers: 

MOH, United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), Medical Military 

Services for Police and General Security, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), 

and private sector (non- and for-profit hospitals).  MOH is the main health 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.  Health 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: 
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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 

Palestine, 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 Palestine 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 also 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 
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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 health 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 strategies in 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 is lack 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 National Plan for Human Resources Development and Education in Health 

(NPHRDEH) is the first national 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 health professional training are 

still not fully developed and there is a lack 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 operationalzing 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 essential 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 life in 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 all 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 all 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 individual 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 "a way 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 available 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 personal 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 

conceptualization 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 experts in 

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 

employees to their organization and peers. 

 

2.1.3.3. Team Learning 

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

in a community where it 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 conceptual 

framework providing connections between units and members; in general, 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 individuals 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 general 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 alternative approach is the idea of different learning types developed by Argyris 

and Schön 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 a cyclical process involving a phase of reflection on actions and experience.  

This results in a reframing 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 crucial.  

Departing from the assumption that learning emerges from social 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 Yeo'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 (Yeo, 2005). 

 

LO is an organization in which people at all levels, individually 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 altering 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 organizational 

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 all 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 

institutions, 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 evaluative 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 a LO 

(Bharadwaj, et al., 2003). 

 

2.2.3. Values of 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 challenges 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 realization 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. Characteristics of LO 

The LO concept can be divided into three levels of learning according to many 

scholars; which are, the individual 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 individual level (mental models and 

personal mastery), the group level (team working), and the organizational level 

(shared vision and systems thinking). 

 

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

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

dialogue and inquiry.  The group level has one dimension: team learning and 
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collaboration.  In the organizational 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 continually 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 lives in 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 a team 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 conceptual 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 points in 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 interrelationships 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-Kelley 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 values as love, humanity, 

curiosity, help, etc.  Dialogue and cooperative work practices.  Regarding the life as a 

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. 

 

2.2.4.2. Learning and Training 

In recent years, the detail of the concept of learning has expanded to cover a range 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). 
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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 a LO.  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 

all the time.  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 appeal of Senge's five disciplines, consensual learning 

through experience doesn't always occur (Steiner, 1998).  Individuals often have 

different mental models, levels of personal mastery, and systems thinking, so there is 

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 structures in 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 organizational level learning in public and private university libraries in 

Malaysia.  The results of the study revealed that librarians perceived learning 

practices at the organizational level do exist generally, but they are not overly 

convinced of the extent to which the practices exist.  The findings also 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 Yemen to examine 

the perceptions of organizational 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, 

especially from formal 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 feel 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�a new 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 Palestinian organizations.  Functions, 

responsibilities, authorities of various managers and staff members are poorly defined, 

if at all (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 revealed a weak level 

of LO characteristics at all levels of the center and there was a statistical significant 

differences regarding gender, type of specialization, 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 all staff (Burney, 2009).  

Training improves employee performance in their present jobs and is therefore 

focused on helping the organization 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 don't 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 areas related 

to educational philosophies adopted by such a unit.  There is also limited capacity for 

developing plans for in-service departments.  Moreover, there is a need for certain 
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institutional 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, already existing specialty 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 all 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.  This will 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 also 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 sessions to 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 develop 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 Culture and 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 development 

on the job to sustain and develop the company.  The study also 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 organizational 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 developed 

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 allow direct feedback (Abu-

Khadra and Rawabdeh, 2006). 

 

2.2.4.4. Leadership 

Contend leadership is the factor to affect OL.  Leaders can create organizational 

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 allowable 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 

translate 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 reality.  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 leadership 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 beneficial 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 social 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 LO 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 (Bhatnagar, 

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 crucial 

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' financial 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 Facilitate being a 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 experiential 

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 organizational 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. Factors Hinder being a LO 

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 talk".  Am I 

safe? Am I adequate? Can I trust others? Can I 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 wheel", and where are we going? What are we to do? (Senge, et al., 

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 health care organizations.  These 

organizations operate in a political and public context and are part of a larger 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 simply overwhelmed by the effects of 

external events beyond their control (Phillips, 2003).  Argyris and Schön 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 Schön, 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 individual 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 a LO. 

 

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 

translating 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 developed across the organization (Sun, 2006). 
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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 individual 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 

quality time to think and plan strategically (O'Brien, 1994).   

 

Top-down hierarchical organizations are also prejudicial to the formation of a LO, the 

reluctance in the workforce to retrain (Turkington, 2004).  In addition, bureaucratic 

organizations with an excessive focus on systems and processes are also prejudicial to 

the development of LOs (Turkington, 2004).  Finally, there are a number of paradoxes 



 ��

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). 
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Chapter 3  

Methodology 

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 General of Finance and Administration).  However, the researcher 

discovered that the reality on the field is different; therefore, she included all those 

performing managerial jobs who were available at 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 organizational 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 Israeli 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 4th 2009.  

 

3.4 Study Settings  

The study was carried out on all 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 Considerations 

- An administrative approval was obtained from MOH with its different sectors 

and departments: Director-General of PHC (Annex 8), Director-General of 

Hospitals (Annex 9), Director-General 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 local 

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 personal 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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 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 uncompleted 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 a result 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 focal person in every clinic, hospital and 

department.  The self-administered questionnaire contained an explanatory letter 

clarifying the aim 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 dealt 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 completed.   

 

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  á 
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  á 
1. Learning at individuals 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 

questionnaire 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 

questionnaires 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 statistical advisor.  Data 

cleaning was done through checking out a random number of the questionnaires and 

through exploring descriptive statistic frequencies for all 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 potential 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 a timely 

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 

disciplines in the LO arena.    
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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-Najjar (2004) in her study about the nurse managers' 

leadership style revealed that the percentage of males 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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Table 4.1: Distribution of participants by characteristics variables 
 

 Variable  No. % 
1. Gender  
 Male  ����� ������

 Female  ����� ������

 Total  ����� ������ 
2. Age group 
 Less than 30 years ���� ������

 From 30 to 39 years  ����� ������

 From 40 to 50 years ����� ������

 More than 50 years ����� ������

 Total  ���� ������ 
3. Residency place  
 Gaza  ����� ������

 North Gaza  ����� ������

 Mid-Zone ���� ������

 Khanyonis ����� ������

 Rafah  ����� ������

 Total  ����� ��������

4. Work place  
 Gaza  ����� ������

 North Gaza  ���� �����

 Mid-zone ���� �����

 Khanyonis  ����� ������

 Rafah  ���� ������

  Total  ����� ������ 
5. Last academic certificate  
 Less than bachelor  57 8.6 
 Bachelor  392 59.2 
 Post graduate  213 ��.� 
 Total  662 100 
6. Scientific background 
 Medicine  140 21.1 
 Pharmacy  69 10.4 
 Nursing  245 37.0 
 Administration  103 15.6 
 Paramedical 89 13.4 
 Others 16 2.4 
 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
15.6%

Male
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 majority 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 Israeli checkpoints.  
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Fig. 4.2: Distribution of participants by age group 
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The majority 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 ����� ������

 PHC ����� ������

 Administrative\Finance ���� ������

 Total� ����� ������ 
2. Type of Work 
 Administrative and finance ����� ������

 Technical only ���� �����

 Administrative and technical ����� ����� 
 � Total ����� ������ 
3. Title of Present Job 
 Director (Director General and 

Director of Department) 
����� ������

 Head of department ����� ����� 
 Total�� ����� ��������

4. Total Years of Experience 
 �0 yrs and less  ����� ������

 From 11 to 20 yrs ����� ������

 More than 20 yrs  ����� ������

 Total� ���� ������ 
5. Experience in Present Job 
 5 yrs  and less  ����� ������

 From 6 to 10 yrs  ����� ������

 More than 10 yrs  ���� ����� 
 Total� ���� ������ 

 

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 majority 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 General and/or Director of 

Department. 

 

According to the total years of experience (Table 4.2), the majority 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 

their 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 educational 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  ����� ������

 No ����� ������

 Don't know ���� ���� 
 Total� ����� ������ 
2. Availability of educational strategic plan 
 Yes  ����� ������

 No ����� ������

 Don't know ���� ���� 
 Total� ����� ������ 
2.1 The use of strategic edu. Plan �� ��

 Yes ����� ������

 No ���� ������

 Total� ���� ������ 
2.1.1 The extent of usage of strategic plan �� ��

 High extent ���� ������

 Some extent ����� ������

 Not at all ��� �����

 Total� ���� ������ 
3. Type of educational program provided �  
 Continuous education ����� ������

 In services education ����� ��.���

 On-the-job training ����� ������

 other ���� ���� 
 Total� ���� �������

4. Availability of training plan 
 Yes  ����� ������

 No ����� ������

 Don't know ���� ���� 
 Total� ����� ������ 
5. Following up for training programs after implementing  
 Yes regularly ����� ������

 Sometimes ����� ������

 Not at all ����� ����� 
 Total� ����� ������ 
5.1 Frequency of follow up  
 Monthly ����� ������

 Quarterly ���� ������

 Semi-annual ���� ������

 Yearly ���� ������

 Total� ���� ������ 
6. Availability of clear organization structure  
 Yes  ����� ������

 No ����� ������

 Don't know ���� ���� 
 Total� ����� ������ 
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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 at 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.   
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Table 4.4: Distribution of participants by training related practices  
 

 Variable  No. % 
1. Participation in training in the last 3 years   
 Yes  ����� ������

 No ����� ������

 Total� ����� ������ 
2. Done any training to other 
 Yes ����� ������

 No ����� ������

 Total� ����� ������ 
3. If yes, type of training 
 Administrative  ���� ������

 Technical  ����� ������

 Information System  ���� �����

 Other ���� �����

 Total�� ���� ������ 
4. Requesting from trainees to provide training to their colleagues  
 Yes regularly  ����� ������

 Sometimes ����� ������

 Not at all ����� ������

  ���� ����� 
5. Designing training programs 
 High extent  ���� ������

 Some extent ����� ������

 Not at all ����� ������

 Total� ����� ������ 
6. Implementing training programs  
 High extent ����� ������

 Some extent ����� ������

 Not at all ����� ������

 Total� ����� ������ 
7. Evaluating training programs 
 High extent ���� ������

 Some extent ����� ������

 Not at all ����� ������

 Total� ����� ����� 
   
 

Similar percentage of subjects reported participation in implementing the training 

programs to some extent (61.8%) and also 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 evaluating training 

programs.  To increase commitment to the implementation of training programs, more 

involvement should be guaranteed. 
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As a conclusion for the above mentioned characteristics and the participants' 

responses, we can say that there are obvious defects in designing, implementing, and 

evaluating 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 Concepts of the LO 

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 always); the score of 5 and 6 is always interpreted as 

neutral.   

 

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

No. Domain No. of Questions Mean 
1. Personal Mastery  6 5.3 
2. Mental Models 7 5.6 
3. Shared Vision  6 5.5 
4. Team Learning    7 6.0 
5. Systems Thinking 5 6.1 
 Total 31 5.7 

1. Learning at individuals level 13 5.3 
2. Learning at team / group level 6 5.1 
3. Learning at organizational 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 all mean score more than 7.0 is an indication that the MOH 

as a whole 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 is 5.2.  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 the five disciplines of Senge 
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Fig. 4.4: Means of the dimensions of 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 a whole.  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 transform to a LO. 

 

The second highest mean was pertaining to team learning.  In any organization, all 

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 a traditional to a LO. 

 

Mental models elicited 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 elicited low mean (5.5); which is considered a weak component 

implying that the MOH managers lack shared vision about their organization.  

Ilmanen 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 all 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 

building a LO. 

 

The last and the weakest discipline was personal mastery (mean 5.3).  Personal 

mastery is the process of continually clarifying and deepening an individual's personal 

vision.  This is a matter of personal choice for the individual 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 personal 

mastery continually learn more about their work, clarify and deepen their personal 

vision, focus their energy and develop a rational view of reality.  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 organizational level (embedded systems, systems connection, 

empowerment and leadership for learning), and organizational 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 as a LO.   

 

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) revealed 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 individual 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 

at the team level (mean 5.1) is weaker at the MOH.  Moreover, organizational 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. 

 

Organizational level learning takes place when learning is translated 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 

a LO.   

 

4.3 LO Concepts and 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 there is a 

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: Differences in perceptions about the concepts of LO by gender 
   

LO concepts   Gender �� N�� Mean SD�� t��� Sig.��

1. Five disciplines 
Male   559 5.3 1.9 

Personal Mastery 
Female 103 5.0 1.8 

1.881 0.060 

Male 559 5.6 1.8 
Mental Models 

Female 103 5.1 2.0 
2.489 0.013 

Male 559 5.5 2.1 
Shared Vision 

Female 103 5.1 2.4 
1.890 0.059 

Male 559 6.1 1.9 
Team Learning 

Female 103 5.5 2.1 
2.890 0.004 

Male 559 6.2 2.0 
Systems Thinking 

Female 103 5.6 2.1 
3.130 0.002 

Male  559 5.8 1.7 
Total 

Female 103 5.2 1.8 
2.835 0.005 

2. LO Dimensions  
Male 559 5.4 1.7 

Learning at individuals level 
Female 103 5.1 1.8 

1.484 0.138 

Male 559 5.2 2.0 
Learning at team / group level 

Female 103 4.9 2.1 
1.325 0.186 

Male 559 5.1 2.0 
Learning at organizational level 

Female 103 4.8 2.0 
1.425 0.155 

Male 559 5.4 2.3 
Performance of the organization. 

Female 103 4.7 2.2 
2.568 0.010 

Male 559 5.2 1.8 
Total 

Female 103 4.9 1.8 
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 ANOVA 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 (�6).  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. 

 

   Table 4.7: Differences in perceptions about the concepts of LO by work sector 

 
LO concepts Work sector�� N Mean SD F� Sig.��

1. The five disciplines of Senge 
Hospital 414 5.3�� 1.9 
PHC 158 5.3 1.9 Personal Mastery  
Admin\Finance 90 5.3 1.9 

������� �������

Hospital 414 5.4 1.9 
PHC 158 5.8 1.8 Mental Models 
Admin\Finance 90 5.7 1.8 

������� �������

Hospital 414 5.3 2.2 
PHC 158 5.8 2.1 Shared Vision 
Admin\Finance 90 5.7 2.2 

������� �������

Hospital 414 5.8 2.0 
PHC 158 6.3 1.9 Team Learning 
Admin\Finance 90 6.2 2.0 

������� �������

Hospital 414 6.0 2.0 
PHC 158 6.4 2.0 Systems Thinking 
Admin\Finance 90 6.3 1.8 

������� �������

Hospital 414 5.6 1.7 
PHC 158 5.9 1.7 
Admin\Finance 90 5.8 1.5 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

������� ����� 

2. Dimensions of the learning organization  
Hospital 414 5.2 1.7 
PHC 158 5.5 1.7 Learning at individuals level 
Admin\Finance 90 5.6 1.6 

2.895 0.056 

Hospital 414 5.0 2.0 
PHC 158 5.1 2.1 Learning at team / group level 
Admin\Finance 90 5.5 1.9 

2.101 0.123 

Hospital 414 5.1 2.0 
PHC 158 4.9 2.1 Learning at organizational level 
Admin\Finance 90 5.3 1.9 

1.353 0.259 

Hospital 414 5.5 2.3 
PHC 158 4.6 2.2 Performance of the organization 
Admin\Finance 90 5.4 2.3 

8.630 0.000 

Hospital 414 5.2 1.8 
PHC 158 5.0 1.8 
Admin\Finance 90 5.4 1.7 

Total 

Total� 662 5.2 1.8 

1.452 0.235 

 
  

The difference in perceptions was more obvious in the shared vision (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. Type of 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 statistically 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: Differences in perceptions about the concepts of LO by type of work  
      

LO concepts  Type of work  N Mean SD F� Sig.��

1. Five disciplines 
Admin. &finance 251 5.3 1.8 
Technical only  63 5.4 2.0 Personal Mastery 
Admin. & technical  348 5.2 1.9 

0.256 0.774 

Admin. & finance 251 5.6 1.8 
Technical only 63 5.5 2.1 Mental Models 
Admin. & technical  348 5.5 1.9 

0.430 0.651 

Admin. & finance 251 5.8 2.0 
Technical only 63 5.1 2.6 Shared Vision 
Admin. & technical  348 5.3 2.2 

5.650 0.004 

Admin. & finance 251 6.2 1.9 
Technical only 63 5.9 2.1 Team Learning 
Admin.& technical 348 5.9 2.0 

1.477 0.229 

Admin. & finance 251 6.3 1.9 
Technical only 63 6.2 2.1 Systems Thinking 
Admin. & technical  348 6.0 2.0 

1.605 0.202 

Admin. & finance 251 5.8 1.6 
Technical only 63 5.6 1.9 
Admin. & technical  348 5.6 1.8 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

1.841 0.159 

2. LO Dimensions  
Admin. & finance 251 5.6 1.6 
Technical only 63 5.3 1.7 Learning at individuals level 
Admin. & technical  348 5.2 1.7 

4.972 0.007 

Admin. & finance 251 5.5 1.9 
Technical only 63 4.5 2.1 

Learning at team / group 
level 

Admin. & technical  348 5.0 2.0 
7.181 0.001 

Admin. & finance 251 5.4 1.9 
Technical only 63 4.5 2.1 

Learning at organization 
level 

Admin. & technical  348 4.9 2.0 
6.121 0.002 

Admin. & finance 251 5.7 2.1 
Technical only 63 4.7 2.5 

Performance of the 
organization 

Admin. & technical  348 5.1 2.3 
7.193 0.001 

Admin. & finance 251 5.5 1.7 
Technical only 63 4.7 1.9 
Admin. & technical 348 5.0 1.8 

Total 

Total� 662 5.2 1.8 

7.265 0.001 

 

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 managerial roles as well.  

The majority of managers in health sector are not trained as managers and are 

required to perform managerial roles although they see themselves more as 

professional staff.   

 



 ��

4.3.5. Type of 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: Differences in perceptions about the concepts of LO by type of present 
job      
 
LO concepts  

Type of managerial 
job 

N Mean SD t� Sig. 

1. Five disciplines 
Director 157 5.4 1.9 

Personal Mastery 
Head of department 505 5.3 1.9 

0.867 0.386 

Director 157 5.7 1.8 
Mental Models 

Head of department 505 5.5 1.9 
1.515 0.130 

Director 157 6.1 2.0 
Shared Vision 

Head of department 505 5.3 2.2 
4.167 0.0001 

Director 157 6.6 1.9 
Team Learning 

Head of department 505 5.8 2.0 
4.650 0.0001 

Director 157 6.5 1.9 
Systems Thinking 

Head of department 505 6.0 2.0 
2.730 0.007 

Director 157 6.1 1.7 
Total 

Head of department 505 5.6 1.7 
3.313 0.001 

2. LO Dimensions 
Director 157 5.6 1.6 

Learning at individuals level 
Head of department 505 5.3 1.7 

2.462 0.014 

Director 157 5.5 1.9 
Learning at team / group level 

Head of department 505 5.0 2.0 
2.831 0.005 

Director 157 5.7 2.0 
Learning at organization level 

Head of department 505 4.9 2.0 
4.368 0.0001 

Director 157 5.8 2.3 
Performance of the organization 

Head of department 505 5.1 2.3 
3.412 0.001 

Director 157 5.7 1.8 
Total 

Head of department 505 5.0 1.8 
3.965 0.0001 

 

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 specialization.  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 individual 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: Differences in perceptions about the dimensions of LO by the type 
of specialization 
  
LO concepts  Specialization  N Mean�� SD t Sig. 
1. LO Dimensions  

Medicine 140 5.1 1.9 
Pharmacy 69 5.4 1.6 
Nursing 244 5.2 1.7 
Administration 102 5.7 1.6 
Paramedical 89 5.6 1.6 

Learning at individuals level 

Other  16 5.4 1.3 

2.050 0.050 

Medicine 140 5.1 2.2 
Pharmacy 69 5.0 2.0 
Nursing 244 4.9 2.0 
Administration 102 5.5 2.0 
Paramedical 89 5.2 1.9 

Learning at team / group level 

Other  16 5.6 1.3 

1.383 0.229 

Medicine 140 5.0 2.3 
Pharmacy 69 4.6 2.1 
Nursing 244 5.0 1.8 
Administration 102 5.5 2.0 
Paramedical 89 5.0 1.9 

Learning at organizational level 

Other  16 5.1 1.9 

1.785 0.114 

Medicine 140 5.2 2.6 
Pharmacy 69 4.4 2.1 
Nursing 244 5.4 2.2 
Administration 102 5.8 2.1 
Paramedical 89 5.0 2.2 

Performance of the organization 

Other  16 5.8 2.0 

3.829 0.002 

Medicine 140 5.1 2.1 
Pharmacy 69 4.8 1.8 
Nursing 244 5.1 1.7 
Administration 102 5.6 1.7 
Paramedical 89 5.2 1.7 
Other  16 5.4 1.6 

Total 

Total� 660 5.2 1.8 

2.082 0.045 

 

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 



 ��

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 steps in this regard to maintain the 

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

principle in LO.    

Table 4.11: Differences in perceptions about the concepts of LO by years of 
experience in present job 
 
Concepts of LO 

Years of 
experience  

N Mean SD F� Sig. 

1. Five disciplines 
5 yrs and less 360 5.4 1.8 
From 6 to 10 yrs  103 5.0 1.8 Personal Mastery 
More than 10 yrs 68 4.7 1.8 

6.157 0.002 

5 Yrs and less 360 5.7 1.8 
From 6 to 10 Yrs  103 5.4 1.9 Mental Models 
More than 10 yrs  68 4.8 1.7 

6.519 0.002 

5 Yrs and less 360 5.6 2.1 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 5.2 2.2 Shared Vision 
More than 10 yrs 68 4.7 2.1��

5.590 0.004 

5 Yrs and less  360 6.1 1.9 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 5.8 2.1 Team Learning 
More than 10 yrs 68 5.5 1.8 

3.126 0.045 

5 Yrs and less 360 6.3 1.8 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 6.2 2.0 Systems Thinking 
More than 10 yrs 68 5.5 2.1 

4.789 0.009 

5 Yrs and less 360 5.8 1.6 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 5.5 1.7 
More than 10 yrs 68 5.1 1.6 

Total  

Total 531 5.7 1.7 

6.859 0.001 

2. LO Dimensions   
5 Yrs and less 360 5.5 1.6 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 5.1 1.7 Learning at individuals level 
More than 10 yrs 68 4.8 1.6 

6.189 0.002 

5 Yrs and less 360 5.3 2.0 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 4.8 1.9 Learning at team / group level 
More than 10 yrs 68 4.5 1.9 

5.528 0.004 

5 Yrs and less 360 5.3 2.0 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 4.7 1.8 Learning at organization level 
More than 10 yrs 68 4.2 2.0 

10.92 0.0001 

5 Yrs and less 360 5.6 2.2 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 4.3 2.1 Performance of the organization 
More than 10 yrs 68 4.5 2.2 

17.08 0.0001 

5 Yrs and less 360 5.4 1.8 
From 6 to 10 Yrs 103 4.7 1.6 
More than 10 yrs 68 4.4 1.8 

Total 

Total 531 5.1 1.8 

12.55 0.0001 
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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 LO Concepts and 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 LO concepts by the availability of 
strategic plan  
 

LO concepts  
Availability of 
strategic plan 

N Mean SD F� Sig. 

1. Five disciplines  
Yes 411 5.7 1.8 
No 196 4.6 1.8 Personal Mastery 
I don't know 55 4.8 1.9 

26.86 0.0001 

Yes 411 5.9 1.8 
No 196 5.0 1.9 Mental Models 
I don't know 55 5.1 1.9 

16.24 0.0001 

Yes 411 5.9 2.1 
No 196 4.9 2.1 Shared Vision 
I don't know 55 4.5 2.0 

20.53 0.0001 

Yes 411 6.4 1.9 
No 196 5.5 2.0 Team Learning 
I don't know 55 5.2 2.0 

20.55 0.0001 

Yes 411 6.5 1.9 
No 196 5.6 2.0 Systems Thinking 
I don't know 55 5.6 1.9 

14.18 0.0001 

Yes 411 6.0 1.6 
No 196 5.1 1.7 
I don't know 55 5.0 1.6 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

26.36 0.0001 

2. LO Dimensions  
Yes 411 5.7 1.7 
No 196 4.8 1.7 Learning at individuals level 
I don't know 55 4.8 1.6 

20.19 0.0001 

Yes 411 5.5 2.0 
No 196 4.4 1.9 Learning at team / group level 
I don't know 55 4.7 1.9 

22.78 0.000 

Yes 411 5.5 1.9 
No 196 4.2 1.9 Learning at organization level 
I don't know 55 4.6 1.7 

36.30 0.0001 

Yes 411 5.8 2.2 
No 196 4.4 2.1 Performance of the organization 
I don't know 55 4.5 2.0 

31.52 0.0001 

Yes 411 5.6 1.7 
No 196 4.4 1.7 
I don't know 55 4.6 1.6 

Total 

Total� 662 5.2 1.8 

37.16 0.0001 

 

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 availability 

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 health teams 

who graduated from different universities and require intensive training to orient them 

to the local system.   
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Table 4.13: Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by the availability of 
strategic plan for education 
 

LO concepts  
Availability of 
strategic plans ��

N Mean SD F� Sig.��

1. Five disciplines 
Yes 316 5.7 1.8 
No 296 4.8 1.9 Personal Mastery 
I don't know 50 5.2 1.9 

17.49�� 0.0001 

Yes 316 5.9 1.8 
No 296 5.3 1.9 Mental Models 
I don't know 50 5.4 1.8 

8.332 0.0001 

Yes 316 5.8 2.1 
No 296 5.2 2.2 Shared Vision 
I don't know 50 4.7 2.0 

7.306 0.001 

Yes 316 6.3 1.9 
No 296 5.7 2.0 Team Learning 
I don't know 50 5.6 1.9 

7.704 0.0001 

Yes 316 6.4 1.9 
No 296 5.9 2.1 System Thinking 
I don't know 50 5.8 1.9 

4.393 0.013 

Yes 316 6.0 1.7 
No 296 5.4 1.7 
I don't know 50 5.3 1.5 Total  

Total�� 662 5.7 1.7 

11.04�� 0.0001 

2. LO Dimensions  
Yes 316 5.6 1.7 
No 296 5.1 1.7 Learning at individuals level 
I don't know 50 5.0 1.6 

9.235 0.0001 

Yes 316 5.5 2.0 
No 296 4.8 2.0 Learning at team / group level 
I don't know 50 4.8 1.9 

10.74�� 0.0001 

Yes 316 5.6 1.9 
No 296 4.6 2.0 Learning at organization level 
I don't know 50 4.6 1.8 

23.03�� 0.0001 

Yes 316 5.8 2.2 
No 296 4.8 2.2 Performance of the organization 
I don't know 50 4.6 2.0 

20.29�� 0.0001 

Yes 316 5.6 1.8 
No 296 4.7 1.8 
I don't know 50 4.7 1.6 

Total 

Total� 662 5.2 1.8 

21.80�� 0.0001 

 

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 a LO.   
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Table 4.14: Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by evaluating training 
programs 
 

LO concepts  
Carrying out 

evaluation 
N Mean SD F� Sig. 

1. Five disciplines  
High extent 70 6.4 1.9 
Some extent 403 5.5 1.8 Personal Mastery 
Not at all 189 4.4 1.8 

37.14 0.0001 

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

23.95 0.0001 

High extent 70 6.5 2.0 
Some extent 403 5.7 2.1 Shared Vision 
Not at all 189 4.5 2.2 

29.58 0.0001 

High extent 70 6.7 2.1 
Some extent 403 6.2 1.9 Team Learning 
Not at all 189 5.3 2.0 

19.69 0.0001 

High extent 70 6.8 2.0 
Some extent 403 6.4 1.9 Systems Thinking 
Not at all 189 5.4 2.1 

19.19 0.0001 

High extent 70 6.6 1.7 
Some extent 403 5.9 1.6 
Not at all 189 4.9 1.7 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

34.69 0.0001 

2. LO Dimensions  
High extent 70 6.2 1.8 
Some extent 403 5.5 1.6 Learning at individuals level 
Not at all 189 4.7 1.7 

27.77 0.0001 

High extent 70 5.8 2.3 
Some extent 403 5.4 1.9 Learning at team / group level 
Not at all 189 4.3 2.0 

25.30 0.0001 

High extent 70 6.0 2.2 
Some extent 403 5.4 1.8 Learning at organization level 
Not at all 189 4.0 2.0 

40.49 0.0001 

High extent 70 6.4 2.4 
Some extent 403 5.5 2.2 Performance of the organization 
Not at all 189 4.4 2.2 

26.55 0.0001 

High extent 70 6.1 1.9 
Some extent 403 5.4 1.6 
Not at all 189 4.3 1.8 

Total 

Total�� 662 5.2 1.8 

40.24 0.0001 

 

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 

evaluation 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 
  

LO concepts  
Providing 
training to  
colleagues 

N Mean SD F� Sig. 

1. Five disciplines 
Yes regularly 126 6.3 1.7 
Sometimes 342 5.4 1.8 Personal Mastery 
Not at all�� 194 4.5 1.8 

41.95 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.2 1.7 
Sometimes 342 5.7 1.7 Mental Models 
Not at all�� 194 4.9 2.0 

21.60 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.1 1.9 
Sometimes 342 5.7 2.0 Shared Vision 
Not at all� 194 4.6 2.4 

23.28 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.7 1.9 
Sometimes 342 6.2 1.8 Team Learning 
Not at all� 194 5.2 2.1 

24.44 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.7 1.9 
Sometimes 342 6.3 1.8 Systems Thinking 
Not at all� 194 5.5 2.1 

17.71 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.4 1.5 
Sometimes 342 5.8 1.5 
Not at all� 194 4.9 1.8 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

34.10 0.0001 

2. LO Dimensions  
Yes regularly 126 6.0 1.6 
Sometimes 342 5.5 1.5 Learning at individuals level 
Not at all�� 194 4.7 1.8 

27.61 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 5.9 2.0 
Sometimes 342 5.2 1.8 Learning at team / group level 
Not at all� 194 4.4 2.1 

24.17 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.1 1.9 
Sometimes 342 5.1 1.8 Learning at organization level 
Not at all�� 194 4.2 2.1 

36.88 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.4 2.2 
Sometimes 342 5.3 2.1 Performance of the organization 
Not at all� 194 4.4 2.3 

29.91 0.0001 

Yes regularly 126 6.1 1.7 
Sometimes 342 5.3 1.6 
Not at all� 194 4.4 1.9 

Total 

Total�  662 5.2 1.8 

39.3 0.0001 

 

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: Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by carrying out follow 
up of training programs 
 

LO concepts  
Availability of 

follow up 
N Mean SD F� Sig. 

1. Five disciplines 
Yes regularly 113 6.5 1.7 
Sometimes 369 5.4 1.7 Personal Mastery 
Not at all� 180 4.3 1.8 

61.99 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.4 1.6 
Sometimes 369 5.6 1.8 Mental Models 
Not at all� 180 4.9 1.9 

23.18 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.4 2.0 
Sometimes 369 5.5 2.0 Shared Vision 
Not at all� 180 4.8 2.3 

21.67 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.8 1.7 
Sometimes 369 6.1 1.9 Team Learning 
Not at all�� 180 5.3 2.1 

22.26 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.8 1.9 
Sometimes 369 6.2 1.9 Systems Thinking 
Not at all�� 180 5.6 2.1 

13.98 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.6 1.5 
Sometimes 369 5.7 1.6 
Not at all�� 180 5.0 1.8 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

35.92 0.0001 

2. LO Dimensions 
Yes regularly 113 6.1 1.7 
Sometimes 369 5.4 1.6 Learning at individuals level 
Not at all�� 180 4.8 1.7 

19.21 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.1 1.9 
Sometimes 369 5.2 1.9 Learning at team / group level 
Not at all�� 180 4.3 2.1 

30.37 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.0 2.1 
Sometimes 369 5.2 1.8 Learning at organization level 
Not at all�� 180 4.2 2.1 

33.42 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.1 2.4 
Sometimes 369 5.4 2.2 Performance of the organization 
Not at all�� 180 4.4 2.2 

22.02 0.0001 

Yes regularly 113 6.1 1.8 
Sometimes 369 5.3 1.6 
Not at all� 180 4.4 1.9 

Total 

Total� 662 5.2 1.8 

33.42 0.0001 

 

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 real 

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 4.1� clarifies the relationships between the availability of clear organizational 

structure and the five disciplines and the dimensions of the LO.   

 

 
 
 



 ��

Table 4.17: Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by the availability of 
organizational structure 
 

LO concepts  
Availability of 
organizational 

structure 
N Mean SD F� Sig. 

1. Five disciplines 
Yes 465 5.5 1.9 
No 153 4.8 1.9 Personal Mastery 
I don't know 44 5.0 1.9 

9.739 0.0001 

Yes 465 5.7 1.8 
No 153 5.1 1.9 Mental Models 
I don't know 44 5.2 1.9 

7.145 0.001 

Yes 465 5.7 2.1 
No 153 4.8 2.2 Shared vision 
I don't know 44 4.9 2.4 

11.22 0.0001 

Yes 465 6.2 2.0 
No 153 5.5 1.9 Team learning 
I don't know 44 5.5 1.9 

7.587 0.001 

Yes 465 6.3 2.0 
No 153 5.7 2.0 System thinking 
I don't know 44 5.8 1.7 

7.571 0.001 

Yes 465 5.9 1.7 
No 153 5.2 1.7 
I don't know 44 5.3 1.6 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

11.57 0.0001 

2. LO Dimensions  
Yes 465 5.5 1.7 
No 153 5.0 1.7 Learning at individuals level 
I don't know 44 5.1 1.6 

4.481 0.012 

Yes 465 5.3 2.0 
No 153 4.5 1.8 Learning at team / group level 
I don't know 44 5.0 2.0 

10.20 0.0001 

Yes 465 5.4 1.9 
No 153 4.2 2.0 Learning at organization level 
I don't know 44 4.4 2.0 

24.14 0.0001 

Yes 465 5.7 2.2 
No 153 4.0 2.2 Performance of the org. 
I don't know 44 4.8 1.9 

38.16 0.0001 

Yes 465 5.5 1.8 
No 153 4.4 1.7 
I don't know 44 4.7 1.7 

Total 

Total� 662 5.2 1.8 

24.22 0.0001 

 

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 

a clear 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 specialists whose skills fit narrow functional duties.  But, a LO is 

predicated upon experimentation, learning and collaborative effort. 

 

This implies 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 learning 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 

called 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 style inventory at MOH      

Item 
1 

Habits 
2 

Memory 
3 

Imitation 
4  

Experiment 
5  

Awareness 
A ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� 
B ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� 
C ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� 
D ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� 
E ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� 
F ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� 
G ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� 

Total 2871 2581 2347 1926 2291 
Hospital 1169 1069 1075 812 961 

PHC 1136 959 821 687 837 
 

1
24%

2
21%3

20%

4
16%

5
19%

 

Fig. 4.5: Learning style at 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 managerial 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 still 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 all of its members to develop themselves towards the goals and purposes 

they may choose elicited 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)  Additionally, 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, still 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.  Finally, 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 organizational 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 general, the LO is a vision of what might be possible.  
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It is not brought about simply 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.   

 
 



 ���

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, middle 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.   

 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.  

 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.  

  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. 

 Focusing more on improving the communication within the MOH which also 

could facilitate free exchange and flow of information and allow direct 

feedback.  

 

5.2.2. Recommendations for Further Studies 

 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.  

 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 

Palestine such as the West Bank.  

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

understand how it differs among the different stakeholders.   
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Annex (2): Distribution of PHC centers at MOH  
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Annex (3): Disciplines of a learning organization and its definitions (Senge)  
 
 

Definition  Discipline  

The ability to honestly and openly see reality 

as it exists; to clarify one's personal vision.  

Self Mastery � individual  

The ability to compare reality or personal 

vision with perceptions; reconciling both into 

coherent understanding.  

Mental Models � individual  

The ability of a group of individuals to 

suspend personal assumptions about each 

other and engage in dialogue rather than 

discussion.  

Team Learning � group 

The ability of a group of individuals to hold a 

shared picture of mutually desirable future.  

Shared Vision � 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. 

Systems Thinking � 

organizational  

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

Definition  Dimension  

Learning is designed into work so that people can 

learn on the job; opportunities are provided for 

ongoing education and growth.   

Create continuous learning opportunities  

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.  

Promote dialogue and inquiry  

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.  

Encourage collaboration and team learning  

Both high- and low-technology systems to share 

learning are created and integrated with work; 

access is provided; systems are maintained.  

Create systems to capture and share 

learning  

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.   

Empower people toward a collective 

vision  

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.  

Connect the organization to its 

environment  

Leaders model, champion, and supporting learning; 

leadership uses learning strategies for business 

results. 

Provide strategic leadership for learning  

 
 

Watkins and Marsick, 1996
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Annex (5): Five disciplines of a learning organization  (Senge, 1990) 
 

 
  
 
 

 
 

Carnes, 2006 
 
 
Annex (6): Single- and double-loop learning  
 
 
 

 
Wallace, 2002 
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Annex (7): Transfer of learning across the levels of learning in the organization  
  
 
 
 
 
 

  
Sun, 2006
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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 (11): Ethical approval: Director General of HRD 
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Annex (12): Ethical approval: Helsinki  Committee 
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Annex (13): Questionnaire (Arabic) 
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26�����ˮ�ΐϳέΪΘϟ΍�ϢϬϴϘϠΗ�ΪόΑ�ϢϬ΋ϼϣί�ΐϳέΪΗ�ϭ΃�ϢϬΒϳέΪΘϟ�ΔόΑΎΘϣ�ϞϤϋ�ϦϴΑέΪΘϤϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ϚΘδγΆϣ�ΐϠτΗ�Ϟϫ��

��΃�Ϣόϧ��ˬ�ϡΎψΘϧΎΑ��Ώ�ΎϧΎϴΣ΃�����Ν�΍ΪΑ΃�����
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27����ϪΘϛέΎθϣ�ΚϴΣ�Ϧϣ�ϚϤδϗ�ϒμΗ�ϒϴϛ�ΔΒδϨϟΎΑϦϴϔχϮϤϠϟ�ΐϳέΪΘϠϟ����

���΃��ˮ�ΔϴΒϳέΪΘϟ΍�Ξϣ΍ήΒϟ΍�ϢϴϤμΗ�ϲϓ��

��΃�΍ήϴΜϛ����Ώ�ΎϧΎϴΣ΃����Ν�΍ΪΑ΃����

���Ώ��ˮ�ΔϴΒϳέΪΘϟ΍�Ξϣ΍ήΒϟ΍�ϖϴΒτΗ�ϲϓ��

��΃�΍ήϴΜϛ����Ώ�ΎϧΎϴΣ΃����Ν�΍ΪΑ΃����

���Ν��ˮ�ΔϴΒϳέΪΘϟ΍�Ξϣ΍ήΒϟ΍�ϢϴϴϘΗ�ϲϓ��

��Ν�΍ΪΑ΃����Ώ�ΎϧΎϴΣ΃����Ν�΍ΪΑ΃����

��
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����ϲϧΎΜϟ΍�˯ΰΠϟ΍The Five Disciplines of Senge                                                 
   ��

�Ϧϣ�ΕΎΟέΩ�ϊοϭ�ϰΟήϳ��������ΚϴΤΑ��ΪϨΑ�ϞϜϟ�����ΔϠϤΠϠϟ�ϚΘϘϓ΍Ϯϣ�ϰϠϋ�ϝΪΗ�ˬϭ����βϜόϟ΍�ϲϨόΗ���ΪΟϮϳ�ϻ

Δϴϗ΍Ϊμϣ�ϞϜΑ�ΎϬϠΜϤΗ�ϥ΃�ϮΟέ΃ϭ�ΩϮϨΒϟ΍�ϩΎΠΗ�ϙήψϧ�ΔϬΟϭ�Ϧϋ�ήΒόΗ�ΕΎΟέΪϟ΍�ϩάϫ�ϦϜϟ�΄τΧ�ϭ΃�΢λ��� 

 
Ϣϗήϟ΍��ϮϨΒϟ΍ΕϻΎΠϤϟ΍�ϭ�Ω ������� 

�����ϡΪϘΘϟ΍�ϖϴϘΤΘϟ�ΔτθϧϷ΍�ϩάϫ�ϥϮδϜόϳϭˬήϤΘδϣ�ϢϴϠόΗ�ϰϠϋ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϞμΤϳ

ϲμΨθϟ΍�ϮϤϨϟ΍�ϭ����

��

����ΔϴϨϬϤϟ΍�ϢϬϓ΍Ϊϫ΃�΢ϴοϮΗ�ϞΟ΃�Ϧϣ�Ϟλ΍ϮΘϣ�ϞϜθΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϞϤόϳ�����

����ΔϴϨϬϤϟ΍�ϢϬϓ΍ΪϫϷ�ϝϮλϮϟ΍�ϞΟϷ�ϲϟΎΤϟ΍�ϢϬόϗ΍ϭ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�νήόΘδϳ�����

����Θϟ΍�ιήϔϟ΍ϢϬϔ΋Ύχϭ�ϲϓ�ϦϴϔχϮϤϠϟ�ΔΣΎΘϣ�ΔϴϤϴϠό�����

�����ϞΒϘΘδϤϟ΍�ϭ�ϲϟΎΤϟ΍�ϢϬόϗ΍ϭ�ϦϴΑ�Ε΍ϮΠϔϟ΍�ήδΟ�ϰϠϋ�ήϤΘδϣ�ϞϜθΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϢϠόΘϳ

ϪΑ�ΏϮϏήϤϟ΍���

��

�����ΔϘϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΔϓήόϤϟ΍�ΓΩΎϳί�ϭ��ϢϬΗ΍έΎϬϣ�ϲϓ�κϘϨϟ΍�ξϳϮόΘϟ�ΪϬΟ�ϞϜΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϰόδϳ

ϢϬϔ΋ΎχϮΑ���

��

����ϥΎϴΣϷ΍�ΐϠϏ΃�ϲϓ�ˬϤϟ΍�ΕΎσΎθϧ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�βϜόϳ�ϢϬϧ΃�΍ϮϨϤπϴϟ�ξόΒϟ΍�ϢϬπόΑ�ϊϣ�ΔδγΆ

ϞϤόϟ΍�ΉΩΎΒϣ�ϊϣ�ϖϓ΍ϮΗ�ϲϓ���

��

�����ϲμϘΘδϳ�ήδϔΘδϳ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϑ΍Ϊϫ΃�ϊϣ�ϪϘϓ΍ϮΗ�ϭ�ϢϬϠϤϋ�Δϣ˯ϼϣ�ϯΪϣ�Ϧϋ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�����

�����ΓΪϳΪΟ�Ϟ΋Ύγϭ�ϖϴΒτΘϟ�ϢϬϠϤϋ�ΏϮϠγ΄Α�ιΎΨϟ΍�ϢϬτϤϧ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ήϴϐϳ�����

�����θΑ�ξόΒϟ΍�ϢϬπόΑ�ϊϣ�ϢϬ΋΍έ΁�ϭ�ϢϬΗΎϴοήϓ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϒθϜΘδϳ�ΕΎγέΎϤϣ�ϝϮΣ�ϝΎόϓ�ϞϜ

ϞϤόϟ΍���

��

�����ϥΎϴΣϷ΍�ΐϠϏ΃�ϲϓ�ˬϢϬΗ΍ΩΎϘΘϋ΍�ϥ΄θΑ�ήϴϜϔΘϠϟ�ϞϤόϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΔϣΎϬϟ΍�Ι΍ΪΣϷ΍�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϡΪΨΘδϳ�����

�����ϢϬΗΎγέΎϤϣ�ϰϠϋ�ϢϬΗΎϴοήϓ�ϭ�ϢϬΗ΍ΩΎϘΘϋ΍�ήϴΛ΄Η�ΔϴϔϴϜϟ�ΪϴΟ�ϞϜθΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϙέΪϳ�����

�����ϝΎόϓ�ϞϜθΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϊϴτΘδϳ�ˬΗ�αΎγ΃�ϲϫ�ϲΘϟ΍�ϢϬΗΎϴοήϓ�΢ϴοϮΗϢϬϘτϨϣ�ϭ�ϢϫήϴϜϔ�����

�����ΎϬϓ΍Ϊϫ΃�ϭ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�Δϳ΅έ�ΔϳϮγ�Γέ΍ΩϹ΍�ϭ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϲϨΒϳ�����

�����ΎϬΘϳ΅έ�ϭ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϑ΍Ϊϫ΃�ϊϣ�ϖϓ΍ϮΘΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΔϴμΨθϟ΍�ϢϬϓ΍Ϊϫ΃�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�έϮτϳ�����

�����ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�Δϳ΅έ�ϝϮΣ�ϦϳήΧϵ΍�ϊϣ�ϢϫέΎϜϓ΃�ΔϛέΎθϣ�ϲϓ�ΡΎϴΗέΎΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ήόθϳ�����

�����Θθϣ�Δϳ΅ήΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϡΰΘϠϳΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϞΒϘΘδϤϟ�Δϛή�����

�����ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�Δϳ΅έ�ϖϴϘΤΘϟ�Δϳέϭήπϟ΍�ΉΩΎΒϤϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϖϓ΍Ϯϳ�����

�����ϞϤόϟ΍�ΕΎγέΎϤϣ�ήϴϴϐΗ�ΪϨϋ�ˬ�ϑ΍Ϊϫ΃�ϭ�Δϳ΅έ�ϰϠϋ�ήϴΛ΄Θϟ΍�έΎΒΘϋϻ΍�ϦϴόΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�άΧ΄ϳ

ΔδγΆϤϟ΍����

��

�����ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϦϳήΧϵ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΔϠΌγ΃�Ρήτϟ�ΔϳήΤϟΎΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ήόθϳ�ˬ�Ϧϋ�ήψϨϟ΍�ξϐΑ

ϟ΍ΔϴϔϴχϮϟ΍�ΔϧΎϜϤϟ΍�ϭ�ήϤόϟ΍�ϭ�βϨΠ�ϦϳήΧϵ΍�˯ϻΆϬϟ���

��
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�����ΎϨΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�ˬ�ΔϴϨϬϤϟ΍�ήϳϮτΘϟ΍�ΕΎσΎθϧ�ϲϓ�ϡΪΨΘδΗ�ΔϋϮϤΠϤϟ΍�ϭ΃�ϖϳήϔϟ΍�Δτθϧ΃

�ΔϓήΘΤϤϟ΍����

��

�����ϖϳήϔϟ΍�Δτθϧ΃�ϲϓ�ϭΎδΘϣ�ϞϜθΑ�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΔϠϣΎόϣ�ϢΘΗ�����

�����ΕΎδϠΟ�ϝϼΧ�Ϧϣ�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϙέΎθΘϳ�ϭ�ϝΩΎΒΘϳ�ˬϝϮμϓ�ϭˬ�����ϢϬ΋ϼϣί�ϊϣ�ˬ��Φϟ΍

ϦϳήΧϵ΍���

��

������ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΪϘΘόϳ�΍ϮϨϣΆϳ�ϭ΃���ϖϳήϔϟ΍�ϞϤϋ�ϝϼΧ�Ϧϣ�ΔϓήόϤϟ΍�ϭ΃�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ΔϛέΎθϣ�ˬϥ΄Α

ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϞϛΎθϣ�ϞΣ�ϲϓ�Ϊϴϔϣ���

��

�����ϦϳήΧϵ΍�˯΍έ΁�ϭ�έΎϜϓ΃�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϡήΘΤϳ��ˬΔϟΎϣΰϟ΍�έϮψϨϣ�Ϧϣ�ϢϬϴϟ·�ήψϨϟΎΑ�����

������ΔΣϮΘϔϤϟ΍�ΕΎΛΩΎΤϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϙέΎθϳϢϬΗΎγέΎϤϣ�Ϟπϓ΃�ϲϓ�ΔϛέΎθϤϠϟ�ΔϗΩΎμϟ΍�ϭ�����

�����ςτΨϟ΍�ήϳϮτΗ�ΪϨϋ�ˬ�ΔϔϠΘΨϤϟ΍�Ε΍έΪϘϟ΍ϭ�ΕΎΟΎϴΘΣϻ΍�έΎΒΘϋϻ΍�ϦϴόΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�άΧ΄ϳ

ϦϳήΧϵ΍�ϦϴϔχϮϤϠϟ���

��

�����ϞϤόϟ΍�ΕΎγέΎϤϣ�ήϴϴϐΗ�ΪϨϋ�ˬ�ϢϬΠ΋ΎΘϧ�ϰϠϋ�ΙΪΣ�ϱάϟ΍�ήϴΛ΄Θϟ΍�έΎΒΘϋϻ΍�ϦϴόΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�άΧ΄ϳ

ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ΝέΎΧ�ϭ�ϞΧ΍Ω���

��

�����ήΒΘόϳνέΎϋ�ΙΪΤϛ�ΎϬϨϣ�ήΜϛ΃�ΓήϤΘδϣ�ΔϴϠϤόϛ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ΎϳΎπϗ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍������

�����ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�Ϧϴϧ΍Ϯϗ�Ι΍ΪΤΘγ΍�ϭ΃�ήϴϴϐΗ�ΪϨϋ�ˬ�ϊϣ�ΔϘϓ΍ϮΘϣ�ϥϮϜΗ�ϥ΃�έΎΒΘϋϻ΍�ϦϴόΑ�άΧϷ΍�ϢΘϳ

Γέ΍ίϮϟ΍�ϭ΃�ΔϣϮϜΤϟ΍�ΕΎγΎϴγ���

��

�����ϦϳήΧϵ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΙΩΎΤϟ΍�ήϴΛ΄Θϟ΍�έΎΒΘϋϻ΍�ϦϴόΑ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�άΧ΄ϳ�ˬϳΪΤΗ�ϊϣ�ϥϮϠϣΎόΘϳ�ΎϣΪϨϋ�ΕΎ

ΔδγΆϤϟ΍���

��
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             ΚϟΎΜϟ΍�˯ΰΠϟ΍Dimensions of the Learning Organization��

Ϣϗήϟ΍��ΕϻΎΠϤϟ΍�ϭ�ΩϮϨΒϟ΍�����������

����ήΒόϟ΍�ιϼΨΘγ΍�ϭ�ϢϠόΘϟ΍�ϑΪϬΑ�˯ΎτΧϷ΍�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ζϗΎϨϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

����ϟ΍�ΕΎϤϬϤϟ΍�˯΍ΩϷ�Δϣίϼϟ΍�Ε΍έΎϬϤϟ΍�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΩΪΤϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓΔϴϠΒϘΘδϤ�����

����ϢϠόΘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ϢϬ΋ϼϣί�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΪϋΎδϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

����ΓΪϳΪΠϟ΍�Ε΍έΎϬϤϟ΍�ΐδϛ�ϭ�ϢϠόΘϠϟ�ϲΗ΍Ϋ�ϊϓ΍Ω�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϚϠΘϤϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

�����ϢϋΪϟ�Δϣίϼϟ΍�ϯήΧϷ΍�έΩΎμϤϟ΍�ϭ�ϝΎϤϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ϝϮμΤϟ΍�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϊϴτΘδϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ

ϢϬϤϠόΗ���

��

�����ΖϗϮϟ΍�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϰτόϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓϢϬϤϠόΗ�ϢϋΪϟ�����

����ϢϠόΘϠϟ�Δλήϓ�ΕϼϜθϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϯήϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

����ϢϠόΘϟ΍�ϞΑΎϘϣ�ΰϓ΍ϮΣ�ϰϠϋ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϞμΤϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

����ϦϳήΧ϶ϟ�ΔμϠΨϣ�ΔόΟ΍έ�ΔϳάϐΗ�ϥϮϠϣΎόϟ΍�ϲτόϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

�����ΎϬϴϠϋ�ϢϜΤϟ΍�ϞΒϗ�ϦϳήΧϵ΍�έΎϜϓϷ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϊϤΘδϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

�����ΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓϝ΅ΎδΘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΓέΪϘϟ΍�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϚϠΘϤϳ�ˬϲ����΍ΫΎϤϟ����Ϧϋ�ήψϨϟ΍�ξϐΑ�ˮ

ΔϴϔϴχϮϟ΍�ΔΒΗήϤϟ΍���

��

�����ΎϬϴϓ�ϦϳήΧϵ΍�ϱ΃έ�Ϧϋ�ϥϮϟ΄δϳ�Ϣϫ˯΍έ΁�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�Ρήτϳ�ΎϣΪϨϋ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

�����ϢϬπόΑ�ϊϣ�ΔϘΜϟ΍�˯ΎϨΑ�ϲϓ�ΎΘϗϭ�ϥϮϔχϮϤϟ΍�Ϣψόϣ�ϲπϘϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

�����Θϟ�Δλήϔϟ΍�ϖϳήϔϟ΍�΢ϨϤϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓΕΎΟΎϴΘΣϻ΍�ΐδΣ�ΎϬϔϴϴϜΗ�ϭ�Ϫϓ΍Ϊϫ΃�ΪϳΪΤ�����

������ϭ΃�ΔϴϔϴχϮϟ΍�ΔΒΗήϤϟ΍�Ϧϋ�ήψϨϟ΍�ξϐΑ�ϭΎδΘϣ�ϞϜθΑ�ϩ˯Ύπϋ΃�ϖϳήϔϟ΍�ϞϣΎόϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ

ϯήΧ΃�ϕϭήϓ�ϱ΃�ϭ΃�ΔϓΎϘΜϟ΍���

��

�����ϖϳήϔϟ΍�΍άϬϟ�ϞϤόϟ΍�ϢΘϴγ�ϒϴϛ�ϰϠϋ�ϭ�ϪΗΎϤϬϣ�ϰϠϋ�ϖϳήϔϟ΍�ΰϛήϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�����

�����Α�ϩέΎϜϓ΃�ϖϳήϔϟ΍�ϊΟ΍ήϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�ϢΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ϭ�ΕΎθϗΎϨϤϟ΍�Ξ΋ΎΘϧ�ϰϠϋ�˯ΎϨ

ΎϬόϤΟ���

��

�����ϖϳήϔϛ�ϢϬΗ΍ίΎΠϧ΍�ϰϠϋ�ϖϳήϔϟ΍�ξϳϮόΗ�ϢΘϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ������

������Ϧϋ�ΕέΪλ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΕΎϴλϮΘϟΎΑ�ϞϤόΗ�ϑϮγ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϥ΄Α�ϖϳήϔϟ΍�ϖΜϳ�ˬϲΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ

ϖϳήϔϟ΍���

��

�����ΎΛ�βγ΃�ϰϠϋ�˯ΎϨΑ�ΔϔϠΘΨϤϟ΍�ΎϬϋ΍Ϯϧ΄Α�Ϟλ΍ϮΘϟ΍�Ϟ΋Ύγϭ�Ϟϛ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϒχϮΗ�ΔΘΑ���ΔϤψΘϨϣ�����

�����ΔϟϮϬδΑ�ϭ�ΔϋήδΑ�ϢϬϣΰϠΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ϝϮμΤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ΪϋΎδΗ�����

�����ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ�Ε΍έΎϬϤΑ�ΔϘϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΎϬΗΎϧΎϴΑ�ΓΪϋΎϗ�ΔΛ΍ΪΣ�ϰϠϋ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�φϓΎΤΗ�����

������ΓϮϬϟ΍�ήδΠϟ�ϡΎψϧ�ϞϤϋ�ϰϠϋ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϡϮϘΗ���ΓϮΠϔϟ΍���˯΍ΩϷ΍�ϭ�ϲϟΎΤϟ΍�˯΍ΩϷ΍�ϦϴΑ

ϝϮϣ΄Ϥϟ΍���

��

�����ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϊϴϤΠϟ�ΓήϓϮΘϣ�ϥϮϜΗ�ϥ΃�ˬ�ΎϬϨϣ�ΖϤϠόΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΎϬΑέΎΠΗ�Ϧϣ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϞόΠΗ�����



 ���

�����ΐϳέΪΘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΎϬϓήλ�ϢΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�έΩΎμϤϟ΍�ϭ�ΖϗϮϟ΍�Ξ΋ΎΘϧ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�βϴϘΗ�����

��� έΎϜΘΑϻ΍�ϭ�ω΍ΪΑϹ΍�ϰϠϋ�Ύϫ˯Ύπϋ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϊΠθΗ�����

������ίΎΠϧ΍�ΔϴϔϴϜϟ�ΎϬϴϔχϮϤϟ�Ε΍έΎϴΨϟ΍�ϭ�ιήϔϟ΍�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲτόΗϢϬϟΎϤϋ΃�����

������Ύϫ˯Ύπϋ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϮϋΪΗ���ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ��ΎϬΘϳ΅έ�ϊοϭ�ϲϓ�ΔϛέΎθϤϠϟ�����

������ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲτόΗ���ϢϜΤΗ��ϢϬϟΎϤϋ΃�άϴϔϨΘϟ�Δϣίϼϟ΍�έΩΎμϤϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�Γήτϴγ�����

�����ΔΑϮδΤϤϟ΍�ΓήσΎΨϤϟΎΑ�ϥϮϣϮϘϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϢϋΪΗ�����

�����Ϥϟ΍�Ϟϛ�ήΒϋ�ΔϘϓ΍ϮΘϣ�ϯ΅έ�ΓΪϋ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϨΒΗ�ϞϤόϟ΍�ΕΎϋϮϤΠϣ�ϭ�Δϳέ΍ΩϹ΍�ΕΎϳϮΘδ

ΔϔϠΘΨϤϟ΍� 

��

�����ΓήγϷ΍�ΕΎΟΎΣ�ϭ�ϞϤόϟ΍�ΕΎΟΎΣ�ϦϴΑ�ϥί΍ϮΗ�ϖϴϘΤΗ�ϰϠϋ�ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ΪϋΎδΗ�����

�����ϲϤϟΎϋ�έϮψϨϣ�Ϧϣ�ήϴϜϔΘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ΪϋΎδΗ�����

�����Ε΍έ΍ήϔϟ΍�ΫΎΨΗ΍�ΔϴϠϤϋ�ϲϓ�ϦϳΪϴϔΘδϤϟ΍�˯΍έ΁�έΎπΤΘγ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ�Ϟϛ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϊΠθΗ�����

�����ϦϴϠϣΎόϟ΍�ϕϼΧ΃�ϭ�ΉΩΎΒϣ�ϰϠϋ�ΓάΨΘϤϟ΍�Ε΍έ΍ήϘϟ΍�έΎΛ΁�έΎΒΘϋϻ΍�ϲϓ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�άΧ΄Η�����

������ΔϴΒϠΘϟ�ϯήΧϷ΍�ΕΎδγΆϤϟ΍�ϭ�ϲϠΤϤϟ΍�ϊϤΘΠϤϟ΍�ΕΎδγΆϣ�ϊϣ�ϞϤόϟΎΑ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϡϮϘΗ

ΔϟΩΎΒΘϤϟ΍�ΕΎΟΎΤϟ΍���

��

������ΕΎΑΎΟϹ΍�ϰϠϋ�ϝϮμΤϟΎΑ�ΎϬϴϔχϮϣ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϊΠθΗ���ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍��ΎθϤϟ΍�ϞΤϟ�Δϣίϼϟ΍�Ϟϛ

ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ΕΎϳϮΘδϣ�ΔϓΎϛ�Ϧϣ���

��

������ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϟϮΌδϤϟ΍�ϢϋΪϳ���ϡΎϋ�ϞϜθΑ���Δλήϓ�ϰϠϋ�ϝϮμΤϟΎΑ�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΕΎΒϠσ

ΐϳέΪΘϟ΍�ϭ�ϢϠόΘϠϟ���

��

������ϭ�ˬΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϦϴδϓΎϨϣ�ϝϮΣ�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ΙΪΣ΄Α�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϟϮΌδϤϟ΍�ϙήθϳ

�ϕϮδϟ΍�ΕΎϬΟϮΗ��ΔϋΎϨμϟ΍��ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ΕΎϬΟϮΗ�ϭ���

��

������ϢϋΪϳΔδγΆϤϟ΍�Δϳ΅έ�ϲϨΒΗ�ϲϓ�Ύϫ˯Ύπϋ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϟϮΌδϤϟ΍�����

�����ϢϬϧϮγ΃ήϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΐϳέΪΗ�ϭ�ΔΒϗ΍ήϤΑ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϟϮΌδϤϟ΍�ϡϮϘϳ�����

������ΝέΎΧϭ�ϞΧ΍Ω�ήϤΘδϣ�ϞϜθΑ�ϢϬϟ�ϢϠόΗ�ιήϓ�Ϧϋ�ΚΤΒϟΎΑ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϥϮϟϮΌδϤϟ΍�ϡϮϘϳ

�ϞϤόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ΓήΒΧ�ΏΎδΘϛ΍ϭ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍���

��

�����ϓ�ϥϮϟϮΌδϤϟ΍�Ϊϛ΄ΘϳΎϬϤϴϗ�ϊϣ�ϢΠδϨΗ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϝΎόϓ΃�ϥ΄Α�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲ�����

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ϞϤόϟ΍�ίΎΠϧ΍�Δϋήγ�����

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΩήϔϠϟ�ΔϴΟΎΘϧϹ΍�ϝΪόϣ������

������ΔΑΎΠΘγϻ΍�Ϧϣί���Ωήϟ΍��ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�Ϟπϓ΃�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϱϭΎϜθϟ�����

�����ΔϟΎόϔϟ΍�ΔϛέΎθϤϟ΍�έ΍ΪϘϣϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ϞΒϗ�Ϧϣ������

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�Ϟϗ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΔτθϧϷ΍�ΔϔϠϜΗ�����

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ϦϳΪϴϔΘδϤϟ΍�Ύοέ�����

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ΎϫάϴϔϨΗ�ϢΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΔϴϨϴδΤΘϟ΍�ΕΎΣ΍ήΘϗϻ΍�ΩΪϋ�����

������ήΒϛ΃�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΔϣΪϘϤϟ΍�ΕΎϣΪΨϟ΍�ϢΠΣϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�����



 ���

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ϲϠϜϟ΍�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΩΪόϟ�ΔΒδϨϟΎΑ�ϦϴΑέΪϤϟ΍�ϦϴϔχϮϤϟ΍�ΩΪϋ�����

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ϭ�ΔΜϳΪΤϟ΍�ΕΎϴϨϘΘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ϪϗΎϔϧ·�ϢΗ�Ύϣ�ΔΒδϧ������

�����ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ΓΪϳΪΟ�Ε΍έΎϬϣ�ϥϮϤϠόΘϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�Ω΍ήϓϷ΍�ΩΪϋ�����

�����ϟ΍�Ύοήϟ΍ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ϡΎόϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ήΒϛ΃�ϦϴϠϣΎόϟ΍�ϯΪϟ�ϲϔϴχϮ�����

� �� ���

��

��

 
��

��

��

��

��

���

��



 ���

Organizational Learning Style Inventory 

���������������������������������ϊΑ΍ήϟ΍�˯ΰΠϟ΍��

�ϥΎϴΒΘγϻ΍�Ϧϣ�˯ΰΠϟ΍�΍άϫϰϠϋ�ϱϮΘΤϳ�ϦϤπΘΗ�ΎϬϨϣ�ΓΪΣ΍ϭ�Ϟϛ�ΔϠϤΘϜϣ�ήϴϏ�ϞϤΟ�ϊΒγ��ΔϠϤΘΤϣ�ΔϴϠϴϤϜΗ�ϞϤΟ�����

���ϤΘϜϣ�ήϴϏ�ΔϠϤΟ�ϞϜϟ�ϚϳΪϟ�ΪΟϮϳ�ΔϠ�����ϯΪѧϣ�ϰѧϠϋ�΍ΩΎϤΘϋ΍�ΔϠϤΘΤϤϟ΍�ΔϴϠϴϤϜΘϟ΍�βϤΨϟ΍�ϞϤΠϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΎϬόϳίϮΘϟ�ˬΔτϘϧ�

������ϰѧϠϋ�ϚѧϟΫ�ϖϴΒτΗ�ϯϮΘδϤΑ�ϙΩΎϘΘϋ΍��ϚΘδѧγΆϣ��������������������ΔѧϴϠϴϤϜΘϟ΍�βѧϤΨϟ΍�ϞѧϤΠϟ΍�ϰѧϠϋ�ήθѧϋ�ϰѧϨΛϻ΍�ρΎѧϘϨϟ΍�ϊѧϳίϮΗ�ϚѧϴϠϋ

������������ϼόϓ�ΙΪΤϳ�Ύϣ�ΐδΣ�Ϣ΋ϼϤϟ΍�ϒλϮϟ΍�ϞΜϤΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΔϠϤΠϠϟ�ρΎϘϨϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ΩΪϋ�ήΒϛ΃�Ύϴτόϣ�ˬΔϠϤΘΤϤϟ΍���ϊѧϣ��ˬϚΘδѧγΆϣ�ϲϓ�

ϢϜΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�ΙΪΤΗ�ϻ�ϭ΃�ϞΜϤΗ�ϻ�ϲΘϟ΍�ϞϤΠϠϟ�ΔτϘϧ�ϱ΃�˯Ύτϋ·�ϡΪϋ�ϭ΃�ρΎϘϨϟ΍�Ϧϣ�Ϟϗ΃�ΩΪϋ�κϴμΨΗ�����������������������

��

I ϲϓ�ϥϭΪϴΟ�ΎϘΣ�ϢΘϧ΃�ϢϜΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ����

��
��

-1 ΔϴγΎϴϘϟ΍�ϞϴϐθΘϟ΍�Ε΍˯΍ήΟϹ�ΎϘΒσ�ϞϤόϟ΍�ϝϮϛϮΗϭήΒϟ΍�ϭ�ϡΎψϨϟ΍�ΐδΣ����

��
�����������

-2 ΎϴΒϟ΍�ϦϳΰΨΗϭ�ϊϤΟΔϓήόϤϟ΍ϭ�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ϭ�ΕΎϧ���  
��

�����������

-3 �˯΍Ω΃�αΎϴϗϭ�ϯήΧ΃�ΕΎδγΆϣ�Ϧϣ�ΕΎγέΎϤϤϟ΍�ϞπϓϷ�αΎΒΘϗϻ΍ϭ�αΎϴϘϟ΍

Ϛϟάϟ�ΎϘΒσ�ϚΘδγΆϣ���

��

�����������

-4 έϮϣϷ΍�ήϴϴδΘϟ�ΓΪϳΪΟ�ϞΒγ�ΩΎΠϳ·ϭ�έΎϜΘΑϻ΍ϭ�ω΍ΪΑϹ΍ϭ�ΪϳΪΠΘϟ΍����

��
�����������

-5 �����ΎϨτϴΤϣ�ϲϓ�ϭ�ΎϨϟϮΣ�ϱήΠϳ�ΎϤϟ�ϖϴϗΪϟ΍�ϩΎΒΘϧϻ΍�� 
��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ   
��

12 

II Ϣϫ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�΍έΪϗϭ�Ύϣ΍ήΘΣ΍�ήΜϛϷ΍�ιΎΨηϷ΍����

��
��

-1 ΏϮΘϜϤϟ΍�ϞϤόϟ΍�ϡΎψϨϟ�ΎϘΒσ�ϝΎϤϋϷΎΑ�ϥϮϣϮϘϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�����

��
�����������

-2 ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϞϤϋ�ϝΎΠϣ�Ϧϋ�ήϴΜϜϟ΍�ϥϮϓήόϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�� 
��

�����������

-3 ϯήΧ΃�ΕΎδγΆϣ�Ϧϣ�ΓΪϳΪΟ�έΎϜϓ΃�΍ϮΒϠΟ�Ϧϳάϟ΍����

��
�����������

-4 ϞϤόϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΓΪϳΪΟ�ΕΎγέΎϤϣϭ�΍έΎϜϓ΃�ϥϭέϮτϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�  
��

�����������

-5 ϞϤόϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΎϬϣΪΨΘδϧ�ϲΘϟ΍�ϕήτϟ΍�ΔθϗΎϨϣϭ�ϝ΅ΎδΘϟ΍�ϲϤ΋΍Ω�Ϣϫ�Ϧϳάϟ΍����

��
�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��
��

12 

III 
 
 

ϚϠΘϤϧ�ΎϨϧ΃�ΎϨδϔϧ΃�Ϧϋ�ϝϮϘϧ�ϥ΃�ϦϜϤϳ�΢ΟέϷ΍�ϰϠϋ� 
��

��

-1 ϝϭϷ΍�ί΍ήτϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ϞϴϐθΗ�ϡΎψϧ����

��

�����������

-2 �ϲΘϟ΍�ϯήΧϷ΍�ΕΎδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΎϬϟ�ϞϴΜϣ�ϻ�ΔϴσΎϴΘΣ΍�ΕΎϣϮϠόϣϭ�ΕΎϧΎϴΑ�Ϊϋ΍Ϯϗ

ΎϨϠϤϋ�ϝΎΠϣ�βϔϧ�ϲϓ���

�����������

-3 ϯήΧϷ΍�ΕΎδγΆϤϟ΍�ϊϣ�ΓίΎΘϤϣ�ΕΎϜϴΒθΗϭ�ΕΎϗϼϋ��  
��

�����������



 ���

-4 ω΍ΪΑϹ΍ϭ�ΏέΎΠΘϟ΍�ΐΤΗ�Δϴϋ΍ΪΑ·�ΔδγΆϣ�ΎϨϧ΄Α�ΓΪ΋΍έ�ΔόϤγ��� 
��

�����������

-5 ΍ήΘγ·�Γήψϧ�Ε΍Ϋ�Δόγ΍ϭ�Δϳ΅έΓΪϴόΑ�ΔϴΠϴΗ��  
��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��

��

12 

IV ΎϨΘδγΆϣ�Ϧϋ�ϪϟϮϗ�ϲϓ�ΐϏήϧ�ϻ�Ύϣ��  
��

��

-1 �έ΍ήϤΘγΎΑ�ΔϋϮτϘϤϟ΍�βϔϧ�ϲϨϐϳ�ΪΣ΍�ϻ�ϪΟϮΘϟ΍�ϭ΃�ΔϴόΟήϤϟ΍�βϔϧ�ΪϤΘόϧ�ϻ����

��

�����������

-2 ϪϨϣ�ΓΪ΋Ύϓ�ϻ�ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ΦϳέΎΘϟ΍�ΔϘΑΎδϟ΍�ΏέΎΠΘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΪϤΘόϧ�ϻ��  
��

�����������

-3 ϧ�Ύϣ�ΪΟϮϳ�ϻϱ΃ήϟ΍�ΎϨϧϮϔϟΎΨϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�ιΎΨηϷ΍�Ϧϣ�ϪϤϠόΘ����

��

�����������

-4 �ΎϬΤϠμΗ�ϼϓ�ήδϜϨΗ�Ϣϟ�΍Ϋ·��Ϟτόϳ�ϰΘΣ�ϪΤϠμΗ�ϻϭ�ϝΎϐη�Ϯϫ�Ύϣ�ϙήΗ΍����

��

�����������

-5 �Γήϣ�Ϟϛ�ϲϓ�ΡϼλϺϟ�Δόϳήδϟ΍�ΔϘϳήτϟ΍�ϰϟ·�ΐϫάϧ����

��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��

��

12 

V Δϣί΃�ΙϭΪΣ�ΪϨϋ���

��

��

-1 ϞϤόϟΎΑ�ήϤΘδϧϭ�Ϧϴ΋ΩΎϫ�ϰϘΒϧΔΤϴΤμϟ΍�Ε΍˯΍ήΟϹ΍�ΐδΣ���  
��

�����������

-2 ΎϬϨϣ�ϢϠόΘϟ΍�ϦϜϤϳ�ΔϘΑΎγ�ΏέΎΠΗϭ�ΕΎϧΎϴΑ�Ϧϋ�ΚΤΒϧ���

��

�����������

-3 ΓέΎθΘγϻ΍ϭ�ΔΤϴμϨϟ΍�ϢϬϟ΄δϧϭ�ΎϨϳΪϟ�ϦϳΪϤΘόϣ�ιΎΨη΃�Ϧϋ�ΚΤΒϧ����

��

�����������

-4 ΎϬΒΣϭ�ΎϬϴϓ�ΝΎϣΪϧϻ΍�ΔΟέΪϟ�ΔϣίϷΎΑ�ϖϠόΘϧϭ�ΎΒϧΎΟ�ήΧ΁�˯ϲη�Ϟϛ�ωΪϧ��  
��

�����������

-5 ΍�άΨΘϧϖϴϗΩ�ϲϋϭϭ�ΔϠϣΎη�Δγ΍έΩ�ΪόΑ�Ε΍έ΍ήϘϟ΍ϭ�Ε΍˯΍ήΟϹ�� 
��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��

��

12 

VI ϲϫ�ΎϧΪϨϋ�ϒόο�ΔτϘϧ�ήΒϛ΃��  
��

��

-1 ΕΎϴτόϤϠϟ�ΎϨΘΑΎΠΘγ΍�ΪϨϋ�ΓΩΪΤϣϭ�ΔΘΑΎΛ�ϕήτΑ�ϦϴϣΰΘϠϣ�ΎϤ΋΍Ω�ϦΤϧ���

��

�����������

-2 �ϲϓ�ΖΤΠϧϭ�ΪϴΟ�ϞϜθΑ�ΖϠϤϋϭ�ΎϬΒϳήΠΗ�ϢΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�˯ΎϴηϷ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΪϤΘόϧ

ϲοΎϤϟ΍� 
��

�����������

-3 ϦϳήΧϵ΍�αΎϨϟ΍�ΕΎΣ΍ήΘϗ΍ϭ�έΎϜϓ΃�ϰϠϋ�ήϴΒϛ�ΪΣ�ϰϟ·�ΩΎϤΘϋϻ΍��ΝέΎΧ

ΎϨΘδγΆϣ�����

��

�����������

-4 �ϝϮϠΤϟ΍�ω΍ήΘΧ΍�ΓΩΎϋ·�ˬΔΤΟΎϧ�ΖϧΎϛ�Ϯϟ�ϰΘΣ�ΔϘΑΎδϟ΍�ϝϮϠΤϟ΍�ϞϫΎΠΗϭ� 
��

�����������

-5 �ΔΤο΍Ϯϟ΍�ΎϳΎπϘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΰϴϛήΘϟ΍�ΪϘϔϧ�ˬϯΪϤϟ΍�Γήϴμϗ����

��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��
��

12 
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VII �˰ϟ�ϲϫ�ΎϨΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�ήϴϴϐΘϠϟ�ΔΤϠϤϟ΍�ΔϳϮϟϭϷ΍�   

��

��

-1 ΔϴϟϭΆδϤϟ΍ϭ�ήϳΪϘΘϟ΍��Ϧϣ�ΪϳΰϤϟ΍�ϢϬΤϨϣϭ�ϊϴϤΠϟ΍�Ϧϋ�Ϊθϟ΍�ϒϴϔΨΗ����

��

�����������

-2 ΔϴϠΒϘΘδϣ�Δϳ΅έ�ϭ�ϪΟϮΗ�ήϳϮτΗ�����

��

�����������

-3 ϢϫέΎϜϓ΃�΍ϭέϮτϴϟ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϞΧ΍Ω�αΎϨϟ΍�ϊϴΠθΗ��  
��

�����������

-4 �ΕΎϴϟ΁ϭ�ϞϴϐθΘϟ΍�Ε΍˯΍ήΟ·�ΰϳΰόΗ�νήϐϟ�ΔμμΨϤϟ΍�ΓΩΪΤϤϟ΍�ϞϤόϟ΍

ςϘϓ�ΏέΎΠΘϟ΍  ��
�����������

5 ΪϣϷ΍�ΔϠϳϮσ�ϭ�Γήϴμϗ�ϑ΍ΪϫϷ΍�ϦϴΑ�ϥί΍ϮΗ�ϖϠΧ�ϰϠϋ�ΰϴϛήΘϟ΍ 
���

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��
��

12 

                                                                                ��
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Annex (14): Questionnaire (English) 
  
 
Questionnaire  

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

Managers' Perspectives.��

 

Serial No:���. 

Code No:���.  

 
 
Dear participant: 

You are invited 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. 

Your 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 is your decision whether or not to participate in this research study. 

 

Statement of consent 

I have read / know the above information.  I have asked question and received 

answers.  I understand that by answering the interviewer questions,  I give consent for 

participation in this study. 

Thank you for your cooperation.  

 

Researcher 

Arwa Shalabi  

Mobile: 0599739010 
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Part (1): Personal Information  
 
Please answer all questions by circling or filling in the blank with the appropriate 

response.   

 Characteristic Data 
1. Gender  a- Male  b- Female  
2. Age  --------------------  
3. Residency place a- 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. Type of 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) ---------------- 
10. Name of department/ organization   --------------------------------         

Type of specialization a- Medicine  b- Pharmacy  
 c- Nursing  d- Administration  

11. 

 e- Paramedical(Lab, Radiology, Physiotherapy) 
  f- Others (please specify) ------------------------ 
 
12.  Years of experience a- Total  --------------   
  b- In this organization  -------------   
  c- In your present position  ------------   
13. Does your department have a strategic plan? 
 a- Yes b- No c- I don't know 
14. Does your department have a human resource written strategy? 
 a- Yes, seen b- No c- I don't know 
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15.      Does your department have a well-known educational strategic plan? 
 a- Yes b- No c- I don't know  
16. Is it in use? 
 a- Yes  b- No 
   
17. If yes, to which extent?  
 a- High extent b- Some extent  c- Not at all  
18. What type of educational programs do you have? 
 a- Continuous Education  b- In-service Education 
 c- On-Job training d- Others ------------------------------ 
19.. Does your department have a training plan? 
 a- Yes b- No c- I don't know 
20. Does your department do follow up for training programs after implementing?  
 a- Yes, regularly b- Sometimes   c- Not at all  
21. If yes, how frequent does your department do follow up? 
 a- Monthly b- Quarterly c- Semi-annual d- Yearly 
22. Does your organization have a clear organizational structure? 
 a- Yes b- No c- I don't know 
 
23. Have you been enrolled in training programs in the last three years? 
 a- Yes  b- No 
 

24.  Have you done any training to others? 

 a- Yes b- No   

25. If yes, what type of training was it? 

 a- Administrative b- Technical  c- Information System 

 d- Others (please specify)-------------------------------------------- 

26. 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  

27. How you describe your organization/ department participation (in reference to the 

training provided to your employees) in  

27.1 Designing the training programs ?  

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

27.2 Implementing the training programs ? 

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

27.3 Evaluating the training programs ? 

 a- High extent   b- Some extent c- Not at all 
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Part (2): The Five Disciplines of Senge  

Please answer all the following questions, there is no right or wrong answer, put the 

point you see it 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 personal growth 

 

2 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 opportunities in their jobs.  

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

current reality and the desired future 

 

6 Staff strive to 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 personal goals to align with the whole organization 

vision or goals. 

 

16 Staff feel comfortable in 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 free to ask questions of others regardless of gender, age, and 

professional status at the organization. 

 

21 In our organization, group or team activities are used in professional 

development activities. 

 

22 Staff are treated 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 

activities is 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. 

 

 



 ���

Part (3): Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire  

No. Learning Organization: Individual Level (1 � 10) 

1. In my organization, people openly discuss mistakes in order to learn from 

them. 

 

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

3. In my organization, people help each other learn.   

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

new skills  

 

5. In my 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 problems in 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 also ask what 

others think. 

 

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

No. Learning 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. Learning Organization: Organizational Level (1 � 10) 

20. My organization uses two � way communication on a regular 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 calculated 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 a global 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 employee is 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 activities is less than last year.  

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

50. In my organization, the number of suggestions implemented 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 

workforce is 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 individual learning new skills is greater 

than last year.  

 

55. In my organization, the employee job satisfaction is greater than last year.    
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Part (4): Organizational Learning Style Inventory  

�ϥΎϴΒΘγϻ΍�Ϧϣ�˯ΰΠϟ΍�΍άϫϰϠϋ�ϱϮΘΤϳ�ϦϤπΘΗ�ΎϬϨϣ�ΓΪΣ΍ϭ�Ϟϛ�ΔϠϤΘϜϣ�ήϴϏ�ϞϤΟ�ϊΒγ��ΔϠϤΘΤϣ�ΔϴϠϴϤϜΗ�ϞϤΟ�����

����ϚϳΪϟ�ΪΟϮϳ�ΔϠϤΘϜϣ�ήϴϏ�ΔϠϤΟ�ϞϜϟ�����ϯΪѧϣ�ϰѧϠϋ�΍ΩΎϤΘϋ΍�ΔϠϤΘΤϤϟ΍�ΔϴϠϴϤϜΘϟ΍�βϤΨϟ΍�ϞϤΠϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΎϬόϳίϮΘϟ�ˬΔτϘϧ�

������ϰѧϠϋ�ϚѧϟΫ�ϖϴΒτΗ�ϯϮΘδϤΑ�ϙΩΎϘΘϋ΍��ϚΘδѧγΆϣ�����������ϰѧϨΛϻ΍�ρΎѧϘϨϟ΍�ϊѧϳίϮΗ�ϚѧϴϠϋ����������ΔѧϴϠϴϤϜΘϟ΍�βѧϤΨϟ΍�ϞѧϤΠϟ΍�ϰѧϠϋ�ήθѧϋ

���������������ϊѧϣ��ˬϚΘδѧγΆϣ�ϲϓ�ϼόϓ�ΙΪΤϳ�Ύϣ�ΐδΣ�Ϣ΋ϼϤϟ΍�ϒλϮϟ΍�ϞΜϤΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�ΔϠϤΠϠϟ�ρΎϘϨϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ΩΪϋ�ήΒϛ΃�Ύϴτόϣ�ˬΔϠϤΘΤϤϟ΍

ϢϜΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�ΙΪΤΗ�ϻ�ϭ΃�ϞΜϤΗ�ϻ�ϲΘϟ΍�ϞϤΠϠϟ�ΔτϘϧ�ϱ΃�˯Ύτϋ·�ϡΪϋ�ϭ΃�ρΎϘϨϟ΍�Ϧϣ�Ϟϗ΃�ΩΪϋ�κϴμΨΗ����

��

��

I ϲϓ�ϥϭΪϴΟ�ΎϘΣ�ϢΘϧ΃�ϢϜΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ����

��
��

1 ΔϴγΎϴϘϟ΍�ϞϴϐθΘϟ΍�Ε΍˯΍ήΟϹ�ΎϘΒσ�ϞϤόϟ΍�ϝϮϛϮΗϭήΒϟ΍�ϭ�ϡΎψϨϟ΍�ΐδΣ����

��
�����������

2 ΔϓήόϤϟ΍ϭ�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ϭ�ΕΎϧΎϴΒϟ΍�ϦϳΰΨΗϭ�ϊϤΟ���  
��

�����������

3 �˯΍Ω΃�αΎϴϗϭ�ϯήΧ΃�ΕΎδγΆϣ�Ϧϣ�ΕΎγέΎϤϤϟ΍�ϞπϓϷ�αΎΒΘϗϻ΍ϭ�αΎϴϘϟ΍

Ϛϟάϟ�ΎϘΒσ�ϚΘδγΆϣ���

��

�����������

4 ΎΠϳ·ϭ�έΎϜΘΑϻ΍ϭ�ω΍ΪΑϹ΍ϭ�ΪϳΪΠΘϟ΍έϮϣϷ΍�ήϴϴδΘϟ�ΓΪϳΪΟ�ϞΒγ�Ω����

��
�����������

5 ΎϨτϴΤϣ�ϲϓ�ϭ�ΎϨϟϮΣ�ϱήΠϳ�ΎϤϟ�ϖϴϗΪϟ΍�ϩΎΒΘϧϻ΍������� 
��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ   
��

12 

II Ϣϫ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�΍έΪϗϭ�Ύϣ΍ήΘΣ΍�ήΜϛϷ΍�ιΎΨηϷ΍����

��
��

1 ΏϮΘϜϤϟ΍�ϞϤόϟ΍�ϡΎψϨϟ�ΎϘΒσ�ϝΎϤϋϷΎΑ�ϥϮϣϮϘϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�����

��
�����������

2 ΜϜϟ΍�ϥϮϓήόϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϞϤϋ�ϝΎΠϣ�Ϧϋ�ήϴ�� 
��

�����������

3 ϯήΧ΃�ΕΎδγΆϣ�Ϧϣ�ΓΪϳΪΟ�έΎϜϓ΃�΍ϮΒϠΟ�Ϧϳάϟ΍����

��
�����������

4 ϞϤόϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΓΪϳΪΟ�ΕΎγέΎϤϣϭ�΍έΎϜϓ΃�ϥϭέϮτϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�  
��

�����������

5 ϞϤόϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΎϬϣΪΨΘδϧ�ϲΘϟ΍�ϕήτϟ΍�ΔθϗΎϨϣϭ�ϝ΅ΎδΘϟ΍�ϲϤ΋΍Ω�Ϣϫ�Ϧϳάϟ΍����

��
�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��
��

12 

III ΟέϷ΍�ϰϠϋϚϠΘϤϧ�ΎϨϧ΃�ΎϨδϔϧ΃�Ϧϋ�ϝϮϘϧ�ϥ΃�ϦϜϤϳ�΢���

��
��

1 ϝϭϷ΍�ί΍ήτϟ΍�Ϧϣ�ϞϴϐθΗ�ϡΎψϧ����

��

�����������

2 �ϲϓ�ϯήΧϷ΍�ΕΎδγΆϤϟ΍�ϲϓ�ΎϬϟ�ϞϴΜϣ�ϻ�ΔϴσΎϴΘΣ΍�ΕΎϣϮϠόϣϭ�ΕΎϧΎϴΑ�Ϊϋ΍Ϯϗ

ΎϨϠϤϋ�ϝΎΠϣ�βϔϧ���

�����������

3 ϯήΧϷ΍�ΕΎδγΆϤϟ΍�ϊϣ�ΓίΎΘϤϣ�ΕΎϜϴΒθΗϭ�ΕΎϗϼϋ��  
��

�����������
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4 δγΆϣ�ΎϨϧ΄Α�ΓΪ΋΍έ�ΔόϤγω΍ΪΑϹ΍ϭ�ΏέΎΠΘϟ΍�ΐΤΗ�Δϴϋ΍ΪΑ·�Δ��� 
��

�����������

5 ΓΪϴόΑ�ΔϴΠϴΗ΍ήΘγ·�Γήψϧ�Ε΍Ϋ�Δόγ΍ϭ�Δϳ΅έ��  
��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��

��

12 

IV ΎϨΘδγΆϣ�Ϧϋ�ϪϟϮϗ�ϲϓ�ΐϏήϧ�ϻ�Ύϣ��  
��

��

1 �έ΍ήϤΘγΎΑ�ΔϋϮτϘϤϟ΍�βϔϧ�ϲϨϐϳ�ΪΣ΍�ϻ�ϪΟϮΘϟ΍�ϭ΃�ΔϴόΟήϤϟ΍�βϔϧ�ΪϤΘόϧ�ϻ����

��

�����������

2 ϻ�ϖΑΎδϟ΍�ΦϳέΎΘϟ΍ϪϨϣ�ΓΪ΋Ύϓ��ΔϘΑΎδϟ΍�ΏέΎΠΘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΪϤΘόϧ�ϻ��  
��

�����������

3 ϱ΃ήϟ΍�ΎϨϧϮϔϟΎΨϳ�Ϧϳάϟ΍�ιΎΨηϷ΍�Ϧϣ�ϪϤϠόΘϧ�Ύϣ�ΪΟϮϳ�ϻ����

��

�����������

4 �ΎϬΤϠμΗ�ϼϓ�ήδϜϨΗ�Ϣϟ�΍Ϋ·��Ϟτόϳ�ϰΘΣ�ϪΤϠμΗ�ϻϭ�ϝΎϐη�Ϯϫ�Ύϣ�ϙήΗ΍����

��

�����������

5 �Γήϣ�Ϟϛ�ϲϓ�ΡϼλϺϟ�Δόϳήδϟ΍�ΔϘϳήτϟ΍�ϰϟ·�ΐϫάϧ����

��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��

��

12 

V Δϣί΃�ΙϭΪΣ�ΪϨϋ���

��

��

1 ΔΤϴΤμϟ΍�Ε΍˯΍ήΟϹ΍�ΐδΣ�ϞϤόϟΎΑ�ήϤΘδϧϭ�Ϧϴ΋ΩΎϫ�ϰϘΒϧ��  
��

�����������

2 ΎϬϨϣ�ϢϠόΘϟ΍�ϦϜϤϳ�ΔϘΑΎγ�ΏέΎΠΗϭ�ΕΎϧΎϴΑ�Ϧϋ�ΚΤΒϧ���

��

�����������

3 ΓέΎθΘγϻ΍ϭ�ΔΤϴμϨϟ΍�ϢϬϟ΄δϧϭ�ΎϨϳΪϟ�ϦϳΪϤΘόϣ�ιΎΨη΃�Ϧϋ�ΚΤΒϧ����

��

�����������

4 ϭ�ΎΒϧΎΟ�ήΧ΃�˯ϲη�Ϟϛ�ωΪϧΎϬΒΣϭ�ΎϬϴϓ�ΝΎϣΪϧϻ΍�ΔΟέΪϟ�ΔϣίϷΎΑ�ϖϠόΘϧ��  
��

�����������

5 ϖϴϗΩ�ϲϋϭϭ�ΔϠϣΎη�Δγ΍έΩ�ΪόΑ�Ε΍έ΍ήϘϟ΍ϭ�Ε΍˯΍ήΟϹ΍�άΨΘϧ�� 
��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��

��

12 

VI ϲϫ�ΎϧΪϨϋ�ϒόο�ΔτϘϧ�ήΒϛ΃��  
��

��

1 ΕΎϴτόϤϠϟ�ΎϨΘΑΎΠΘγ΍�ΪϨϋ�ΓΩΪΤϣϭ�ΔΘΑΎΛ�ϕήτΑ�ϦϴϣΰΘϠϣ�ΎϤ΋΍Ω�ϦΤϧ���

��

�����������

2 �ϰϠϋ�ΪϤΘόϧ�ϲϓ�ΖΤΠϧϭ�ΪϴΟ�ϞϜθΑ�ΖϠϤϋϭ�ΎϬΒϳήΠΗ�ϢΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�˯ΎϴηϷ΍

ϲοΎϤϟ΍� 
��

�����������

3 ϦϳήΧϵ΍�αΎϨϟ΍�ΕΎΣ΍ήΘϗ΍ϭ�έΎϜϓ΃�ϰϠϋ�ήϴΒϛ�ΪΣ�ϰϟ·�ΩΎϤΘϋϻ΍��ΝέΎΧ

ΎϨΘδγΆϣ�����

��

�����������

4 �ϝϮϠΤϟ΍�ω΍ήΘΧ΍�ΓΩΎϋ·�ˬΔΤΟΎϧ�ΖϧΎϛ�Ϯϟ�ϰΘΣ�ΔϘΑΎδϟ΍�ϝϮϠΤϟ΍�ϞϫΎΠΗϭ� 
��

�����������

5 ϟ΍�ΎϳΎπϘϟ΍�ϰϠϋ�ΰϴϛήΘϟ΍�ΪϘϔϧ�ΔΤο΍Ϯ�ˬϯΪϤϟ΍�Γήϴμϗ����

��

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��
��

12 



 ���

��

VII �˰ϟ�ϲϫ�ΎϨΘδγΆϣ�ϲϓ�ήϴϴϐΘϠϟ�ΔΤϠϤϟ΍�ΔϳϮϟϭϷ΍�   
��

��

1 ΔϴϟϭΆδϤϟ΍ϭ�ήϳΪϘΘϟ΍��Ϧϣ�ΪϳΰϤϟ΍�ϢϬΤϨϣϭ�ϊϴϤΠϟ΍�Ϧϋ�Ϊθϟ΍�ϒϴϔΨΗ����

��

�����������

2 ΔϴϠΒϘΘδϣ�Δϳ΅έ�ϭ�ϪΟϮΗ�ήϳϮτΗ�����

��

�����������

3 �΍ϭέϮτϴϟ�ΔδγΆϤϟ΍�ϞΧ΍Ω�αΎϨϟ΍�ϊϴΠθΗϢϫέΎϜϓ΃��  
��

�����������

4 �νήϐϟ�ΔμμΨϤϟ΍�ΓΩΪΤϤϟ΍�ϞϤόϟ΍�ΕΎϴϟ΍ϭ�ϞϴϐθΘϟ΍�Ε΍˯΍ήΟ·�ΰϳΰόΗ

ςϘϓ�ΏέΎΠΘϟ΍  ��
�����������

5 ΪϣϷ΍�ΔϠϳϮσ�ϭ�Γήϴμϗ�ϑ΍ΪϫϷ΍�ϦϴΑ�ϥί΍ϮΗ�ϖϠΧ�ϰϠϋ�ΰϴϛήΘϟ΍ 
���

�����������

��ρΎϘϨϟ΍�ωϮϤΠϣ��
��

12 
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Annex (15): Names of Experts  
 
 
 
 
1. Dr. Majed El-F.arra Islamic University � Gaza 

2. Dr. Mohammad El-Kashif MOH � Gaza  

3. Dr. Mohammed El-Madhoun Islamic University � Gaza  

4. Dr. Yehia Abed  Al-Quds University  

5. Dr. Younis Awadallah  MOH � Gaza  

6. Mr. Ibrahim Mansour  MOH � Gaza 

7. Mr. Mahmoud El-Da'amah MOH � Gaza 

8. Mr. Sadi Abu Awwad Al-Quds University  
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Annex (16): Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by last academic 
certificate 
 
LO concepts Last academic certificate�� N Mean SD F� Sig.��

1. Five disciplines  
Under graduate and below 57 5.2 1.6 
Bachelor 392 5.3 1.9 Personal Mastery  
Post graduate 213 5.4 2.0 

0.384 0.706 

Under graduate and below 57 5.1 1.8 
Bachelor 392 5.6 1.8 Mental Models 
Post graduate 213 5.5 1.9 

����� 0.167 

Under graduate and below 57 5.4 2.4 
Bachelor 392 5.5 2.0 Shared Vision 
Post graduate 213 5.4 2.3 

0.422 0.656 

Under graduate and below 57 5.7 1.9 
Bachelor 392 6.0 1.9 Team Learning 
Post graduate 213 6.1 2.2 

0.596 0.556 

Under graduate and below 57 5.8 2.0 
Bachelor 392 6.2 1.9 Systems Thinking 
Post graduate 213 6.1 2.1 

����� 0.277 

Under graduate and below 57 5.4 1.6 
Bachelor 392 5.7 1.6 
Post graduate 213 5.7 1.9 

Total 

Total 662 5.7 1.7 

0.683 0.505 

2. LO Dimensions  
Under graduate and below 57 5.2 1.6 
Bachelor 392 5.4 1.6 

Learning at 
individuals level 

Post graduate 213 5.2 1.8 
1.436 0.239 

Under graduate and below 57 4.8 1.9 
Bachelor 392 5.2 2.0 

Learning at team / 
group level 

Post graduate 213 5.1 2.1 
0.891 0.411 

Under graduate and below 57 4.8 1.7 
Bachelor 392 5.0 2.0 

Learning at 
organizational level 

Post graduate 213 5.2 2.1 
0.792 0.453 

Under graduate and below 57 4.7 2.1 
Bachelor 392 5.4 2.2 

Performance of the 
organization 

Post graduate 213 5.2 2.5 
2.259 0.105 

Under graduate and below 57 4.9 1.6 
Bachelor 392 5.2 1.7 
Post graduate 213 5.2 2.0 

Total 

Total 662 5.2 1.8 

����� ����� 
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Annex (17): Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by type of 
specialization  
 
 

LO concepts 
Type of 

specialization ��
N Mean SD F� Sig.��

1. Five disciplines  
Medicine 140 5.4 2.1 
Pharmacy 69 4.8 1.7 
Nursing 244 5.3 1.8 
Administration 102 5.3 2.0 
Paramedical 89 5.5 1.8 

Personal Mastery  

other 16 5.1 1.9 

������� �������

Medicine 140 5.5 2.0 
Pharmacy 69 5.4 2.1 
Nursing 244 5.4 1.8 
Administration 102 5.7 1.7 
Paramedical 89 5.9 1.7 

Mental Models 

other 16 5.4 2.2 

������� �������

Medicine 140 5.2 2.4 
Pharmacy 69 5.3 2.3 
Nursing 244 5.2 2.1 
Administration 102 6.1 1.9 
Paramedical 89 5.7 1.9 

Shared Vision 

other 16 5.5 2.4 

������� �������

Medicine 140 6.1 2.3 
Pharmacy 69 6.1 2.2 
Nursing 244 5.8 1.9 
Administration 102 6.1 1.9 
Paramedical 89 6.2 1.6 

Team Learning 

other 16 6.4 1.6 

������� �������

Medicine 140 6.1 2.2 
Pharmacy 69 6.2 2.0 
Nursing 244 5.9 1.9 
Administration 102 6.5 1.8 
Paramedical 89 6.2 1.9 

Systems Thinking 

other 16 7.0 1.9 

������� �������

Medicine 140 5.7 2.0 
Pharmacy 69 5.6 1.7 
Nursing 244 5.5 1.7 
Administration 102 5.9 1.6 
Paramedical 89 5.9 1.5 
other 16 5.8 1.6 

Total 

Total� 660 5.7 1.7 

������� �������
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Annex (18): Differences in perceptions about LO concepts by type of provided 
education   
 
 

LO concepts Items�� N�� Mean SD F� Sig.��

1. Five disciplines  
Continuous edu. 146 5.5 1.9 
In services edu. 216 5.4 1.8 
On job training 251 5.2 2.0 

Personal Mastery  

other� 49 4.7 1.8 

2.623 0.050 

Continuous edu. 146 5.7 1.7 
In services edu. 216 5.6 1.9 
On job training 251 5.5 1.9 

Mental Models 

other� 49 5.2 1.9 

0.960 0.411 

Continuous edu. 146 5.5 2.0 
In services edu. 216 5.5 2.2 
On job training 251 5.6 2.2 

Shared Vision 

Other� 49 4.9 2.2 

1.416 0.237 

Continuous edu. 146 5.9 2.0 
In services edu. 216 6.1 1.9 
On job training 251 6.0 2.0 

Team Learning 

other� 49 5.8 2.1 

0.333 0.802 

Continuous edu. 146 6.0 2.1 
In services edu. 216 6.3 1.9 
On job training 251 6.2 1.9 

Systems Thinking 

other� 49 5.9 2.2 

1.050 0.370 

Continuous edu. 146 5.7 1.7 
In services edu. 216 5.7 1.7 
On job training 251 5.7 1.7 
Other� 49 5.3 1.8 

Total 

Total� 662 5.7 1.7 

0.981 0.401 
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�˯΍έΪϤϟ΍�έϮψϨϣ�Ϧϣ�ΔΤμϟ΍�Γέ΍ίϭ�ϰϠϋ�ΔϤϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΔϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϡϮϬϔϣ�ϖϴΒτΗ��

��

Ω΍Ϊϋ·���ϲΒϠη�ΏΎϫϮϟ΍�ΪΒϋ�ϯϭέ΃��

��

ϑ΍ήη·��Ω���ΪϤΣ�ϮΑ΃�ϡΎδΑ��

��
κΨϠϣ����

��

�ϣϮϬϔϣ�ΔϤϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΔϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϡϮϬϔϣ�ήΒΘόϳ�������Ϟπѧϔϟ΍�ΩϮѧόϳϭ�ˬϲѧοΎϤϟ΍�ϥήѧϘϟ΍�ΕΎϨϴόδѧΗ�Δѧϳ΍ΪΑ�ϊϣ�΃ΪΑ�ΚϴΣ�ˬΎϣ�Ύ˱ϋϮϧ�΍˱ΪϳΪΟ�Ύ˱

�ϰϟ·�Peter Senge����������Ϊѧ΋΍ήϟ΍�ϪѧΑΎΘϛ�ϝϼѧΧ�Ϧѧϣ�ϲѧϤϴψϨΘϟ΍�ϢϠόΘϟΎѧΑ�ϡΎѧϤΘϫϻ΍�έΎѧΛ΃�ϱάϟ΍�The Fifth Discipline���ˬ

������������ϑ΍ΪѧϫϷ΍�ίΎѧΠϧ·�ϰѧϠϋ�ΓέΪѧϘϟ΍�ϊϴγϮΗ�ΎϤϧ·�ˬΐδΤϓ�ΓΪϳΪΠϟ΍�ΕΎϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ΏΎδΘϛ΍�ϢΘϳ�ϻ�ϢϠόΘϟ΍�ϝϼΧ�Ϧϣ�Ϫϧ΃�ϯήϳ�ΚϴΣ���

���ϑήϋ�Ϊϗϭ�Senge������������������ϖѧϠΧ�ϰѧϠϋ�ϢϬΗ΍έΪѧϗ�Ϧѧϣ�έ΍ήϤΘѧγΎΑ�Ω΍ήѧϓϷ΍�ΎѧϬϴϓ�ϊѧγϮϳ�ϲѧΘϟ΍�ΔѧϤψϨϤϟ΍�ΎѧϬϧ΄Α�ΔѧϤϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΔϤψϨϤϟ΍

��������΃�ΔΌθϨΗ�ΎϬϴϓ�ϱήΠϳ�ϲΘϟ΍ϭ�ϼ˱όϓ�ΎϬϧϭΪϳήϳ�ϲΘϟ΍�Ξ΋ΎΘϨϟ΍�������������ΕΎѧΣϮϤτϟ΍�Ϧѧϋ�ΎѧϬϴϓ�ήѧΒόϳϭ�ˬήѧϴϜϔΘϟ΍�Ϧѧϣ�ΔϠϣΎѧηϭ�ΓΪѧϳΪΟ�ρΎϤϧ

Ύ˱όϣ�΍ϮϤϠόΘϳ�ϥ΃�ϦϜϤϳ�ϒϴϛ�έ΍ήϤΘγΎΑ�Ω΍ήϓϷ΍�ϢϠόΘϳ�ΚϴΣϭ�ˬΔϳήΤΑ�ΔϴϋΎϤΠϟ΍���

��

��ΩΪѧѧΣ�Ϊѧѧϗϭ�Senge�����ϲϟΎѧѧΘϟΎϛ�ϲѧѧϫϭ�ˬΕΎѧѧϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϩάѧѧϫ�ΕΎϤѧѧγ���ΔϴμѧѧΨθϟ΍�Δѧѧϋ΍ήΒϟ΍�ˬ�ΔѧѧϴϨϫάϟ΍�ΝΫΎѧѧϤϨϟ΍�ˬ��Δѧѧϳ΅ήϟ΍�˯ΎѧѧϨΑ

ΔϛήΘθϤϟ΍�ˬ����ϞϤόϟ΍�ϖϳήϓ�˯ΎϨΑ��ϖϳήϔϟ΍�ϢϠόΗ��ˬ��ϲϤψϨϟ΍�ήϴϜϔΘϟ΍�ϭ�����Ϊϛ΃ϭ�Senge����������ϲѧϔϴϜΘϟ΍�ϢϠόΘѧϟ΍�ϩΎϤγ΃�Ύϣ�ϰϠϋ�Ύ˱πϳ΃

�������������ˬΔѧϤϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΔѧϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϮѧΤϧ�ϰѧϟϭϷ΍�ΓϮѧτΨϟ΍�ϞѧΜϤϳ�Ϯѧϫϭ�ˬϦϴϠϣΎѧόϟ΍ϭ�ΔѧϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϪΟ΍ϮΗ�ϲΘϟ΍�Ι΍ΪΣϸϟ�ΔΑΎΠΘγϻ΍�ϝϼΧ�Ϧϣ

������������������������ϟ΍�ΔѧϴϠϤϋ�ϲѧϓ�ΎϫΪϋΎδѧϳϭ�ΔѧϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϢϋΪѧϳ�ΞϨϴѧγ�ήѧψϨΑ�Ϯѧϫ�ϱάѧϟ΍�ϱέΎѧϜΘΑϹ΍�ϢϠόΘѧϟ΍�ϚѧϟΫ�Ϧѧϣ�ϢϫϷ΍�ϦϜϟϭ���Ύ˱ѧϣϮϤϋ�ήѧϴϴϐΘ

��ΎѧϬϠϤϋ�βγ΃ϭ�ΎϬΗΎο΍ήΘϓ΍�ήϴϴϐΗϭ��������������ήϳϮѧτΗ�ϲѧϓ�ϢϬΗ΍έΪѧϗϭ�ϦϴϠϣΎѧόϠϟ�ΔѧΤΘϔΘϤϟ΍�ΓήѧψϨϟ΍�ϥϭΪѧΑ�ϪϟϮμѧΣ�ϦѧϜϤϳ�ϻ�ϚѧϟΫϭ

ΔϤψϨϤϟ΍�����������������ϢϴѧϠόΘϟ΍�ϰѧϟ·�ΔϓΎѧοϹΎΑ�Ε΍έΎѧϬϤϟ΍�ΏΎδѧΘϛ΍ϭ�ΐϳέΪѧΘϟ΍�ϝϼѧΧ�Ϧѧϣ�ΎѧϬϴϠϣΎϋ�ήϳϮѧτΘϟ�Ύ˱Ϥ΋΍Ω�ΕΎϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϰόδΗϭ

ϢϠόΘϟ΍�Ϯϫ�ΔϴϤϫ΃�ήΜϛϷ΍�ϞϜθϟ΍�ϙΎϨϫ�ϦϜϟϭ���

��

ϬΗϭ���������������ΔϴϨϴτδѧϠϔϟ΍�ΔΤμѧϟ΍�Γέ΍ίϭ�ϰѧϠϋ��ΔѧϤϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΔϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϡϮϬϔϣ�ϖϴΒτΗ�ϯΪϣ�Δϓήόϣ�ϰϟ·�ΔϟΎγήϟ΍�ϩάϫ�ϑΪ���ΕΎѧψϓΎΤϣ

ΓΰѧѧϏ��˯΍έΪѧѧϤϟ΍�ήѧѧψϧ�ΔѧѧϬΟϭ�Ϧѧѧϣ�����ϊѧѧϤΘΠϣ�ϥϮ˷ѧѧϜΗ�Ϊѧѧϗϭ�ϲѧѧϠϴϠΤΘϟ΍�ϲϔѧѧλϮϟ΍�ϲΤδѧѧϤϟ΍�ΞϬϨѧѧϤϟ΍�ϰѧѧϠϋ�Δѧѧγ΍έΪϟ΍�ΕΪѧѧϤΘϋ΍ϭ

��ΔϴϨϴτδѧѧϠϔϟ΍�ΔΤμѧѧϟ΍�Γέ΍ίϭ�ϲѧѧϓ�Ϧϴѧѧϳέ΍ΩϹ΍�ϦϴϔχϮѧѧϤϟ΍�ϊѧѧϴϤΟ�Ϧѧѧϣ�ΔѧѧϴϟΎΤϟ΍�Δѧѧγ΍έΪϟ΍ϞϤθѧѧΗ�ϭ�����ϡΎѧѧϋ�ήϳΪѧѧϣ±�ήϳΪѧѧϣ�±�

��ϑήθϣ±��Ϣδϗ�βϴ΋έ�������������ΔѧϳΎϋέ�Ϧѧϣ�Γέ΍ίϮϟ΍�ϡΎδϗ΃�ϊϴϤΟ�ϲϓ�Δγ΍έΪϟ΍�˯΍ήΟ·�ΓήΘϓ�ϲϓ�ϢϬϠϤϋ�α΃έ�ϰϠϋ�ϦϳΩϮΟϮϤϟ΍ϭ

����������ΔδϤΨϟ΍�ΓΰϏ�ΕΎψϓΎΤϣ�ϊϴϤΟ�ϲϓ�ΔϔϠΘΨϤϟ΍�Γέ΍ίϮϟ΍�Γέ΍Ω·ϭ�ΕΎϴϔθΘδϣϭ�Δϴϟϭ΃���ΓΰѧϏ�ϝΎϤη�ΔψϓΎΤϣ±���ΓΰѧϏ�ΔѧψϔΤϣ�

±����ϰτγϮϟ΍�ΔψϓΎΤϤϟ΍�±�����βϧϮϳ�ϥΎΧ�ΔψϓΎΤϣ�±��ΓΰϏ�ΔψϓΎΤϣϭ������������ΕΎϧΎϴΒΘѧγ΍�Ϧѧϣ�ϪϟΎϤϜΘѧγ΍�ϢѧΗ�Ύϣ�ΩΪϋ�ώϠΑ�Ϊϗϭ����

�ΔΑΎΠΘγ΍�ΔΒδϨΑ�74,9����������ΝΫϮѧϤϧ�ϰѧϠϋ�ΎѧϬΗΎϧΎϴΑ�ϊѧϤΟ�ϲѧϓ�ΔѧϴϟΎΤϟ΍�Δγ΍έΪϟ΍�ΕΪϤΘϋ΍�ϭ�DLOQ����ΝΫϮѧϤϧ�ˬ�Five 

Disciplines of Senge���ϢϠόΘϟ΍�ςϤϧ�ϥΎϴΒΘγ΍ϭ�ˬ�Learning Style Inventory�����ΕΎѧϣϮϠόϤϟ΍�ϰѧϟ·�ΔϓΎѧοϹΎΑ�ˬ

ϏϮϤϳΪϟ΍ϦϴΛϮΤΒϤϟΎΑ�ΔϘϠόΘϤϟ΍�Δϴϓ΍ή���

��



 ���

���ΕΎϧΎϴΒϟ΍�ϊϤΟ�ΪόΑ�ϭ�ˬ�������ϲ΋ΎμΣϹ΍�ΞϣΎϧήΒϟ΍�ϡ΍ΪΨΘγΎΑ�Ύϴ΋ΎμΣ·�ΎϬΘΠϟΎόϣ�ϭ�ΎϬϐϳήϔΗ�ϢΗ�SPSS���Ϧϣ�ΔϋϮϤΠϣ�ϖϴΒτΘΑ

�ΔѧѧϳϮΌϤϟ΍�ΐδѧѧϨϟ΍�ϞѧѧΜϣ�Δѧѧγ΍έΪϟ΍�ΔϠΌѧѧγ΃�ΔѧѧόϴΒτϟ�ΔΒѧѧγΎϨϤϟ΍�Δϴ΋ΎμѧѧΣϹ΍�ΕϼϣΎѧѧόϤϟ΍�ϭ�ΐϴϟΎѧѧγϷ΍�ˬΔϴΑΎδѧѧΤϟ΍�ΕΎτѧѧγϮΘϤϟ΍�ˬ

�ϱέΎϴόϤϟ΍�ϑ΍ήΤϧϻ΍�SD����ˬ΍�έΎΒΘΧ�t-test��έΎΒΘΧ΍�ϭ�one-way ANOVA�������

�������������ϲѧϤϴψϨΘϟ΍�ϢϠόΘѧϟ΍�ΔѧγέΎϤϤΑ�ΔϠμϟ΍�Ε΍Ϋ�ΔϴϨϴτδϠϔϟ΍�ΔΤμϟ΍�Γέ΍ίϭ�ΕΎϧΎϜϣϹ�ϞϣΎη�ϢϴϴϘΗ�ϢϳΪϘΗ�ϰϟ·�ΔϟΎγήϟ΍�ΖμϠΧ�ϭ

Γέ΍ίϮϟ΍�ϡΎδϗ΃�ϒϠΘΨϣ�ϲϓ�ΔϤϠόΘϤϟ΍�ΔϤψϨϤϟ΍�ϡϮϬϔϣ�ϖϴΒτΗ�ϭ�ˬΔγ΍έΪϟ΍�ΎϬϨϋ�Εήϔγ΃�ϲΘϟ΍�Ξ΋ΎΘϨϟ΍�Ϣϫ΃�ϲϠϳ�ΎϤϴϓϭ�����
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