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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Public sector organizations currently operate in an environment of change and choice 

(Berry, 2007). In particular, the complex governance and unpredictable nature of the 

contemporary public sector environment have challenged governments‘ attempts to improve 

their performance and accountability. Organizational learning is the key to performance 

improvement in changing and uncertain environments (Argyris and Schon, 1996; Schein, 1993) 

because it is based on new knowledge development or performance information use, which in 

turn enables managers to make better decisions to improve performance. In this respect, 

organizational learning is an important component of the current performance management 

reforms or managing for results, which focus on collecting, distributing, and using performance 

information to improve government organizations‘ performance. Although organizational 

learning is a critical domain in performance management, empirical understanding of 

organizational learning in the public sector settings is limited. Thus, this study attempts to 

advance both theoretical and empirical research on organizational learning in the public sector, 

using data from the Organizational Learning and Performance Management Survey 2010: 

Florida Municipal Governments.  

The overall research question of this dissertation is: what factors influence organizational 

learning in Florida municipal governments? In particular, this study attempts to assess if there 

are differences in the antecedents of single-loop and double-loop learning. In this study, 

therefore, we use two dependent variables which consist of indicators for single-loop and double-

loop learning respectively, in our models to examine a facilitative environment or condition for 

organizational learning. To answer this research question, based on past research, this study 

develops a theory composed of six factors to assess what seems to impact single and double-loop 

learning based on: 1) structural factors, 2) cultural factors, 3) learning forums, 4) performance 

management systems, 5) network characteristics, and 6) external stakeholder‘s participation.  

We found strong support for our organizational learning models, and variables 

representing each of the six theoretical factors were significant. Research results indicated that 

there are some different patterns of effects and different impacts for single-loop and double-loop 

learning. The goal and mission orientation, strategic planning, external networks, and political 
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officials‘ participation are facilitative factors to double-loop learning but do not have a 

significant relationship to single-loop learning, while the utilization of IT is important to single-

loop learning but not to double-loop learning. Moreover, the impacts of decentralization, risk-

taking culture, and learning forums are stronger in double-loop learning than in single-loop 

learning, while the impact of internal network is greater on single-loop learning than on double-

loop learning. Low formalization, resources, and benchmarking, however, were unexpectedly 

found to have negative relationships with at least one type of organizational learning. Moreover, 

we found the mediating effect of single-loop learning on double-loop learning. 

Overall, the findings provide insight into antecedents of and strategies for fostering 

single-loop and double-loop learning, and ultimately performance improvement of local 

governments.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Motivation of the Study 

Public sector organizations are facing uncertainty and a multiplicity of factors that 

require them to adapt and change in today‘s world of rapid, extensive transformative and 

paradigmatic environmental change (Marquardt and Reynolds, 1994). Inevitably, public sector 

organizations currently operate in an environment of change and choice (Berry, 2007). Dynamic 

demands, advancements of technology, sector blurring among organization, and increasing 

competition make organizational environments ―more turbulent and volatile than ever before‖ 

(Parry and proctor-Thompson, 2003, p.377). In particular, the current public management 

involves connections with other institutions through the processes of governance as well as 

operation of bureaucracies (Agranoff and McGuire, 1998, O‘Toole). Accordingly, under these 

growing environmental change, in doing their work, governments at all levels become 

increasingly interconnected with the other sectors (Kettl, 2002) and are required ―to use a 

governance paradigm in which all the sectors –public, private, and nonprofit entities-participate 

in the provision and delivery of public goods and services‖ (Kwon, Berry, and Feiock, 2009).  

Over the last two decades, in delivering public services, governments have struggled to 

renew themselves in the face of inescapable pressures on government to be more effective, cut 

costs, and do more with less. However, the complex governance and unpredictable nature of the 

contemporary public sector environment have challenged governments‘ attempts to improve 

their performance and accountability. Huxham and Vangen (2000) say that ―the public sector 

management in the 21st century will need to be sophisticated in its understanding of the skills, 

processes, structures, tools, and technology needed for working across organizational 

boundaries.‖ To address the complex problems of modern governance, government organizations 

need to learn in order to adapt to the uncertain and dynamic environments (Dilworth, 1996; 

Senge, 1990). 

Organizational learning has been a popular notion in management and social science 

studies over the last several decades (March and Simon, 1958; Crossan and Guatto, 1996; Levitt 
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and March, 1988; Schein, 1993; Senge, 1990; Argyris and Schon, 1996), starting with March and 

Simon‘s seminal work the Behavioral Theory of the Firm.  This interest stems from the 

fundamental belief that organizational learning is crucial to performance improvement and 

sustainability in competitive and fast-changing environments (De Geus, 1998; Schein, 1993; 

Senge, 1990). Despite the importance of organizational learning and the numerous studies 

conducted in private sector organizations during the past decades, surprisingly, few empirical 

studies have been undertaken in the public sector.  

Governments are challenged in order to improve performance and accountability to the 

public they serve. As a result, there has been growing attention on government reform efforts and 

Managing for Results (MFR) over the past two decades (Moynihan and Ingraham, 2003). 

According to Moynihan (2008), MFR provides a prescriptive theory of cause and effect for how 

public organizations should be run, resulting in a series of policy options that demand 

implementation. MFR‘s doctrine1 is based on the belief that it can produce a more efficient, 

effective, results-driven public sector. Also, according to Aristigueta (1999), the argument 

underlying managing-for-results claims that effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability of 

government will improve by having agencies focus their management practices on the results or 

outcomes that programs are designed to achieve. The passage of the federal Government 

Performance and Results Act of 1993, similar legislation in many states, (Melkers and 

Willoughby, 1998) and city quality management practices (Poister and Streib, 1999, 2005) have 

all emphasized data-based decision-making and a type of MFR strategy. A common element of 

such results-oriented reforms is the regular collection and dissemination of performance data 

(Moynihan and Pandey, 2005; Moynihan, 2005).  

The most frequent widely adopted reforms during the last two decades have focused on 

the concepts of ―results‖, ―performance‖ or ―effectiveness‖ (Brudney, Herber, and Wright, 1999; 

Ingraham and Moynihan, 2000; Moynihan, 2008). As management tools for strengthening 

management capacity and improving government performance, several structural approaches 

have increasingly been used, most notably through: (1) strategic planning (Bryson 1995; Berry 

and Wechsler 1995), (2) more encompassing strategic management processes (Eadie, 1989; 

                                                        
1 Moynihan (2006, p.78) explained that decisions about the running of public organizations made on the basis of 
―administrative arguments‖ or ―doctrines‖ called by Hood and Jackson (1991). According to him, ―doctrines are a 
theoretical explanation of cause and effect, often presented at factual and widely applicable and designed to prompt 
actions consistent with this explanation‖ (p.78). Moynihan (2006) described public sector reforms (like MFR) for 
improving performance as ―doctrine‖. 
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Koteen 1991; Vinzant and Vinzant 1996), (3) quality management programs and reengineering 

processes (Berman and West 1995; Davenport, 1994; Kravchuck and Leighton, 1993), and (4) 

benchmarking practices (Bruder 1994; Keehley et al. 1997; Ammons 1996). These reform 

movements which concentrated on the creation and distribution of performance information have 

consistently claimed the improved performance of the public sector through change in 

management systems as their ultimate goal (Moynihan, 2008).  

Among such reform efforts, as mentioned above, performance measurement is often a 

core element to track and evaluate effectiveness and efficiency (Poister and Streib, 1999). 

Governments collect different types of measures for management and policy purposes: (1) 

indicators of efficiency assessing costs, benefits and outcome measures (e.g., cost per unit of 

service); (2) measures of programmatic impact and output indicators; and (3) policy and process 

components of the program and unit running the program (Hatry, 1999). The information 

performance measurement (PM) produces allows managers or executives to assess the success of 

their operations and their improvement over time, allowing them to tailor new strategies to 

changing needs or priorities (Behn, 2003; Sanger, 2008). Performance measurement can also 

help government communicate results to citizens, discover operational deficiencies early, 

evaluate employee performance more systematically, inform the discussion of resource 

allocation, and direct program operations to achieve better results (Ammons, 2001; Ho, 2006).  

From the perspective of overall management strategy, performance measurement 

functions as the eight managerial purposes: evaluate and control employees; make budgetary 

decisions; motivate employees; promote the agency to stakeholders and political principles; 

celebrate achievements; learn about program efficacy and outcomes; and improve performance 

(Behn, 2003). To learn through performance measurement use and apply that learned knowledge 

is one of the important managerial purposes of performance management. Thus, implicitly, PM 

implies that people assess how well performance measures up to goals or standards, learn from 

that assessment, and make adjustments to be more ―on target,‖ Some authors, such as Senge 

(1990) discusses organizational learning as an integrating concept for a broad range of agency 

performance improvement tools.  

However, while all levels of governments have adopted some sort of application of 

performance measurement, the use of performance measurement is often perceived as less 

successful or effective (Melkers and Willoughby, 2005) than anticipated. According to 
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Moynihan (2005), for example, even though many research and reports showed that state and 

local governments supported performance information system that collect and distribute 

performance information, there is little evidence that the information it produce was actually 

being used for decision purposes. Also, Patria and Holzer‘s study (2001) differentiating between 

performance measures‘ adoption and implementation showed that only a subset of the state and 

local governments that collect performance measures actually use them to improve decision 

making. Berry (2007) notes that multiple studies have reached the same conclusion that the 

extent of use of performance measurements in decision making is much less substantiated than 

their collection and reporting.  

Under the current performance management reform efforts,  many criticisms often 

leveled at public sector organizations implicitly suggest ―a failure to use information and 

experience to make better decisions- in short, a failure of organizational learning‖(Moynihan and 

Landuyt, 2009, p. 1097). Nevertheless, little research has been conducted on organizational 

learning in the public sector area. According to them, this is surprising because the key 

assumption that supports currently performance management reform is based upon the concept 

of organizational learning, which ―organizations can improve if organizational actors identify 

and use information to improve actions‖ (p. 1097).  

The current MFR or the results-oriented reforms have not worked fully as expected 

(Downs and Larkey, 1986; Moynihan, 2005). As one approach to prevent the failure of 

performance measurement reform, Moynihan (2005) suggests that the organizational learning 

literature can help to identify and remedy the problems of managing for results. He discusses that 

the organizational learning literature is a useful and helpful domain for performance movement 

reforms using performance information for performance improvement. He points out that the 

important assumption underpinning performance management reform or MFR is essentially 

associated with a learning theory. Performance measurement can provide organization members 

information or knowledge of results (Mausolff, 2004). Public managers will learn from 

performance information, and, in turn, they will make better informed decisions, that will lead to 

improvements in government performance. From this point of view, information and knowledge 

are a trigger of organization learning, and organizational learning can be considered as central 

driving force for organizational performance. Yet strangely, the performance measurement 
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literature has failed to study and asses in-depth how learning occurs in organization (Moynihan, 

2005). 

Traditionally, organizational learning has been characterized by two learning loops: 

single-loop learning and double-loop learning (Argyris and Schon, 1996). Single-loop learning 

(SLL) refers to the detection and correction of errors and modification of action in pursuit of 

known existing goals (Argyris and Schon, 1996). Thus, SLL is concerned with accepting change 

without questioning organization‘s core beliefs and underlying assumptions. On the other hand, 

double-loop learning (DLL) is concerned with why and how to change organization. So, DLL is 

characterized by the search for and exploration of alternative routines, goals, and technologies, 

rather than merely learning how to conduct current tasks or routines more efficiently (Argyris 

and Schon, 1996; Lant and Mezias, 1992; Moynihan 2005). In a sense, double-loop learning 

might be related to organizational innovativeness or change. In addition, double-loop learning 

enables managers to show a broad understanding of policy choices and effectiveness, and is a 

key mechanism for long term organizational success (Moynihan, 2005). According to March 

(1991) and Moynihan (2005), both types of learning need to be balanced for improving 

organizational performance and for organizational success and survival.   

 Recent research argues that no theory of organizational learning is complete without the 

distinction of the two organizational learning types (Crossan et al. 1999). Yet little empirical 

research has been conducted in examining the two types of organizational learning, mainly 

because of difficulties distinguishing between single-loop learning and double-loop learning 

(Fenwick and McMillan, 2005; Huber, 1991). This dissertation seeks to fill this void. Thus, the 

purpose of this dissertation is to differentiate organizational learning into single-loop learning 

and double-loop learning and to test what factors influence both types of organizational learning 

in city governments.  

Under government reform efforts, governments must achieve the determined goals, or 

examine and reevaluate their existing goals and work procedures continuously, considering their 

internal and external environments. Accordingly, governments need to build up their learning 

capacity so as to enhance their productivity and accountability in a changing environment. The 

perspectives through organizational learning studies will be useful to examine how public sector 

organizations learn and what factors influence their learning capacity. Thus, this dissertation 

aims to identify the facilitating factors that influence organizational learning.    
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Organizational Learning and Learning Organization 

 There have been extensive literature reviews on organizational learning and learning 

organizations, with multiple conceptualizations (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Garvin, 1993; Goh, 2001; 

Huber, 1991; Levitt and March, 1988; Crossan et al., 1999; Tsang, 1997). The term 

―organizational learning‖ and ―learning organization‖ are often used interchangeably (Tsang, 

1997). However, there is a difference between the organizational learning and learning 

organization research streams (Argyris and Schon, 1996; Tsang, 1997). The organizational 

learning literature is descriptive in nature. The descriptive research on organizational learning 

mainly concentrates on certain types of activities taking place in an organization, tackling the 

question ―How does an organization learn?‖ (Tsang, 1997, p.74). The main target audience is the 

academic community, and the primary goal of this descriptive research is theory building. This 

research stream depends mainly on rigorous research methods (quantitative methods) with 

systematic data collection (Easterby-Smith, 1997; Tsang, 1997). On the other hand, the work on 

learning organizations is more prescriptive in nature, with questions ―How should an 

organization learn?‖ (Tsang, 1997, p.74). The learning organization literature assumes that 

organizational learning can occur through proactive actions or interventions (Edmonson and 

Moingeon, 1998; Tsang, 1997). Easterby-Smith and Araujo (1999) explain that ―the learning 

organizations {studies} 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‖ (p.2). So, this prescriptive research stream aims to 

identify specific systems, principles, and characteristics within the organization that facilitate 

collective learning. The main purpose of this research is to improve organizational performance. 

Unlike organizational learning, the main target audience is practitioners. This research stream 

mainly uses case study and action research (Easterby-Smith, 1997; Tsang, 1997). Although there 

are some differences between the two research streams, the basic assumption is similar: 

organizations continuously have to learn to adapt in a changing environment and then need to 

become learning organizations. It is useful to review the learning organization literature because 

the learning organization literature can provide a useful lens related to facilitate organizational 
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learning factors. So, in this dissertation, I will examine both streams of research, primarily 

relying on the organizational learning literature.  

 

Research Questions 

The performance management movement is a significant trend in governments across the 

world (Kettle, 2000; Sanger, 2008).  Learning is a concept that is prominent in both public 

policy studies and theories, and in management literature especially along with the performance 

management movement in which managers use data-driven measures to reform programs, 

processes, directions, and policies. Nevertheless, little empirical work has been done in public 

sector areas. This study attempts to examine organizational learning associated with performance 

management practices in city operations in general. This study may help us gain a better 

understanding of how city governments learn and implement management practices to improve 

performance. This dissertation research focuses on municipal governments in Florida because of 

time and budget constraints even though the study applicable to all U.S. municipal governments.  

The organizational learning literature generally emphasizes two approaches: the first one 

is a structural approach, and the second one a cultural one (Cook and Yanow, 1993; Moynihan 

and Landuyt, 2009; Mahler, 1997; Popper and Lipshitz, 1998). A cultural approach emphasizes 

that organizational learning can be facilitated through shared norms or understandings that 

enhance intelligent behavior (Senge, 1990). On the other hand, a structural approach focuses on 

the structural arrangements that are conducive to organizational learning (Moynihan, 2005). In 

this dissertation, firstly, I examine the relationship between structural and cultural factors and 

organizational learning because organizational learning is likely to be highly embedded in both 

organizational structures and culture. Three variables are used in this dissertation to consider the 

organizational structural dimension of organizational learning: decentralization, low 

formalization, and resources. I consider two variables - mission orientation and risk-taking 

culture - as the cultural dimension. Also, I will include learning forums as one factor in my basic 

framework2. Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) especially emphasize the importance of learning 

                                                        
2 Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) said that the previous research on organizational learning is divided into two 
approaches: structural and cultural approach. They argued that the distinction between structure and culture 
oversimplifies the real situation. They argued that clearly separating or articulating cultural and structural 
approaches to learning is really difficult. They used five independent variables (information systems, adequacy of 
resources, mission orientation, decision flexibility, and learning forums). According to them, excepting for 
information systems and resource as structural variable, other variables have both cultural and structural attributes. 
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forums as a mixture of the structural and cultural approach- a set of practices or processes that 

enable people in the organization to discuss and learn from performance information- to learning 

Following the previous studies on organizational learning, therefore, this dissertation uses 

structural factors, cultural factors, and learning forums as part of the basic framework of this 

dissertation.  

Also, this dissertation adds three other factors to the basic framework which will 

influence both types of organizational learning. Firstly, this study seeks to link performance 

management systems with both types of organizational learning because performance 

management systems (strategic planning, performance-based budgeting, benchmarking, and 

information technology) can influence learning. Secondly, this study examines the impact of 

internal and external networks on both types of organizational learning. Thirdly, this study uses 

citizen and political involvement as external factors that influence both types of organizational 

learning3. To summarize, this dissertation uses a theory of six factors to assess what seems to 

impact single and double-loop learning based on: 1) structural factors, 2) cultural factors, 3) 

learning forums, 4) performance management systems, 5) network characteristics (internal and 

external networks), and 6) external stakeholder participation (citizen and political participation).  

The purpose of this study is to investigate how certain aspects or characteristics of city 

government and management practices relate to the level of organizational learning in public 

sector organizations. The overall research question of this dissertation is: what factors influence 

organizational learning in Florida municipal governments? In particular, this study attempts to 

assess if there are differences in the antecedents of single-loop and double-loop learning. To be 

more specific, organizational learning can be conditioned by the composition of six factors 

mentioned above. For example, how do structural factors, cultural factors, and learning forums 

                                                                                                                                                                                   
Among three variables, in particular, learning forums is the one that appropriately combines cultural and structural 
approaches. Clearly classifying two approaches is almost impossible as they argued. Nevertheless, each variable 
may have still more its characteristics toward structural or cultural attributes. For example, in my dissertation, 
mission orientation has a more cultural aspect while formalization has more structural aspect. Therefore, in my 
dissertation, I will classify learning approach into structural and cultural approaches. In addition, I will consider 
learning forums as another one factor in my framework because it reflects best balanced or combined characteristics 
of structural and cultural approaches as Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) emphasized.  
 
3 The recent study on organizational learning has linked organizational learning to the broader political and external 
environment such as political involvement and network embeddedness (e.g. Askim, Johnson, and Christophersen, 
2008).  We expect that network characteristics and external stakeholder participation have a positive impact on 
both types of organizational learning. This study will integrate some of the external factors into an assessment of 
how learning occurs in organizations. 
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influence both types of organizational learning? Do performance management systems influence 

both types of organizational learning? To what extent are both types of organizational learning 

influenced by internal and external networks? How do external factors, such as citizen and 

political involvement, influence both types of organizational learning? To answer the questions, 

we develop and test the hypotheses by reviewing the literatures on organizational learning and 

learning organizations in next chapter 2. 

 

Significance of the Study 

First, the main theoretical contribution will be to develop a manager‘s viewpoint of how 

organizational learning occurs and whether the idea of single and double-loop learning is really 

distinguishable based on managers‘ perspectives. Thus, one of the contributions is to develop an 

index of single and double-loop learning. These two types of organizational learning have been 

discussed in the theoretical literature but never assessed in a large-N public sector study. 

 Second, this study develops a fuller theory of organizational learning than previously 

developed. We identify facilitative factors to improve organizational learning by finding what 

kinds of management practices, structures, cultures, behaviors, and external factors are related to 

organizational learning, especially single-loop and double-loop learning. This might help public 

managers or employees to improve organizational performance.  

Third, we test the nascent theory through a survey of city officials in Florida. This is the 

first large-N study of organizational learning conducted in local government.   

 

Overview of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to develop a comprehensive theory of organizational learning, 

and to test the facilitative factors influencing single-loop and double-loop learning in Florida 

municipal governments. To develop this study, this study proceeds as follows:  

Chapter 2 provides the theoretical background of this study. More specifically, this 

chapter will provide a literature review on organizational learning, including the definitions of 

organizational learning, levels of learning, and types of organizational learning. Then, this 

chapter will present theories and hypotheses to explain factors influencing organizational 

learning. In addition to the structural and cultural factors and learning forums in organizational 

learning studies, I include three other factors, such as performance management systems, internal 
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and external networks, and external stakeholder participation, in an analysis of which factors 

influence organizational learning. While there is almost no empirical work that studies single and 

double loop learning (exception includes March 1991, Lant and Mezias 1992), based on the 

literature review, we have developed hypotheses that associate the theoretical factors in our 

model with single and double loop learning. We should emphasize that these are exploratory 

hypotheses, and not confirmatory hypotheses, as the state of our knowledge about the 

antecedents of types of learning in local governments is still rudimentary.  

Chapter 3 describes data sources, the survey response rate, measurement of variables, 

surveys, and statistical methods. I will conduct hypothesis testing through multivariate regression 

analysis after running factor analysis and assessing internal consistency of the questions that 

make up the variables. Chapter 4 will explain the results of this study, including, respondent 

characteristics, and details of the hypothesis testing. Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the major 

findings, theoretical contribution and managerial implications of this study, limitations of the 

study, and directions of future research.    
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES 

 

 

The emergence and focus on organizational learning was largely influenced and sharpened 

by the Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Cyert and March, 1963; Schulz, 2005). According to 

Cyert and March (1963), organizations learn from experience with the intention of adapting 

themselves to the conditions of the environment. Since the classical work of Cyert and March, 

there has been growing interest in organizational learning, and the notion of organizational 

learning has been explored in the management literature (de Geus, 1988; Levitt and March, 

1988; Huber, 1991; Schein, 1993; Argyris and Schon, 1996).  

Generally, organizations need to understand the economic, social, and political contexts of 

changing local, state, and federal government environments, in order to adapt and change to 

evolving environments. Thus, it is understandable that there is a growing interest and need to 

know more about the most favorable conditions for learning as well as to understand the 

processes of both organizational learning and change in order to improve learning effects (Satu 

Lähteenmäki, Jouko Toivonen and Merja Mattila, 2001). Argyris and Schon (1996) mentioned 

the importance of organizational learning as follows: 

 

―Now in the mid-1990s, it is conventional wisdom that business firms, governments, 

nongovernmental organizations, schools, health care systems, regions, even whole 

nations and supranational institutions need to adapt to changing environments, draw 

lessons from past successes and failures, detect and correct the errors of the past, 

anticipate and respond to impending threats, conduct experiments, engage in continuing 

innovation, build and realize images of a desirable future. There is virtual consensus that 

we are all subject to a ―learning imperative,‖ and in the academic as well as the practical 

world, organizational learning has become an idea in good currency. (Argyris and 

Schon, 1996, p. xvii)‖ 
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This chapter provides a literature review of organizational learning including the 

definitions of organizational learning, levels of learning, and types of organizational learning. 

After I address what organizational learning in this study means, this chapter discusses the 

structural and cultural approaches to learning. Then, this chapter presents theories and 

hypotheses that this dissertation will test in an effort to explain factors influencing two types of 

organizational learning.  

 

Organizational Learning 

Definitions of Organizational Learning 

Several scholars have pointed out that there has been a striking lack of empirical studies 

in the field of organizational learning because the organizational learning literature is a 

fragmented field with no substantiated theory and little cross-fertilization among scholars (Fiol 

and Lyles, 1985; Huber, 1991; Miner and Mezias, 1996).  

Since organizational learning literature abounds with definitions of organizational 

learning, first, it is necessary to provide several definitions before developing a definition or 

conceptualization of organizational learning that will guide this dissertation. Table 1 shows 

several definitions of organizational learning.  

 
 

Table 1. Definitions of Organizational Learning (and Learning Organization) 

 

Authors Definitions 

Duncan & Weiss, 
(1979) 
 
 
Daft & Weick. 
(1984) 
 
 
Fiol and 
Lyles.(1985) 
 
Levitt & March. 
(1988) 
 

Organizational learning is the process within the organization by 
which knowledge about action-outcome relationships and the effect of 
the environment on these relationships is developed.  
 
Organizational learning is the process by which knowledge about 
action outcome relationships between the organization and 
environment is developed.  
 
Organizational learning means the process of improving actions 
through better knowledge and understanding.  
 
Organizational learning is seen as encoding inferences from history 
into routines that guide behavior. 
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Table 1 - Continued 

 
 

As shown in table 1, although organizational learning is generally recognized as a useful 

lens through which to study the dynamic relation between information, knowledge, and 

organizational action and change (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Dekker and Hansen, 2004; Askim, 

Johnsen, and Christophersen, 2007), my literature review presents diverse and different 

definitions of organizational learning; information processing (Duncan & Weiss, 1979; Daft & 

Weick ;1984; Huber, 1991), developing its knowledge base (Berrends, Boersma, and 

Weggeman ,2003; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Huber, 1991), taking organizational change and action 

(Garvin,2000; Templeton et al., 2002), developing shared values and knowledge (Lipshitz et al., 

Authors Definitions 

Stata, Ray. (1989) 
 
 
 
 
Huber. (1991) 
 
 
Argyris & Schon. 
(1996) 
 
Lipshitz et al. (1996) 
 
 
 
Garvin. (2000) 
 
 
 
 
Templeton, Lewis, & 
Snyder. (2002) 
 
 
 
Berrends, Boersma, 
and Weggeman 
(2003) 

Organizational learning occurs through shared insights, knowledge, 
and mental models. Thus organization can learn only as fast the 
slowest link learns. Learning builds on past knowledge and experience 
– that is, on memory.  
 
An entity learns if through its processing of information, the range of 
its potential behaviors is changed. 
 

Organizational learning is a process of detecting and correcting error, 
which means ―the mismatch of outcomes to expectations. 
 
Organizational learning is the process through which organization 
members develop shared values and knowledge based on past 
experience of themselves and of others. 
 

A learning organization is an organization skilled at creating, 
acquiring, interpreting, transferring, and retaining knowledge, and at 
purposefully modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge and 
insights.  
 
Organizational learning is the set of actions (knowledge acquisition, 
information distribution, information interpretation, and organizational 
memory) within the organization that intentionally and unintentionally 
influence positive organizational change.  
 
Organizational learning is the development of knowledge held by 
organizational members, that is being accepted as knowledge and is 
applicable in organizational activities, therewith implying a (potential) 
change in those activities.  
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1996; Stata, 1989), learning from previous experience (Levitt and March, 1988) and detection 

and correction of error (Argyris and Schon, 1996).  

 

Levels of Learning 

Scholars noted that organizational learning is different from individual learning, which 

means that individuals process information and develop new understandings and knowledge. 

Much organizational learning occurs through individual and individual learning is important to 

organizational learning. Senge (1990) says that ―organizations learn only through individuals 

who learn. Individual learning does not guarantee organizational learning, but without it no 

organizational learning occurs‖ (p. 236). In a similar vein, Argyris and Schön (1978) consider 

individual learning as a necessary but insufficient condition for organizational learning. 

Accordingly, organizational learning occurs through development of new knowledge by 

individuals in the organizations, but organizational learning is not simply the sum of the learning 

acquired by each member (Argyris and Schön, 1978; Fiol and Lyles, 1985).  If knowledge 

newly developed by each member is not transferred or expanded into organization systems or 

embedded in the culture and norms of the organization, therefore, individual learning may not 

contribute to organizational learning (Daft and Weick, 1984; Fiol and Lyles, 1985). For example, 

Hedberg (1981) explains as follows:  

  
  ―although organizational learning occurs through individuals, it would be a mistake to 

conclude that organizational learning is nothing but the cumulative result of their members' 

learning. Organizations do not have brains, but they have cognitive systems and memories. 

As individuals develop their personalities, personal habits, and beliefs over time, 

organizations develop world views and ideologies. Members come and go, and leadership 

changes, but organizations' memories preserve certain behaviors, mental maps, norms, and 

values over time‖ (p.6).  

 

 In a similar vein, also, Cummings and Worley (1997) explain that it is possible for 

individuals in an organization to learn while the organization doesn‘t. However, they, also, assert 

that it‘s possible for the organization to learn without individual members learning because 

organizational learning serves the organization‘s purposes and is embedded in its structure, it 
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stays with the organization, even after individuals have left the organization. For Argyris and 

Schon (1996), for learning to be organizational, ―the learning that results from organizational 

inquiry must become embedded in the images of organization held in its members‘ minds and/or 

in the epistemological artifacts (the maps, memories, and programs) embedded in the 

organizational environment‖ (p.16). Moreover, in terms of organizational routines or memory as 

repositories of knowledge such as rules, strategies, structures, cultural practices, norms and 

values over time, organizational learning can be different from individual learning (Stata, 1989; 

Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Levitt and March, 1988; Huber, 1991).  

 

Types of Learning 

Organizational learning is often divided into two types: single-loop learning vs. double 

loop learning (Argyris and Schon, 1996), lower-level learning vs. higher-level learning (Fiol & 

Lyles, 1985), adaptive learning vs. generative learning (Senge, 1990), exploitation vs. 

exploration (Levinthal and March, 1993), and incremental vs. radical learning (Miner & Mezias, 

1996).  

Single loop learning is perceived as adaptive, reflecting the detection and correction of 

error within existing organizational norms or rules. Single loop learning primarily emphasizes a 

specific activity, and leads to incremental adjustments or improvements to existing practice 

without changing organizational objectives or processes. In other words, in lower –level learning 

or single loop learning, incremental adjustments are made within the existing framework of 

organizational routines such as procedures, strategies, rules, and norms (Arygris and Schon, 

1996; Fiol and Lyles, 1985). Accordingly, organizations stress exploitation strategy that reflects 

activities involved with refinement, efficiency, production and implementation (March, 1991; 

Levinthal and March, 1993). Several scholars point out that single-loop learning and lower-level 

learning may provide benefits in the short run but may be negative or self –destructive in the 

long term because it may prevent organizations or firms from creating more valuable capabilities 

that are superior to those of their competitive firms (Levitt and March, 1988; March, 1991). After 

all, like a double-edged sword, single loop learning enables organizations to better do their work 

in a way of routine and repetitive operations but single-loop learning also may act as blinders for 

more radical change or adapting new strategies needed to address environmental change. 

Moynihan (2005) ties organizational learning theory to managing for results by asserting that in 
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terms of managing for results, single-loop learning implies ―specifying goals to the point where 

they are measurable: tracking the achievement of goals‖ (p.204). SLL enables organizations to 

conduct their routine work better. 

 On the other hand, double-loop learning (DLL) or generative learning occurs when 

organizations are willing to question long-held underlying assumptions, policies, and strategies, 

developing a new way of looking at the world based on an understanding of the systems and 

relationships that link key issues and events (Slater and Narver, 1995). DLL results from the 

realization that certain experiences cannot be interpreted within the current belief system, theory-

in-use (Argyris and Schon, 1996) or organizational paradigm (Pfeffer, 1981). Accordingly, DLL 

is associated with exploration strategy that develops new alternatives through activities involving 

search, experimentation, risk taking, discovery and innovation (March, 1991; Levinthal and 

March, 1993). Simply put, DLL go beyond adjusting existing practices. In the context of 

managing for results, Moynihan (2005) argues that DLL reflects ―a willingness to revisit the 

basic organizational mission, goals, and strategies on a regular basis‖ (p.204). DLL have long 

term effects and impacts on the organization as a whole, enabling broad understanding policy 

choices and effectiveness (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Moynihan, 2005). According to Levinthal and 

March (1993), organizations need to balance between the two types of organizational learning, 

discussing tradeoffs between two types of learning. While single loop learning is important as a 

way to increase efficiency, and refine existing processes or strategies, double loop learning 

provides a more valuable capability for organizations to create new innovative strategies (Fiol 

and Lyles, 1985; Baker ad Sinkula, 1999) and reconsider its goals. Accordingly, organizational 

learning capability need to include two types‘ learning concepts as continuum from single (or 

adaptive learning) to double (or generative learning) (Baker and Sinkula, 1999; Hult, 1998; 

Sinkula, Baker, and Noordewier, 1997).  

 

Learning Organization 

 A predominant emphasis of the literature on the learning organization views it as a 

particular organizational form (Goh, 2001). The emphasis is that a learning organization exhibits 

certain characteristics and unique management practices and conditions that allow it to function 

effectively. After publishing The Fifth Discipline by Peter Senge (1990), the concept of learning 

organization gain widespread acceptance. Senge (1990) defines learning organization as 
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―organizations where people continually expand their capacity to create the 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 (p.3). Senge identify 

five disciplines necessary to build learning organization: systems thinking, shared visions, 

personal mastery, shared mental models, and team learning. Systems thinking means the capacity 

for putting things together and seeing wholes. Shared visions represent our capacity to build a 

sense of commitment. Personal mastery reflects the capacity to clarify what is important. Shared 

mental models reflect the capacity for reflecting on our internal pictures of the world and how 

these shaped our actions. Team learning reflects the capacity for conversation and dialogue 

(Galagan, 1991; Senge, 1990). Through these five disciplines, organizations improve 

organizational learning capabilities.  

 After Senge provided prescriptive and normative perspectives to build a learning 

organization, many researchers also follow such a prescriptive approach. For example, 

Garvin(1993) explains that learning organizations have to establish skills in systematic problem-

solving, experimenting with new approaches, learning from their own experience and past 

history, learning from the experiences and best practices of others, and effectively transferring 

knowledge throughout the organization. Ulrich et al. (1993) identify a set of actions to build 

learning organizations: 1) build a commitment to learning capability by making learning a visible 

and central element of the strategic intent, by investing in learning and training; 2) work to 

generate ideas by experimenting, continuous improvement, competence acquisition and 

observing what others do; 3) work to generalize ideas through a shared mindset, capacity for 

change or leadership. 

Goh (2001) characterizes learning organizations as having five attributes; (1) clarity of 

mission and purpose, (2) shared leadership and involvement, (3) an experimental culture and 

mentality, (4) the ability to transfer knowledge, and (5) teamwork and co-operation. Some 

researchers maintain that learning organizations tend to emphasize higher-level learning or 

double-loop learning. For instance, describing some of the key management practices of learning 

organization, McGill, Slocum and Lei (1993) suggest that what sets a learning organization apart 

from others is the fact that they stress double-loop learning.  

 Overall, the learning organizational literature provides normative or prescriptive views 

of the learning organization. These normative views of the learning organization provide a basis 
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for identifying a set of variables that define the management practices and characteristics of a 

learning organization (Goh, 2001; Tsang, 1997). Organizations establishing such organizational 

management practices are assumed to enhance organizational learning capability (Popper and 

Lipshitz, 2000) and as a result, improve organizational performance (Tsang, 1997).  

 

Organizational Learning in This Study 

 Organizational learning may be promoted if organizational members are able to relate 

experience and information to routines and problems (Arygris and Schon, 1996; Mahler, 1997; 

Moynihan Landuyt, 2009). The concepts of organizational learning are different and varied 

among scholars, but scholars have agreed that the concepts of organizational learning have 

importance for improving organizational performance and effectiveness. Generally, 

organizational learning involves information or knowledge development to gain new ideas or 

information (Slater and Narver, 1995; Yeung et al., 1999). In other words, as shown Table 1, at 

its most basic level, organizational learning is associated with the development of new 

information or knowledge or insights that have the potential to influence behavior (e.g. Berends, 

Boersma and Weggeman, 2003; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Garvin, 2000; Huber, 1991). Following 

Berends and his collegues‘ definition of organizational learning, recently, Moynihan and 

Landuyt (2009) consider performance information use as an important element of organizational 

learning and examine facilitative factors of organization learning (the use or development of 

performance information) through lens of structural and cultural factors4. Under the condition of 

the performance management reform efforts emphasizing use of performance information or 

previous knowledge to improve actions, organizational learning can be viewed as the ability to 

use performance information or knowledge for improving organization performance. 

 With this perspective, in this dissertation, our approach to organizational learning builds 

further on Argyris and Schon (1996), who divided organizational learning into single-loop and 

double-loop learning. That is, based on the organizational learning concept of deployment of 

knowledge or information, single-loop learning is defined as an organization‘s ability to develop 

and use performance information and knowledge or insights to incrementally modify and 

improve organization‘s existing practices or actions. Double-loop learning is defined as an 

                                                        
4 For example, Moynihan and Landuyt measured organization learning with the following statements: 1) we are 
encouraged to learn from our mistakes, 2) we use feedback from those we serve to improve performance, 3) we 
integrate information and act intelligently on that information.  
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organization‘s ability to develop and use performance information and knowledge or insights to 

depart form or innovate existing practices or actions, in addition to a willingness to revisit the 

basic organizational goals, strategies, and policies. So, the dependent variable is organization 

actor‘s judgment if their organization has the orientation of single-loop learning or double-loop 

learning in terms of knowledge development and performance information use5. 

 

The Cultural and Structural Perspectives of Organizational Learning 

 The structural approach can be derived from the cognitive perspective emphasizing the 

role of individual cognition. From the structural view on organizational learning, theories of 

organizational learning share a common characterization of learning, in that the organizational 

learning involves observable organizational change linked to individual cognition (Cook and 

Yanow, 1993; Popper and Lipshitz, 1998). The cognitive approaches can be classified into two 

approaches. The first approach emphasizes individual learning in an organizational context 

(Cook and Yanow, 1993). For example, March and Olsen (1976) emphasize the experiential 

learning of individuals within organizations. Etheredge and Short (1983) explain that in large 

part, governmental learning can be viewed as learning by individual officials, politicians, and 

decision makers within government agencies. In a similar vein, Weiss (1980) describes societal 

learning as the accretion over time of governmental officials‘ knowledge, which is transferred 

into the policy-making process (cited in Cook and Yanow, 1993). As such, this perspective 

agrees with Simon (1991)‘s argument 6 that ―all learning takes place inside individual human 

heads‖ (p. 125). This view often tends to restrict organizational learning to learning by key 

individuals or learning by the dominant coalition (Dodgson, 1993).The second approach 

develops theories of organizational action largely by applying to organization concepts that are 

commonly found in models of individual learning.  

The second approach uses individual learning as a model for understanding collective 

organizational action (Cook and Yanow, 1993). For example, Cyert and March (1963) argue that 
                                                        
5 In most organizational learning studies, organizational learning is treated as an extension of individual learning, in 
that models of individual learning can serve as models of organizational learning (Popper and Lipshitz, 1998). 
Hedberg (1981) points out that ―in fact no theory of organizational learning is based primarily on observations of 
organizations‘ behavior‖ (p.6). Instead, experiments with individual humans provide the bases which organizational 
learning theories are mostly built. With this limitation on learning studies, most organizational learning research 
treats or measures organizational learning in terms of individual perceptions in organizational context or actions 
(Cook and Yanow, 1993).  
6 According to Simon (1991), an organization learns in only two ways: (a) by the learning of its members, or (b) by 
ingesting new members who have knowledge that the organization didn‘t previously have‖ (p.125). 
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organizational learning occurs when, in response to ―an external source of disturbance or shock‖, 

an organization chooses decision rules that move toward a preferred state to organization (Cyert 

and March, 1963; Cook and Yanow, 1993).  

 A structural approach or cognitive approach emphasizes institutional arrangements or 

rules that enable organization to learn. The importance of organizational structure to 

organizational learning is well recognized. Dodgson views learning organizations as ―firms that 

purposefully adopt structures and strategies to encourage learning‖ (p.387). Similarly, Popper 

and Lipshitz (1998) argue that the structures and strategies enable organizations to learn, so they 

are an organization-level analog of the human nervous system. Stinchcombe (1990) regards 

organizational structure ―a design for organizational learning, for acquiring information about the 

state of the world, and for improving what the organization can do‖ (as cited in Cohen, 1991, p. 

135). Fiol and Lyles (1985) consider ―organizational structure that allows both innovativeness 

and new insights‖ as a basic contextual factor that influences organizational learning (p. 804).  

Popper and Lipshitz (1998) argue that learning can be better facilitated through structural 

approach that emphasizes organizational learning mechanisms defined as ― institutionalized 

structural and procedural arrangements that allow organizations to systematically collect, analyze, 

store, disseminate, and use information relevant to the performance of the organization and its 

members‖ (p. 170). This structural approach is also consistent with rational-analytic theories of 

learning that focuses on information processing including collecting, distributing , and retrieving 

information (Huber, 1991, Mahler, 1997).  

 On the other hand, the cultural approach emphasizes that an organization‘s culture may 

affect the capacity of the organization to learn (Moynihan, 2005; Mahler, 1997; Schein, 1992). 

Cook and Yanow (1993) propose that, to understand organizational learning as learning by 

organizations, scholars need to view organizations not primarily as cognitive entities but as 

cultural ones7. Learning is based on shared norms and understandings that foster intelligent 

behavior (Moynihan, 2005; Senge, 1990). Learning derives from the intersubjective meaning or 

mutual understanding that organizational actors express in their common practices through 

objects, language, and acts and has characteristics of intangible ―software‖ facet rather than 

                                                        
7 The cognitive (structural) and cultural approach are related to the study of individuals‘ activities, but the focus is 
different (Cook and Yanow, 1993). The cognitive approach takes individual action as its primary point of reference 
while the cultural approach emphasizes a group of individuals through mutual understandings between 
organizational members.   
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tangible hardware facet (Cook and Yanow, 1993; Moynihan, 2005; Popper and Lipshitz, 1998). 

Effective organizational learning is contingent on establishing a culture that promotes inquiry, 

openness, high employee empowerment, and discretion (Argyris and Schon, 1996; Davies and 

Esterby-Smith, 1984; Moynihan, 2005).  

 From a cultural point of view, the structural perspectives have neglected the role of 

culture to organizational learning, and a true organizational learning research undertakes the 

cultural approach focusing on collective meaning rather than individual learning (Cook and 

Yanow, 2000; Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009). On the contrary, structuralists criticize the abstract 

nature of the cultural approach. They claim that organizational learning research focuses on 

studying the structural procedures by which individual learning is acquired and utilized for 

organizational purposes (Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009). Even though the two approaches have 

different views on organizational learning, each perspective can act as a complement for each of 

the other, not a substitute, in order to find factors that affect organizational learning. 

 

Theoretical Approach and Hypotheses 

 Many local governments have tried to reform their management practices and thus have 

adopted various management techniques to improve government performance and increase 

management capacity. Just as the private sector emphasizes the importance of organizational 

learning, organizational learning in the public sector organizations is a very useful concept 

because organizational learning is associated with organizational performance, which focuses on 

current public management reform.  

 In this dissertation, we broaden previous work on organizational learning and the factors 

that influence single-loop and double-loop learning in the public sector area, especially in Florida 

municipal governments. Organizational learning is associated with how the organization 

deliberately changes and adapts over time in terms of structure, culture, attitudes, and behavior 

(Barrados and Mayne, 2003). Many scholars point out that organizational learning research can 

be classified in the two approaches: first is structural approach, and second cultural approach. So, 

we examine the impact of structural and cultural factors on both types of organizational learning. 

Also, based on past research, we work from the belief that performance management systems are 

important to how individuals or organizations learn. For example, performance management 

reforms, which especially emphasize performance result information, can imply a willingness to 
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revise government management operations and policies based on such information. Since 

performance management systems can influence organizational learning, this study seeks to link 

performance management systems with organizational learning. In addition, public sector 

organizations are affected by their surrounding environments, organizational learning study 

needs to consider organizational external factors. This study considers network characteristics 

and external stakeholder participation as external factors.  

 The following sections review literature on internal management practices of 

organization in terms of structures and culture, performance management systems, and external 

factors (network characteristics and external stakeholder participation) to find how governments 

learn and then develops hypotheses about facilitating factors of organizational learning which I 

will test in multivariate models using survey data collected from city managers and elected 

officials. Figure 1 illustrates the analytic framework in this dissertation. 
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of factors affecting organizational learning 
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-The directions of all regression coefficients are positive. 
-         means greater impact on double-loop learning, except for internal network which have 
greater impact on single-loop learning. 
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1. Structural Factors 

Low Formalization and Decentralization 

Frequently mentioned characteristics of organizational learning and learning 

organizations are organic structures, not formalized, centralized, and mechanistic structure8 

(Goh, 2001). According to Owen (2001), organization learning is embedded within structures of 

the organization. Meyer (1982) advocates that Goh (2003) suggests that organizations need to 

adopt structures and strategies to encourage learning. Accordingly, organization should be 

designed to encourage learning and reflective action-taking, but this generally means moving 

away form mechanistic structure (Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Morgan and Ramirez, 1983). In addition, 

Meyer (1982) suggests that organizational learning can be better fostered by structures that 

diffuse decision influence, not highly formalized structures.  

Examining the impact of organizational structure on organizational learning, Nicolini and 

Menzar (1995) find that rigid structure retards or hinders a learning capability. In a similar vein, 

Slater and Narver (1995) point out that information sharing effectiveness will be influenced by 

structural constraints. Some authors also point out that strict rules impede knowledge 

development or creation (Von Krogh, 1998) because they may reduce or restrict the chances for 

organization members to freely communicate and interact with one another (Lopez et al., 2006). 

Thus, new ideas‘ range may be reduced by a restriction when an organization is dominated by 

strict formal rules (Lee and Choi, 2003).  

Damanpour (1991) found that low formalization allows openness and variation, which 

encourage new ideas and behaviors. Also, West and Meyer (1997) argue that effective 

communication processes is embedded in flexible organizational structure. They argue that 

―organizational learning capabilities are embedded in organization communication processes 

designed to create knowledge and deploy intellectual resources‖ (p.27). Efficient and effective 

communication in organizations promotes learning by ―assisting the creation of new knowledge 

and by providing access to existing objective and tacit knowledge‖ (West and Meyer, 1997, 

p.27-28). If organizational members are surrounded by the environment of high formalization 

that does not permit openness and experimentation, therefore, such inflexible formalized 

                                                        
8 Centralization means the extent to which organizational decision-making authority is dispersed or concentrated 
(Aiken and Hage, 1971; Hall, 2002; Rainey, 2003). Formalization may be identified in degree to which 
organization‘s structures and procedures are formally established in written rules and regulations (Aiken and Hage, 
1971; Hall, 2002; Rainey, 2003). Organizational learning literature generally suggests that high centralization and 
formalization may retard organizational learning. 



25 
 

structures may result in reducing the development or use of knowledge and information. In a 

similar view, Bozeman and Kingsley (1998) find that there is a negative relationship between 

formalization and red tape and organizational member‘ willingness to take risks. Accordingly, 

low formalization is a necessary antecedent of improving organizational learning.  

High employee empowerment, participation, and discretion are very important elements 

to the organizational learning (Argyris and Schon, 1996; Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Moynihan, 2005). 

Centralized structures tend to reinforce past behaviors and make new learning difficult, whereas 

decentralized structures tend to allow shifts of beliefs and actions and make new learning 

possible (Fiol and Lyles, 1985). For example, Osborne and Gaebler (1992) explain that ―good 

ideas may bubble up from below, but in centralized systems those ideas are usually ignored. To 

empower employees to act on their ideas, policy makes must decentralize the locus of decision-

making‖ (p.275). Because less centralized structure encourages communication (West and Meyer, 

1997; Burns and Stalker, 1994), decentralized structures may be more efficient regarding 

information flow than hierarchical structures. In decentralized organizations, organization 

members are exposed to a lot more information and opinions, which may contribute to a creative 

integration of perspectives‖ (Pertusa-Ortega et al, 2010). Thus, decentralization can facilitate the 

incorporation of a greater number of individuals and organizational levels into strategic 

reflection process (Robbins, 1990). Likewise, the decentralized structure is more likely to 

encourage organization members to be creative, and participative work environments facilitate 

knowledge development and sharing by motivating organizational members‘ involvement (Liao, 

2007). Therefore, decreased centralization can lead organization to develop and use knowledge 

and information that will help improve the performance and effectiveness of organization (Lee 

and Choi, 2003). From this point of view, double-loop learning could be fueled by employing 

participatory approach or decentralized structure. 

Recently Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) argue that ―a mismatch between knowledge and 

authority can affect organizational learning‖ (p. 1099). Organizational members with expertise 

who can make informed judgments may lack the authority to make the appropriate changes, 

while senior managers with authority are likely to lack operational expertise to consider specific 

processes (Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009). As a result, they argue that ―information is likely to 

remain unused, potential learning opportunities untaken‖ (p.1099). Sharing a similar view, 
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Pertusa-Ortega et al. (2010) explain that high levels of centralization tend to hinder the 

development of new ideas or knowledge.  

 This study examines the impact of low formalization on the types of organizational 

learning. Also, it examines how organizational decentralization affects types of organizational 

learning. There is no evidence that low formalization and decentralization will affect both types 

of organizational learning. But overall, we would expect and test that low formalization and low 

centralization will positively contribute to both types of organizational learning, but that their 

impact will be greater on double-loop learning.   

 

Hypothesis 1-1: A low level of formalization is positively associated with single-loop and 

double-loop learning, but the impact will be greater on double-loop learning. 

 

Hypothesis 1-2: Decentralization (of decision making) is positively associated with single and 

double loop learning, but the impact of decentralization will be greater on double-loop learning 

than on single-loop learning. 

 

Resources 

  Like kinds of formal rules, resources can be viewed as a structural variable (Berends, 

Boersma, and Weggeman, 2003; Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009) because resources are usually 

linked to a set of rules and can also function as ―a constraint formally created by actors out side 

the public organization‖ (Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009, p. 1098). Most empirical research 

reports that government‘ learning ability is hindered when government are constantly in weak 

fiscal condition, which in turn lead government or organization to a reactive mode (Askim, 

Johnsen, and Christophersen, 2008). Accordingly, organizational learning requires specialized 

administrative resources and time, which might be difficult for organizations in weak financial 

condition to mobilize (Askim, Johnsen, and Christophersen, 2008; Moynihan, 2005). Also, 

Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) recently argue that if organizations have some measure of 

organizational slack, they are more likely to be able to think proactively, and devote specialized 

resources and time to learning.  In a similar vein, Berry (1994) argue that government 

organizations with abundant or slack resources are more likely than those in weak financial 

condition to take more innovative actions (e.g. adoption of strategic planning), even though 
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governments may take more innovative ways to overcome the problems created by low 

resources  during fiscal stress. Several empirical studies support this argument. For example, 

Askim et al. (2008) find that resources (fiscal situation) are positively associated with 

organizational learning. More recently, Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) find that adequacy of 

resources promotes organizational learning. Similarly, empirical studies have found that the 

availability of resources is associated with agency adoption of performance reforms and greater 

use of performance information (de Lancer Julnes and Holzer, 2001; Moynihan, 2008). So, we 

expect that organizations with the abundant resources affect single-loop and double-loop 

learning, but they are more likely to have higher organizational learning.     

 

Hypothesis 1-3: Abundant resources are positively related to single and double-loop learning, 

but the impact will be greater on double-loop learning than on single-loop learning.  

 

2. Cultural Factors 

Goals and Mission Orientation 

 Organizational learning theory emphasizes the significance of organization members‘ 

understanding of the mission, goals, and vision (Goh, 2003; Mahler, 1997; Moynihan and 

Landuyt, 2009; Senge, 1990). According to Moynihan and Landuyt (2009), missions and goals 

reflects a both cultural aspect within the organization as well as also being the product of 

management practices of strategic planning and communication. They maintain that, with a 

mission-based culture, organization members‘ behavior is guided by shared norms and 

assumptions about the organizational purpose. In particular, the understanding of the mission and 

goals are important to the empowerment of employees focusing on the current management 

reform, who will feel more capable of taking initiatives that align their actions to the 

organizational vision (Goh, 2001). According to Senge (1990), having a clear vision and an 

understanding of the current state creates tension and allows change and learning to occur. This 

creative tension is an important element of improving organizational learning. In a similar vein, 

Mahler (1997) suggests that if employees perceive high ambiguity in their environment, this may 

make learning more difficult. When organizational members fully understand goal and mission 

in their organization, they are more likely to engage in learning activity (Kaplan and Norton, 

1996). Moynihan and Landuyt (2009)‘ empirical study on organizational learning support this 



28 
 

claim that there is a positive relationship between mission orientation and organizational learning. 

Also, de Lancer Julnes and Holzer (2001) find that goal orientation is associated with greater use 

of performance information. So, this study expects that goal and mission orientation positively 

influence organizational learning, including both single-loop learning and double-loop learning.   

 

Hypothesis2-1: Goal and mission orientation are positively associated with both single and 

double-loop learning. 

 

Risk-Taking Culture Explanation 

The organizational culture plays an important role in organizational learning. (Mahler, 

1997; Moynihan, 2005). One of the most challenging tasks for fostering organizational learning 

or developing learning organization is to change organization‘ culture. Organizational culture 

can help unify organizational members in having a consensus about the value of learning and use 

of new learning for creative purposes in the pursuit of organizational goals and objectives (Reid 

and Khasawneh, 2005). Schein (1985) views culture as a set of shared, implicit assumptions 

among a group that determines how it perceives, thinks, and responds to its various environments. 

In a similar vein, Rainey and Steinbauer (1999) refer to culture as ―patterns of shared meaning in 

organizations, including shared values and beliefs about appropriate behaviors and actions‖ 

(p.17). Culture can be influenced by symbols, ceremonies, statements, and actions of leaders.  

  According to organizational learning and learning organization literature, culture could 

be an impediment to successful organizational learning because it has most often been 

considered as a ―source of resistance‖ or ―source of defensive routines‖ (Marhler, 1997). 

Diamond (1984) points out that public bureaucratic organizations have defensive aspects 

(culture) against organizational change. Accordingly, the main task in enhancing organizational 

learning is to reduce the effect of defensive routine culture on organizational learning. The 

organizational learning and learning organization literature have emphasized the importance of 

risk-taking culture and accepting mistakes in order for organizations to learn. In discussing 

organizational learning, for example, Watkins and Marsick (1993) and Marquardt (1996) 

describe an organizational culture that supports rewards and recognition for learning and 

applying that learning as critical for successful learning organizations. Thus, the role of readers is 

critical for creating and fostering risk-taking culture. Moreover, learning organization literature 
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suggests that organizations need to reward and encourage the testing of new knowledge and 

individual initiative to try new methods of work or of problem solving. This means questioning 

the status quo and the way things are done. Mistakes and failures as a result of experimentation 

are not punished, but are used as lessons learned (Goh, 2001). An experimental mindset with 

organizational support to try new things, to innovate and play with new ideas and to use failures 

as a learning experience is considered as a facilitating factor in organizational learning (Goh, 

2001). In a similar vein, Zajac and Comfort (1997, pp. 548-549) discuss the essential cultural 

aspects associated with organizational learning as follows: 

 

the punishment response can counter organizational learning efforts (Argyris 1985; 

Hackman and Wageman 1995). While punishment is often thought to be appropriate or 

necessary or is legally mandated, it serves as a disincentive to the free flow of information 

and to the spirit of open inquiry essential to substantive reform (Argyris 1982 and 1990). 

 

However, experimenting or risk-taking culture in public sector organizations may not be 

well promoted because of ―life in a fishbowl‖ characteristics of public sector jobs. A pervasive 

view is that public sector managers are risk-averse which results in managerial ineffectiveness, 

and that incentives should be provided to embolden public managers (Bozeman and Kingsley, 

1998). Even though changes in organization may cause kinds of risk feeling among 

organizational members, cultural change will be needed for enhancing organizational learning in 

public sector organizations. For successful organizational learning, organizations that have risk-

taking cultures that ―promote openness, creativity, and experimentation among 

members….[organizational culture] nurture innovation and provide the freedom to try new 

things, to risk, and to learn from mistakes‖ (Cummings and Worley, 2001, p. 520) are more 

likely to promote learning. For this reason, risk-taking culture may provide a favorable 

environment for organizational learning. Based on the organizational learning literature, we 

would expect that risk-taking culture is positively associated with single-loop and double-loop 

learning. But the literatures tend to emphasize that risk-taking culture is more likely to be 

associated with higher level learning. Thus, we also would expect that risk-taking culture will 

have more impact on double-loop learning.  
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Hypothesis 2-2: Risk-taking culture is positively related to single and double-loop learning, but 

the impact will be greater on double-loop learning than on single-loop learning. 

 

3. Learning Forums 

  Dialogue may be a necessary precondition for organizational learning (Weick and 

Westley, 1996). Issacs (1993) defines dialogue as ―a discipline of collective thinking and inquiry, 

a process for transforming the quality of conversation and, in particular, the thinking that lies 

beneath it‖ (p. 25). Similarly, Barge (2002) defines dialogue as ―a collective and collaborative 

communication process whereby people explore together their individual and collective 

assumptions and predispositions‖ (p. 168). Also, Schein (1993) views dialogue as ―a basic 

process for building common understanding, in that it allows one to see the hidden meanings of 

words, first by revealing these hidden meanings in our own communication‖ (p. 34). Schein 

explains that dialogue enables group to think generatively, creatively, and most importantly, 

together. Schein (1993) states the importance of dialogue as follows:  

 
By letting disagreement go, meanings become clearer, and the group gradually builds a 

shared set of meanings that make much higher levels of mutual understanding and creative 

thinking possible. As we listen to ourselves and others in what may appear often to be a 

disjointed, rather random conversation, we begin to see the bias and subtleties of how each 

member thinks and expresses meanings. In this process, we do not convince each other, but 

build a common experience base that allows us to learn collectively (p.34). 

  

These definitions mentioned by scholars implies that dialogue is useful and helpful for a 

group of people to develop a shared understanding, and thus to learn together.  

As a marriage of the cultural and structural approaches, Moynihan and Landuyt (2009), 

recently, emphasizes the importance of learning forums or dialogue routines in organizational 

learning, based on studies of performance management reforms. Moynihan (2005) points out that 

performance management reforms have done a good job establishing organizational learning 

mechanism (OLMs) that collect and disseminate performance information, but such OLMs are 

not enough to enhance organizational learning. He asserts that performance management 

systems‘ designers need to use those routines to consider and discuss data as seriously as they 
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take the routines to collect and disseminate data. Thus, Moynihan (2008) highlights the need for 

learning forums-- ―dialogue routines specifically focused on solution seeking, where actors 

collectively examine information, consider its significance, and decide how it will affect action‖ 

( p. 167). Such learning forums can offer an opportunity to access and make sense of information, 

and persuade others on how to move forward.  Moynihan argues that dialogue permits a group 

of people to examine their own thinking, see old problems in new ways by experimenting with 

plural perspectives and create common meaning. Even though learning forums or dialogue 

routines can be formally established, successful learning forums rely greatly on the cultural 

characteristics of organization. Moynihan (2005) argues that ―learning forums work best if they 

occur within a culture that is purpose driven, encourages the open sharing of information, 

supports the presentation of different perspectives, and examines errors to solve problems rather 

than to allocate blame‖ (cited in Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009, p. 1100).  

The interaction between knowledgeable staff, through dialogue routines, or learning 

forums, can create ―innovation and solutions that would not occur if such staff were acting by 

themselves‖ (Moynihan, 2008, p. 110). Kaplan and Norton (1996) argue that learning is enabled 

by ―a team problem solving process that analyzes and learns from the performance data and then 

adapts the strategy to emerging conditions and issues‖ (p. 252).  

Recent empirical studies find that there is a positive relationship between learning forums 

and organizational learning. Askim et al. (2008) treat CEO‘s participation in benchmarking 

exercises as learning forums. Such forums are found to positively influence organizational 

learning. Also, Moynihan (2005) suggests that a learning forum is an important facilitative factor 

to increase single-loop and double-loop learning, especially improving double-loop learning. 

More recently, Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) found that there is a positive relationship between 

an agency having a learning forum and organizational learning. We would expect that a learning 

forum positively influences both single-loop and double-loop learning, but the impact will be 

greater on double-loop learning. 

 

Hypothesis 3: Learning forums will positively influence single and double-loop learning, but the 

impact will be greater on double-loop learning. 

 

4. Performance Management Systems 
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Strategic Planning 

Strategic planning, with its focus on agency mission, managing internal and external 

stakeholders and creative thinking on strategies to meet goals is a widely used management 

system since the early 1990s in city governments.  The constructive dialogue and learning that 

should take place during strategic planning is often considered as important than the specific plan 

produced (Bryson, 1995).  Strategic planning helps manage change through: (1) developing a 

clear sense of mission and desired service outcomes, (2) helping the agency understand the views 

of its stakeholders and clients, (3) encouraging an organizational culture of innovation and 

flexibility, and (4) linking agency strategies with performance measures (Berry., 2007b, 1).  

Since strategic planning is often done on an annual basis, it allows managers to use the 

performance data they collect to assess how well programs are working and goals and objectives 

are being achieved. A regular system of planning, measurement and assessment should 

contribute to a culture and practice of learning about an agency‘s work and processes.  

While we expect strategic planning to contribute to all organizational learning, we 

believe it may be especially likely to promote double loop learning, as the strategic planning 

process explicitly examines and sets organizational goals and strategies for achieving those goals. 

 

Performance Based Budgeting System 

Since the early 1990s, many governments at the federal, state, and local government 

levels have implemented a series of budget reforms that include performance measurement and 

greater attention to government accountability. Part of the government ―reinvention‖ and quality 

management era, performance budgeting links strategic plans, budgets, and performance 

measures for an integrated budget- and program-planning effort. Poister and Streib (2005, p. 50) 

found that over 80% of the cities that use strategic planning link performance management 

systems to strategic plans for a variety of management purposes, including annual evaluations of 

departments and individual staff, tracking achievement of objectives, and implementing specific 

initiatives. Melkers and Willoughby (2005, 188) found that cities with comprehensive measures 

across government departments and for a wide variety of programs lead to greater use in the 

budget process. They also found that leadership support and the extent to which performance 

measures are used in a range of management decisions determine the perceived long-range 

benefits of performance measures at the city level in the United States. 
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Performance budgeting is a term used to refer to budget formats that link inputs with 

outputs, outcomes, or other measures of results (U. S.GAO, 1997).  Inputs are the budgeted 

funds, number of staff, and other resources that are used in government agencies. Outputs are the 

specific activities or immediate results of the program services that inputs fund. An outcome is 

the ultimate result or goal of a program activity.  We can determine a program‘s outcome by 

asking ―What difference did the activity or output make in the community or to the person who 

received the service?‖ Citizen satisfaction with services also represents outcome data in many 

cases (Berry, 2007a). Thus inputs, outputs, and outcomes are basic ideas related to performance 

budgeting at all levels of governments. 

A core function of performance-based budgeting is to require program measures be 

collected but to tie the measures into a system of performance accountability and iterative 

learning so that managers and decision makers can assess how well public funds are being spent 

and programs are working. Berry, Brower and Flowers (2000) found that managers in FL 

agencies that used performance-based budgeting felt that it brought focus on results and 

improving their programs. Given this logic and overall purpose of performance-based budgeting, 

we would expect a city that uses it to put more emphasis on using the measures in an ongoing 

learning process. 

 

Benchmarking System 

 Benchmarking is a traditional type of performance measurement that is intended to 

facilitate organizational learning (Holloway, Francis, and Hinton 1999; Behn, 2003). According 

to Behn (2003), benchmarking aims to answer three questions: ―What is my organization doing 

well? What is my organization not doing well? What does my organization need to do differently 

to improve on what it is not doing well?‖ (p. 594). Benchmarking is defined as ―a continuous, 

systematic process of measuring products, services, and practices against organizations regarded 

to be superior with the aim of rectifying any performance ‗gap‘‖ (Kouzmin et al., 1999 p.123). 

Through benchmarking, organizations can acquire new external information by looking at best 

practices.  

 If the performance record of government is generally consistent with the benchmarks, 

the comparison provides reassurance that the operation is on track. On the hand, if substantial 

performance gaps become obvious, the organization might be prompted to conduct further 
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analysis resulting in operating changes (Ammons, 2008). Thus, helping to identify deviations 

from expected performance, any differences suggest not only that the organization needs to 

improve, but also provide a basis for identifying how it could achieve these improvements (Behn, 

2003). As a good tool or systems to enhance learning, benchmarking is viewed as "an instrument 

for assessing organizational performance and for facilitating management transfer and learning 

from other benchmarked organizations" (Kouzmin et al., 1999, p.121). Thus, benchmarking as a 

traditional form of performance measurement (Behn, 2003) can be considered as a strategy for 

facilitating organizational learning.  

 

Under the current public management reform efforts, performance management systems 

such as strategic planning, performance based budgeting, and benchmarking, focus on using 

performance information to make better decision to improve performance of organization. So, 

performance measurement generating performance information is core element for successful 

operation of performance management systems. This performance measurement can serve as the 

basis for organizational learning, as Behn (2003) claims that one of performance measurement 

purposes is to learn: ―why is what working or not working‖(p.592). Kravchuk and Schack (1996) 

emphasize performance measurement as a tool to help government agencies or organizations 

better understand their processes and outcomes and to allow for a holistic, integrated analysis of 

the organization‘s goals and objectives in relation to its current performance in the context of 

other internal and external conditioning factors. In a similar vein, Behn (2003) maintains that the 

information performance measurement produces allows executives to judge the success of their 

operations and their improvement over time. This emphasis on organizational learning has been 

considered as ―integrating concept for a broad range of improvement tools and methods (Senge, 

1990). 

In performance feedback model, performance measurement is crucial to identify whether 

or not projected (anticipated) performance are accomplished. Because performance measurement 

provide comparison between anticipated performance and actual performance, Cyert and March 

(1963) argue that feedback from performance measurement as important to understand how 

organizational learning is induced. According to performance feedback learning models, 

organizations have a target level of performance or aspiration level to which they compare their 

actual performance. In each period, they determine they have performed above or below this 
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aspiration level (Lant and Mezias, 1992; Cyert and March; 1963; Levinthal and March, 1981; 

Levitt and March, 1988). Performance relative to aspiration levels refers to the organization‘s 

perceptions of success and failure. The perspective that organizations set goals or aspiration 

levels, and compare their actual performance to their goals, is a common theme in learning 

models. Organizational learning can occur through the detection of a performance gap (Duncan 

and Weiss, 1979). For example, on the basis of feedback about achieved performance, if 

performance falls short of aspirations, or perceived as failure, organizations adapt their behavior. 

Then, they would adapt their aspirations to achieved performance. 

In addition, Mausolff and Spence (2008) emphasize the role of feedback from 

performance measurement on organizational learning. According to them, feedback from 

performance measurement can stimulate organizational learning by triggering awareness of 

performance gaps. Through performance information, organization members initiated problem 

solving activities, including developing interpretations for the causes of the performance gaps, 

sharing these interpretations, searching selecting solutions, and implementing solutions. Through 

such activities, organization members corrected problems, and they were learning from 

performance measurement (Mausolff, 2004).   

 Overall, as mentioned above, performance measurement can contribute to organizational 

learning. Performance measurement, however, may influence the levels of organizational 

learning differently. That is to say, performance measurement systems or models tend to foster 

single-loop learning because they enable managers to take corrective action if and when 

processes are seen to become inefficient. Scholars note that performance measurement was 

mostly intended for narrow process improvement (single-loop learning) rather than broad 

understanding of policy choice and policy outcome (Moynihan, 2005; Yang, 2007).  However, 

performance measurement may also play a critical role in detecting and solving problems, 

resulting in paradigmatic change or double-loop learning. It may affect the perception that 

existing goals and processes no longer match external challenges, and the adoption of wider 

perspectives, tapping creative solutions (Coopey, 1995; Kloot, 1997).  

 This study expects that performance management systems or processes via strategic 

planning, performance-based budgeting, and benchmarking systems are positively associated 

with single-loop and double-loop learning, but the impact will be more great on double-loop 

learning.  
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Hypotheses 4-1: Working within a strategic planning system will positively influence single-loop 

and double-loop learning, but the impact will be greater on double-loop learning than on single-

loop learning. 

 

Hypotheses 4-2: Working within a performance-based budgeting system will positively influence 

single-loop and double-loop learning, but the impact will be greater on double-loop learning 

than on single-loop learning. 

 

Hypotheses 4-3: Working within a benchmarking system will positively influence single-loop and 

double-loop learning, but the impact will be greater on double-loop learning than on single-loop 

learning. 

 

Information Technology System 

 Organizations use information and its associated technologies to adapt to complex, 

turbulent environments (Brown and Brudney. 2003; Huber, 1990). Rainey and Steinbaurer 

(1999) note the importance of technology utilization, and the utilization of technology is 

associated with organization effectiveness because it aids to build the internal capacity of 

organization.  

 The organization learning literature suggests that information technology can be 

considered as an important tool for facilitating organizational learning processes such as 

knowledge acquisition, knowledge transfer, and knowledge storage (Brown and Brudney. 2003; 

Huber, 1991; Davenport and Prusak, 1998). Huber (1990) notes that the use of information 

technology may lead to ―organizational intelligence that is more comprehensive, timely, 

available on demand‖ (in cited in Brown and Brudney, 2003, p.32). In terms of organizational 

learning processes, Alavi and Leidner (2001) assert that information technology increase 

knowledge transfer by extending an individual‘s reach beyond formal communication lines. That 

is to say, information technology improves communication by blurring the boundaries within 

organization and increasing possible relationships‘ range beyond hierarchies (Marquardt, 2002). 

For example, computer networks, electronic bulletin boards, and discussion groups promote 

dialogue ―between the person seeking knowledge and those who may have access to the 
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knowledge‖ (Alavi and Leidner, 2001, p. 121). Furthermore, information technology based on 

computer-mediated communication may increase knowledge creation quality by enabling a 

forum for constructing and sharing beliefs, for confirming consensual interpretation, and for 

allowing expression of new ideas (Henderson and Sussman, 1997, Alavi and Leidner, 2001). By 

building an extended field for interaction among organizational members for sharing ideas and 

information, and for creating dialog or contact, information systems may enable organizational 

members to arrive at new insights and/or more accurate interpretations than if left to decipher 

information on their own (Alavi and Leidner, 2001).  

 Also, Kane and Alavi (2007) examined the effect of information technology such as 

communication technology (e-mail), knowledge repositories of best practices, and groupware on 

exploitation (related to single-loop learning) and exploration (double-loop learning) in 

organizational learning. Using computational modeling, they found that information technology 

may have a distinct effect on exploration and exploitation learning in the organization.   

 The literature on organization learning and knowledge management recognizes that 

information technology can create and share new information and knowledge to promote 

organizational learning and thus offers the potential for improving organization performance. But 

the effectiveness of information technology or system depends on organization members‘ 

willingness to use such technology or system. For example, performance gains through 

information technology are often obstructed by users‘ unwillingness to accept and use available 

systems (Bowen, 1986; Davis, 1989). Davis (1989) suggests that the fundamental determinants 

of information technology use are influenced by end-users‘ perceived usefulness. Organization 

members tend to use or not use an IT-related application to the extent they think it will helpful in 

performing their job better, defined as perceived usefulness. Perceived usefulness refers to ―the 

degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job 

performance‖ (p. 320). Berry, Berry and Foster (1998) also found that perceived usefulness was 

a key component in whether employees used a computer-based disciplinary decision making 

system. 

 Overall, the past literature strongly suggests that the widespread utilization of 

information technology by employees can have a positive effect on organization learning. Also, 

this study suggest that information technology can better promote organization learning  if 
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organization members consider information technology applications as useful in getting his or 

her job done.  

 

Hypothesis 4-4: The degree of employees’ use of IT application will positively influence single-

loop and double-loop learning. 

 

Hypothesis4-5: The degree of employees’ perceived usefulness of IT application will positively 

influence single-loop and double-loop learning. 

 

5. Network Characteristics 

Governmental organizations can and do learn from others (Askim et al., 2007). 

Organizational learning literatures emphasize the importance of learning form others in terms of 

knowledge acquisition (Huber, 1991; Levitt and March, 1988; Granovetter, 1973). A public 

management network consists of two types of networks- internal and external networks (Kwon, 

2006)- and we expect them to have different impacts on types of organization learning. The 

internal and external networks can be considered to be the strong ties and weak ties, respectively. 

The sociological literature, through the work of Granovetter (1973), has usefully differentiated 

two different types of networks, formed by strong and weak ties. According to Granovetter 

(1973), the strength of a tie is ―a combination of the amount of time, the emotional intensity, the 

intimacy, and the reciprocal services which characterize the tie‖ (p. 1361). Similarly, Krackhardt 

(1992) explains that the strength of a tie can be objectively measured by time spent in the 

relationship and subjectively by manager‘s perceptions of reciprocity and emotional intensity 

and intimacy. That is, strong ties often involve intense social interaction, while weak ties exist 

among peoples who infrequently communicate and have very few interactions and less close 

relationship. 

 

Internal Network 

While two types of ties in networks are essential for knowledge transfer and 

organizational learning, internal network (strong ties) and external network (weak ties) may 

function as facilitating the two different types of organizational learning. Internal networks 

promote trust which emerges from the intensive interaction at the dyadic level (Gulati et al., 
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2002). So, internal networks or strong ties are associated with close relationships and with high 

levels of trust. Actors who share direct connections with each other are likely to possess more 

common information and knowledge of each other (Granovetter, 1973; Gulati, 1998). Since 

strong ties result from intense relationships among participants, they facilitate the acquisition and 

interpretation of tacit knowledge among participants (Hansen, 1999; Gulati, 1998). Strong ties 

network are likely to show similarities in the attitudes, norms, and behaviors of actors from the 

sharing of information through networks, because such network are likely to develop a shared 

understanding and perspectives as s result of a strong socializing relations, which in turn 

influence actors‘ actions (Burt, 1987; Coleman, Katz, and Menzel, 1966; Gulati, 1998). Also, 

members with strong ties are willing to provide resources available within their social network 

(Granovetter, 1982). Accordingly, they will be likely to undertake joint activities of exploiting 

the available resources and making improvements to current practices. But because strong tie 

social interaction involved in strong tie relationships often leads to routinized patterns and 

thinking, there is little departure from the established ways of doing things (Deng and Poole, 

2003). From this point of view, it can be assumed that internal networks or strong ties are 

associated with single-loop learning. Under performance reform efforts, management networks 

of city governments involve their efforts to keep internal and external network (strong and weak 

ties) to improve organization performance and effectiveness (Kwon, 2006). Internal networks as 

strong ties efforts consist of any group of people in city governments who share information 

about performance management or who promote performance management efforts.  

 

External Network 

On the other hand, external networks or weak ties enable the effective detection and 

exploration of novel or innovative ideas. Network literatures emphasize the importance of weak 

ties in the diffusion process of information. Granovetter (1973) argues that weak ties, which is 

infrequent and distant relationships, are efficient for flow of information and information sharing 

because weak ties may provide access to new and non-redundancy information by bridging 

otherwise isolated groups or individuals in an organization. Weak ties can increase 

organization‘s members‘ ability to recognize and take advantage of new opportunities and 

resource. Therefore, it can be assumed that external networks or weak ties can help to obtain new 

insights through new information or knowledge that can put current task ways or practices into 
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question, allow for continuous experimentation of new ways of learning, and thus foster double-

loop learning. Empirical study supports this claim. Mintrom (1997) and Mintrom and Vergari 

(1998) argue that information and innovation diffuse through organizational professional 

networks serving as conveying new information. Professional management networks involve a 

group of actors who share an interest in some management area (Kwon, 2006). Through these 

professional networks, organization members are more likely to gain novel insights and 

innovative ideas for management performance improvement which can lead to double-loop 

learning. In a similar vein, public sectors‘ innovation is often fostered by professional norms 

through professional organizations (Roger, 1995). In this dissertation, I consider professional 

networks as external networks (weak ties) because professional networks may be considered as 

having less intense interactions among actors. So, external networks as weak ties networks 

consist of associations and conferences, or online service (or publication) for performance 

improvement.  

Overall, there is no clear finding or evidence that different types of networks (internal 

and external networks) lead to different types of learning (single-loop and double-loop learning), 

but this study tests whether internal networks are more likely to foster single-loop learning, and 

external networks are more associated with double-loop learning.  

 

Hypothesis 5-1: Internal networks are positively associated with single-loop learning and 

double-loop learning, but the impact will be greater on single-loop learning than double-loop 

learning. 

Hypothesis 5-2: External networks are positively associated with single-loop learning and 

double-loop learning, but the impact will be greater on double-loop learning than single-loop 

learning.  

 

6. External Stakeholder Participation 

The important external stakeholders for public organizations involve elected officials and 

citizens (Fountain et al., 2003). The participation of external stakeholders can be considered as a 

facilitating factor for organizational learning. Yang (2008) claims that citizens as external 

stakeholders may have insights or perspectives about government operations that differs from 

those of public managers. Thus, for example, their involvement in performance measurement 



41 
 

may stimulate managers‘ interest in pressing community problems, expand managers‘ horizon in 

alternative choice, and encourage strategic innovations (Yang, 2008), leading to double-loop 

learning. Citizen participation may not lead to internal management efficiency (Thomas, 1995; 

Yang and Jun Yi, 2007), but it can be expected that their involvement may foster organizational 

learning by providing plural perspectives about improvements for government operations which 

emphasize as facilitating learning factor (Huber, 1991). Also, Ranson and Stewart (1994) argue 

that triggers for organizational learning can often be found within public discourse, and thus 

organizational learning can be promoted through strengthening and widening access to the arena 

of public discourse. Furthermore, in terms of performance information use or effectiveness, 

Yang and Hsieh (2007) report that there is a positive relationship between external stakeholder 

participation and performance measure‘s perceived effectiveness. De Lancer Julnes and Holzer 

(2001) find that citizens as interest group (elected officials and citizen group) positively 

influence the actual use of performance information. In short, citizen participation can not only 

foster the use of performance information, but also provide useful insights about government 

operations.  

 Dekker and Hansen (2004) argue that the dynamics of public sector organizational 

learning cannot be fully understood without its broader political environment. There is little 

research on linking organizational learning with politics, but in the older traditional view, politics 

is posited to have a negative effect on organizational learning (Argyris, 1986; Senge, 1990) 

because the pressure from elected officials can create defensive routines from bureaucratic 

administrators. But, Dekker and Hansen (2004) argue that political attention may influence 

organization‘s awareness of learning opportunities and their willingness or capacity to draw 

lessons from certain events and experiences. Political attention may provide incentives or force 

public officials to reflect on the past and current performances of their organizations (Dekker and 

Hansen, 2004). When poor performances are exposed to the public and become public issues, it 

becomes increasingly difficult for organizations to ignore these shortcomings (Dekker and 

Hansen, 2004). Therefore, Dekker and Hansen (2004) maintain that political attention or elected 

official participation may not only lead to organizational management process improvement, but 

also a more fundamental reflection on the basic principles and values of an organization, which 

is related to double-loop learning.  They found in their study of two cases in Europe that when 

the political environment paid attention to structural issues and developed specific reforms to 
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implement, it was more successful than when the investigation and political learning focused 

more on individual failure and did not set forth structural reforms. Moynihan (2005) also points 

out that double-loop learning is more relevant in the sphere of elected officials, mostly because 

elected officials are motivated to win reelection, and therefore, they will seek to change strategic 

goals to match shifting public preferences (Moynihan, 2005). Recently, empirical research 

supports this explanation. For example, Askim et al. (2008) find that the participation of 

politicians in Norwegian municipal benchmarking networks is positively associated with 

organizational learning.  

 In sum, this study suggests that external stakeholder participation as elected officials and 

citizens are associated with organizational learning, although organizational learning literature 

has not examined such relationship.  

 

Hypothesis 6-1: Participation of political officials will be positively associated with single-loop 

and double-loop learning, but the impact may be greater on double-loop learning.  

 

Hypothesis 6-2: Citizen participation will be positively associated with single-loop and double-

loop learning, but the impact may be greater on double-loop learning 
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CHAPTER 3 

DATA AND METHOD 

 

 

This chapter presents the research methodology used in this study to test research 

hypotheses. This chapter is organized into three sections. The first section discusses unit of 

analysis and sample and data collection, and the survey instrument. Then, statistical methods for 

data analysis are discussed. The final section presents the descriptive statistics of survey items 

and details the measurement of variables used to test research hypotheses in this study.  

 

Unit of Analysis 

 Unit of analysis is defined as ―the entities (objects or events) under study‖ (Singleton 

and Straits, 2005, p. 45). Clarification of unit of analysis can prevent the risk of drawing invalid 

or false conclusions about research findings (Babbie, 2001; Singleton and Straits, 2005). The 

purpose of this study is to examine the level of organizational learning associated with 

performance management practices in city operations in Florida. In this study, therefore, the unit 

of analysis is municipal government in Florida.  

 

Sample and Data Collection 

 The data reported in this dissertation were collected in both an email survey and mail 

survey which was sent to 409 municipal governments in Florida. Even though this study as topic 

can be applied to all U.S. cities, the sample of this study was confined to Florida cities because 

of budget and time constraints. Survey respondents were city managers and mayors who play the 

role of chief administrative officers (CAO) and the data were aggregated to the city level. A city 

manager serves as the role of chief administrative officer in the council-manager form of 

government, whereas a mayor plays a role of chief administrative officer in the mayor-council 

government system. So, city managers were targeted in council-manager systems, and mayors 

were targeted in mayor-council systems. Their names, email and mail addresses were provided 

by the membership directory of the Florida League of Cities.  
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We conducted survey in four waves during summer of 20109. The three waves of the e-

mail surveys were sent out through Survey Monkey which is an online survey tool. Through e-

mail survey, we received 118 responses, or 28.9%. After the three waves of e-mail surveys, one 

time paper survey was mailed and we received 61 more responses, or 14.9%. Among 409 Florida 

municipal governments, a total of 166 completed surveys were returned for an overall response 

rate of 40.6 percent10. Most of these were completed by city managers or assistant managers or 

mayors, but in some cases they were filled out by other high-level officials, or human resources 

manager or finance directors. A supplemental data such as population and median household 

income were collected in U.S. Census Bureau and then merged with the survey responses.  

 

Survey Instrument Development 

The Survey questionnaire and measurement scale was developed on the basis of the 

literature review and the objectives of the study. A summated rating scale was used over single- 

yes-no answers. That is, a questionnaire with a 5-point Likert response scale was used. The 

Likert response scale is a common way of measuring kinds of attitudes (Singleton and Straits, 

2005). Single yes-or-no questions are insufficient in terms of precision and reliability (Spector, 

1992). Single items do not produce consistent responses by people over time. Also, they are 

imprecise because they restrict measurement to only two levels.  

To assure reliability and validity for measurements, questionnaires were adapted from the 

tested items reported in the literature, and new questions were developed only where necessary. 

Also, to assure reliability and validity of the survey questionnaire, researchers must make an 

effort to make sure that questions should be clear, easily readable, and brief,  vocabulary should 

be adequate for the respondent, and directions are clear and easy to follow (O‘Sullivan, Russel, 

and Berner, 2003; Singleton and Straits, 2005). Accordingly, this study conducted revision 

process with one professor and four doctoral students trained in the department of public 

                                                        
9 This dissertation used a self-administered electronic survey method and a self-administered mail survey method. 
Both self-administered survey method has several advantages, compared to interview (Orlich, 1978; Singleton and 
Straits, 2005): 1. Many individuals may be contacted at the same time. 2. Each selected respondent receives identical 
questions. 3. A written questionnaire provides a vehicle for expression without fear of embarrassment to the 
respondent. 5. Respondents are free to select a convenient time to respond, and to spend sufficient time to think 
about each answer. 6. Persons in remote or distant areas are reached. 7. Interviewer biases are avoided. In particular, 
this dissertation greatly utilized a self-administered electronic survey method, due to the two main advantages: the 
reduced cost (e.x. eliminating the costs of paper, postage, and assembly of the mailout package) and time savings 
(Singleton and Straits, 2005). 
10 We received 13 incomplete surveys and then deleted such incomplete surveys.   
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administration. They proofread and edited the survey questionnaire to find typographical and 

grammatical error, misspellings, inappropriate usages, and irrelevant terminology and provided 

comments for survey questionnaire format. Their comments and suggestions were incorporated 

into the revision of the survey draft.  Then, the final version of survey instrument was sent out 

to target cities. Moreover, the cover letter and the questionnaire were reviewed and approved by 

Florida State University‘s Institutional Review Board (IRB). Appendix A contained a copy of the 

letter of approval form the IRB. This study utilized e-mail or online and mail survey methods to 

obtain high response rate. The mailing survey included a cover letter (see Appendix B), a 

questionnaire, and a prepaid self-addressed return envelope to increase response rates.  

 

Statistical Methods 

 Multiple-item measures were used to examine unobservable constructs to increase 

reliability. Each hypothesis was measured by multiple items or questions. To do so, we used 

factor analysis to determine whether or not each question measures the similar content. After we 

identified the scales obtained by factor analysis, a test for reliability or internal consistency was 

conducted. In order to assess internal consistency, we used the coefficient alpha developed by 

Cronbach (Hatcher, 1994). Then, hypothesis testing was conducted through ordinary least 

squares multiple regression analyses.   

 

Factor Analysis 

 In this study, a number of multiple-item was developed and administered. This study 

used a questionnaire with a 5-point Likert response scale. These scale items represent variables 

which are developed to measure a smaller number of underling constructs or unobserved 

variables. The basic purpose of factor analysis is to reduce a number of items to a small number 

of underlying groups of items called factors (Spector, 1992). Factor analysis derives its factor by 

analyzing the pattern of covariation among items. Groups of items that interrelate with one 

another more strongly than they relate to other groups of items will create factors. So, this study 

used factor analysis to determine if each item measured the same idea. In particular, this study 

followed the logic of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) technique to estimate factors or latent 
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variables11. CFA allows for the statistical testing of a hypothesized factor hypothesized (Spector, 

1992). With CFA, the researcher needs to know what items or variables load on what factor. 

 Once the scales were created through the factor analysis, they must be tested for 

reliability or internal consistency. Reliability is an assessment of the degree of consistency 

between multiple measurements of a variable, indicating the homogeneity of items comprising a 

measurement scale. One form of reliability is test-retest, by which consistency is measured 

between the responses for an individual at two points in time. The major problem of this test 

procedure is that it requires considerable resources such as time and money (Hatcher, 1994). The 

more commonly used measure of reliability is internal consistency, which applies to the 

consistency among the variables in a summated scale. The rationale for internal consistency is 

that the individual items or indicators of the scale should all be the same construct and thus 

highly intercorrelated (Hair et al., 2006). So, Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient was employed for 

assessment of internal consistency reliability. The values of the coefficient are usually positive, 

ranging from 0 to 1, where larger values indicate higher levels of internal consistency. A widely 

used desirable rule of thumb for Cronbach‘s alpha is 0.7 for a scale to demonstrate internal 

consistency, and Cronbach‘s alpha higher than 0.6 is acceptable (Hair et al., 2006).   

 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

 After the scales were tested for reliability, the next step was to use the factor analysis‘s 

result to test the hypotheses posited in Chapter 2. Accordingly, we conducted multiple regression 

analysis to investigate whether or not the relationships suggested by the hypotheses are linear. 

 Multiple regression is simply an extension of bivariate regression to include two or more 

independent variables. It provides information on the impact of an independent variable on the 

dependent variable while simultaneously controlling for the effects of other independent 

variables. The general formula for a multiple regression equation is as follows: 

 

                                                        
11 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) explores and provides the researcher with information about how many factors 
are needed to best represent the data. EFA can be conducted without knowing how many factors really exist or 
which variables belong with which constructs. That is, the main feature of EFA is that the factors were derived from 
statistical results, not from theory. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is similar to EFA in some aspects, but 
philosophically it is quite different. Through CFA, scholars must specify both the number of factors that exist within 
a set of variables and which factor each variable will load highly on before results can be computed. CFA is a 
technique that enables us to either confirm or reject the preconceived theory (Hair et al., 2006). From this respect, 
both techniques are different. 
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Y = 0+ 1X1+ 2X2 + 3X3 + 4X4 + 5X5 + 6X6 +……………..  

 

Where: 

Y =the dependent variable 

0=the Y-intercept (the predicted value of Y when all of the X values are equal to zero) 

 = the partial slope 

X = an independent variable 

 = the error term12 

 

The regression model represented in this equation has additive attribute. The independent 

variables multiplied by their coefficients add up to determine the expected value of the 

dependent variable. That is, the independent variables independently add up in some fashion to 

predict the value of the dependent variable (Hoffmann, 2004).   

 In this study, we develop and test two models to examine the factors affecting single-

loop learning and double-loop learning respectively. The two models are represented in the 

following equations: 

 

Model 1: Antecedents to single-loop learning 

 

Y = 0+ 1X1+ 2X2 + 3X3 + 4X4 + 5X5 + 6X6 + 7X7 + 8X8 + 9X9 + 10X10 + 

11X11+ 12X12 + 13X13 + 14X14 + 15 X15 + 16 X16 +17 X17 + 18 X18 +  

 

Where Y=single-loop learning, 0= intercept, X1=low formalization, X2=decentralization, 

X3=resources, X4=goal and mission orientation, X5= risk-taking culture, X6=learning 

forums, X7=strategic planning, X8=performance-based budgeting, X9=benchmarking, 

X10=utilization of information technology, X11=usefulness of information technology, 

X12=internal network, X13=external network, X14= political official‘s participation, 

X15=citizen participation,  X16= log of 2008 population, X17=2008 median household 

income, X18=form of government(1:council-manager government. 0: mayor-council-

government, and  = error term 

                                                        
12  The error term is a random variable that captures what is not explained by the set of independent variables and 
their coefficients (Hoffmann, 2004).  
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Model 2: Antecedents to double-loop learning 

 

Y = 0+ 1X1+ 2X2 + 3X3 + 4X4 + 5X5 + 6X6 + 7X7 + 8X8 + 9X9 + 10X10 + 

11X11+ 12X12 + 13X13 + 14X14 + 15 X15 + 16 X16 +17 X17 + 18 X18 +  

 

Where Y=double-loop learning, 0= intercept, X1=low formalization, 

X2=decentralization, X3=resources, X4=goal and mission orientation, X5= risk-taking 

culture, X6=learning forums, X7=strategic planning, X8=performance-based budgeting, 

X9=benchmarking, X10=utilization of information technology, X11=usefulness of 

information technology, X12=internal network, X13=external network, X14= political 

official‘s participation, X15=citizen participation,  X16= log of 2008 population, 

X17=2008 median household income, X18=form of government(1:council-manager 

government. 0: mayor-council-government, and  = error term 

 

Measurement of Variables 

 Overall factor analysis with orthogonal (varimax) rotation was conducted to test the 

unidimensionality of the items. As the initial analysis before I conduct factor analysis, we should 

make sure that the data matrix has sufficient correlations to justify the application of factor 

analysis. To do so, there are generally three methods: 1) correlation analysis, 2) the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy (MSA or called KMO), and 3) the Bartlett test of 

sphericity. Both the MSA and the Bartlett test of sphericity are methods to determine the 

appropriateness of factor analysis, examining for the presence of correlations among the items or 

variables. The index of MSA ranges from 0 to 1. A value close to 1 indicates that each item is 

strongly compact and intercorrelated and then factor analysis should produce reliable factors. 

Hair et al. (2006) recommend that accepting values higher than 0.5 as acceptable. Also, if 

Bartlett test of sphericity is significant(p＜0.05), it indicates that sufficient correlations exist 

among the items to proceed factor analysis.  

Secondly, after the preliminary analysis, I used eigenvalue and factor loading in order to 

check the unidimensionality of the items. Generally, eigenvalue is used as the criteria to 

determine the number of factors to retain (Hair et al, 1992; Hair et al., 2006). Eigenvalue 

represents the relative proportion of variance accounted for by each factor. It is recommended 
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that the factors should have an eigenvalue greater than 1.0 (Hair et al., 2006). As the items are 

more strongly intercorrelated, they will produce factors that have more variance in the items, and 

the initial eigenvalues will become larger than 1.0. If all items intercorrelate perfectly, they 

create a single factor that contains an eigenvalue equal to the number of items (Spector, 1992). In 

this study, all factors with eigenvalue less than 1.0 were considered inadequate and were 

disregarded. When I checked eigenvalues, the eigenvalues of each variable supported one factor 

solution for the each variable, indicating that multiple items measuring each variable show a 

similar idea.  

Once it was determined how many factors exist, a varimax rotation procedure was 

performed to the factors, resulting in a factor loading matrix that contains factor loadings. There 

is no absolute established criterion for factor loadings. Factor loading represents the correlation 

of the variable and the factor. High factor loadings indicate that each item is strongly related to 

each underlying factor. According to Hair et al. (2006), however, although the factor loadings‘ 

values of ± .30 to ±.40 are minimally acceptable, values greater than ± .50 are generally 

considered necessary to measure the same underlying factor. So, we used factor loadings of ± .50 

as the criteria. 

Lastly, Cronbach‘s alpha coefficients were calculated to check reliability or internal 

consistency of measurement scales. As mentioned above, while a measurement scale with a 

Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient higher than 0.7 is desirable as an internally consistent scale, alpha 

value higher 0.6 is acceptable.  

  

Dependent Variable 

This study aims at investigating the factors that influence single-loop and double-loop 

learning in the public sector area, especially in Florida municipal governments. For making 

survey questions on single-loop learning and double-loop learning, preexisting studies are 

applied and modified, with newly developed questions or measures. The dependent variables 

consisted of multiple question items. For single-loop learning, four items was adapted and 

developed based on past literature on organizational learning and the key attributes of single-

loop learning. Like single-loop learning, double-loop learning consisted of four items. So, the 

eight five-point Likert scale items are selected, adapted, and developed from the existing study 

(e.g., Argyris and Schon, 1996; Banker and Sinkular, 1999; DiBella, 2001; Moynihan, 2005; 
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Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009). More specifically, SLL 1 and 3, and DLL 1 and 3 are new items 

which are developed on the basis of Argyris and Schon (1996), Banker and Sinkular (1999), 

DiBella (2001), Moynihan (2005), and Moynihan and Pandey (2009). SLL 2 and DLL 2 are 

derived from Moynihan and Landuyt (2009). SLL 4 and DLL 4 are derived from Dibella (2001).  

The dependent variable is an employee‘s judgment about to what extent if their 

organization has the orientation of single-loop learning or double-loop learning. The scales range 

from 1=―strongly disagree‖ to 5=―strongly agree.‖ The survey question for each single-loop and 

double-loop learning were as follows: 

 

Single-loop learning 

□ SLL1: We usually use feedback and performance information to correct our work 

procedures or methods. 

□ SLL2: We are encouraged to learn from our mistakes.  

□ SLL3: My city government helps employees use performance information to simplify 

and streamline its work processes and/or procedures. 

□ SLL4: We use existing tools and methods when learning how to do things better. 

 

Table 3.1 shows the frequency and percent of answers in the ordinal type of items relating to 

single-loop learning. Overall the respondents answered the above statements positively, in that 

many answers fall in the agree category. SLL2 has the highest mean score (4.37), followed by 

SLL1 item (3.90). The total mean score for the four items is 3.95, indicating that most 

respondent municipal governments had high single-loop learning capacity. 

 
 
Table 3.1. Frequency Distribution for Four Items Relating to Single-Loop Learning 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Total Mean  Total 
Mean 

SLL1 0  
(0%) 

10  
(6.02%) 

23 
(13.86%) 

107 
 (64.46%) 

26 
(15.66%) 

166 3.90  
 
 

3.95 
SLL2 0  

(0%) 
1  

(0.6%) 
9  

(5.42%) 
83 

 (50.0%) 
73 

(43.98%) 
166 4.37 

SLL3 0  
(0%) 

10  
(6.02%) 

38 
 (22.89%) 

100 
 (60.24%) 

18  
(10.84%) 

166 3.76 

SLL4 1 
(0.61%) 

11 
 (6.67%) 

23 
 (13.94%) 

122 
 (73.94%) 

8 
 (4.85%) 

165 3.76 
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I ran a correlation analysis between the four items in order to see how they are correlated 

with each other. The correlation matrix of Table 3.1.1 shows that the three items have a 

statistically significant correlation with each other and have a positive relationship. SLL4 has a 

significant relationship with only SLL3 at less than .05. It seems that SLL4 item is not fairly 

statistically correlated with other three items, and SLL4 needs further examination. I did item 

analysis which helps us to assess the correlation of the related survey items. So, Cronbach‘s 

alpha coefficient was used to determine how well the four items measure a single idea or for 

assessment of internal consistency reliability. As shown in the Table 3.1.1, the Cronbach‘s alpha 

of the all four items is .587. After the deletion of SLL4, however, the value of Cronbach‘s alpha 

with other three items is improved from .587 to .692, which is desirable. Accordingly, the 

diagnostic suggests that SLL4 item need to be dropped for internal consistency of single-loop 

learning measurement. Overall, the correlation analysis and item analysis suggest that the three 

items (SLL1, SLL2, and SLL3) can be reduced to a common dimension of the latent variable for 

single-loop learning13.  

 
 
Table 3.1.1. The Correlation Matrix and Cronbach‘s alpha of Four Items Relating to  
Single-Loop Learning 

 SLL1 SLL2 SLL3 SLL4 Cronbach‘s Alpha 

SLL1 1.000     

SLL2 .410*** 1.000    

SLL3 .517*** .351*** 1.000  .587(.692 if SLL4 deleted) 

SLL4 .048 .041 .179** 1.000  

*p＜0.1;  **p＜0.05; *** p＜0.01 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
13 I ran factor analysis on the eight items consisted of single-loop learning and double-loop learning simultaneously. 
But the result did not show the expected two factor structures for dependent variable, providing one factor structure. 
But, because of the focus of this study (the understanding of what factors are associated with both types of 
organization learning), I decided to obtain two different constructs: single-loop learning and double-loop learning. 
The two factor structures for both types of organization learning are derived from single-loop and double-loop 
learning concepts. This study employed correlation analysis and item analysis (using Cronbach‘s alpha) to assess 
how well a set of items measures a single idea. 
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Double-loop learning 

□ DLL1: We usually use feedback and performance information to revise program or 

policy goals. 

□ DLL2: We integrate performance information and act intelligently on that information.  

□ DLL3: Our city government regularly uses performance information to make changes to 

program priorities or strategies. 

□ DLL4: We focus on creating new methods or ways when learning how to do things 

better. 

 

Table 3.2 shows the frequency and percent of answers in the ordinal type of items relating to 

double-loop learning. For the four items, most answers fall in the neutral and agree categories, 

indicating that most respondent municipal governments had also somewhat high double-loop 

learning capacity like single-loop learning. When we compare total mean score of single-loop 

(3.95) and double-loop learning (3.71), however, we might say that the capacity of double-loop 

learning was lower than those of single-loop learning. 

  
 
Table 3.2. Frequency Distribution for Four Items Relating to Double-Loop Learning 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Total Mean  Total 
Mean 

DLL1 0  
(0%) 

8  
(4.82%) 

37  
(22.29%) 

97  
(58.43%) 

24  
(14.46%) 

166 3.83  
 
 

3.71 
DLL2 0  

(0%) 
10  

(6.06%) 
47  

(28.48%) 
89  

(53.94%) 
19 

(11.52%) 
165 3.71 

DLL3 1  
(0.61%) 

20  
(12.12%) 

50  
(30.30%) 

78  
(47.27%) 

16  
(9.70%) 

165 3.53 

DLL4 0  
(0 %) 

7  
(4.22%) 

40 
(24.10%) 

103  
(62.05%) 

16  
(9.64%) 

166 3.77 

 
 
For double-loop learning items, Table 3.2.1 shows that all the pairs of four items have a 

statistically significant correlation at less than 0.001 and have a positive relationship. The 

Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .799, which is considered satisfactory. Therefore, the correlation 

analysis and item analysis suggest that the four items (DLL1, DLL2, DLL3, and DLL4) can be 

reduced to a common dimension of the latent variable for double-loop learning, and the four 

items are retained for further analysis. 
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Table 3.2.1. The Correlation Matrix and Cronbach‘s Alpha of Four Items Relating to  
Double-Loop Learning 

 DLL1 DLL2 DLL3 DLL4 Cronbach‘s Alpha 

DLL1 1.000     

DLL2 .598*** 1.000    

DLL3 .624*** .671*** 1.000  .799 

DLL4 .313*** .312*** .427*** 1.000  

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜0.05; *** p＜0.01 

 
 
Explanatory Variables  

In order to test hypotheses already posited in Chapter 2, this study used the fifteen 

facilitating explanatory factors to foster both types of organizational learning: low formalization, 

decentralization, resources, goal and mission orientation, risk-taking culture, learning forums, 

strategic planning, performance-based budgeting, benchmarking, utilization of information 

technology, usefulness of information technology, internal network, external network, political 

official‘s participation, and citizen participation. The survey items or questions used for each 

variable are as follows: 

 

Low Formalization 

Low formalization was measured by the two items on the basis of Hage and Aiken (1967) 

and Pandey and Scott (2002). Hage and Aiken (1967) identify two subconstructs of 

formalization: job codification and rule observation14. Job codification is associated with 

governing individual behavior by providing detailed rules regarding how specific tasks should be 

performed in the organization (Pandey and Scott, 2002). On the other hand, rule observation is 

related to the degree to which job occupants are supervised in conforming to the standards 

established by job codification (Hage and Aiken 1967). To capture attributes of the two 

                                                        
14  1) Job Codination: 

• How things are done here is left pretty much to the person doing the work. 
• Most people here make their own rules on the job. 
• People here are allowed to do almost as they please. 

2) Rule Observation: 
• The employees here are constantly being watched to check for rule violations. 
• People here feel as though they are constantly being watched to see they obey all the rules. 
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subconstructs of formalization simultaneously because each construct may represent half of the 

attributes pertaining to formalization, this study selected one item from each subconstruct and 

then combined the two items. That is, we used a summative index based on response to the 

survey items, and respondents were asked along a five-point scale agreement scale, where 

1=―strongly disagree‖ and 5=―strongly agree‖, with the following statements (The higher the 

score, the lower the degree of formalization): 

 

□ LFORM1: How things are done here is left pretty much to the person doing the work  

□ LFORM2: The employees here are constantly being watched to check for rule violations 

(Reverse Coded)15. 

 

Table 3.3 shows the frequency and percent of answers in the ordinal type of items relating to 

low formalization. For LFORM1 item, most answers fall in the disagree, neutral, and agree 

categories, making up 33.73%, 21.08 %, and 33.73 % respectively. For LFORM2 items, in 

addition to 21.69 % of neutral answers, over 50% of the respondents disagreed with the 

statement that ―the employees here are constantly being watched to check for rule violations.‖ 

The total mean score for the two items is 3.47, indicating that the degree of formalization is 

somewhat low.  

 
 
Table 3.3. Frequency Distribution for Four Items Relating to Low Formalization 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Total Mean  Total 
Mean 

LFORM1 5 
(3.01%) 

56 
(33.73%) 

35 
(21.08%) 

56 
(33.73%) 

14 
(8.43%) 

166 3.11  
 

3.47 LFORM2 32  
(19.28%) 

87  
(52.41%) 

36  
(21.69%) 

8  
(4.82%) 

3 
(1.81%) 

166 3.83* 

*The mean is value after reverse coding. 

 
 
For low formalization items, Table 3.3.1 shows that two items have a statistically significant 

correlation at less than 0.001 and have a positive relationship. Also, the MSA and Bartlett tests 

confirm the appropriateness of factor analysis application. Eigenvalue supports one factor 

                                                        
15 Strongly Disagree (SD) is coded ―1‖, Disagree (D) ―2‖, Neutral (N) ―3‖, Agree (A) ―4‖, and Strongly Agree (SA) 
―5‖.  For reverse coding, SD is coded ―5‖,  D ―4‖, N ―3‖, A ―2‖, and SA ―1‖.  
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solution. As shown in Table 3.3.2, two items measuring low formalization are adequately loaded. 

However, the Crobarch‘s alpha coefficient is .568 which can be deemed to have less adequate 

reliablility. The reason that coefficient alpha has low value is because each item might have its 

unique characteristics which falls into each subconstruct, job codination and rule observation. 

Another reason might be due to the small of items, because coefficient alpha is its positive 

relationship to the number of items. While .568 is somewhat below the preferred Cronbach 

alphas, however, several authors (Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978) assert it is acceptable to 

have a lower alpha on scales with a small of items, or for preliminary tests16. Since the latent 

variables for low formalization as one of the structural factors are theoretically-driven items and 

are very important to this study, it was thus decided to include the two items measuring low 

formalization in the further analysis.  

 
 
Table 3.3.1. The Correlation Matrix of Two Items Relating to Low Formalization 

 SLL1 SLL2 

LFORM1 1.000  
LFORM2 .406*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .500 ; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 29.444; Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.3.2. Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Low Formalization 

 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

LFORM1 .838 
.568 

LFORM2 .838 
 
 
Decentralization  

Centralization means the degree to which a decision-making authority is concentrated in 

organizations (Hage and Aiken, 1967). In contrast, a low degree of centralization means that 

power is delegated to people at the lower end of the organizational hierarchy, a situation known 

as decentralization (Wetzel and Buch, 2000). Decentralization was measured by the three items 

                                                        
16 According to Nunnally (1967), coefficient alpha ranging from 0.5 to 0.6 is considered as acceptable level of 

reliability for instruments in the early stages of development, although it would typically be 0.7 for established 

scales. 
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adapted from previous studies (e.g. Hage and Aiken, 1967; Moynihan and Pandey, 2005; Yang 

and Pandey, 2009). Respondents were asked along a five-point scale agreement scale, where 

1=―strongly disagree‖ and 5=―strongly agree‖, with the following statements (The higher the 

score, the lower the degree of formalization.):  

 

□ DECEN1: There can be little action taken here until a supervisor approves a decision 

(Reverse Coded). 

□ DECEN2: In general, a person who wants to make his own decisions without consulting 

his or her supervisor would be quickly discouraged (Reverse Coded).  

□ DECEN3:  Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up for a final 

answer (Reverse Coded). 

 

The frequency distribution of each item for decentralization is presented in Table 3.4. 

Among the three items, the highest mean score is for DECEN3 item (3.84), whereas DECEN1 

has the lowest mean value (3.22). The total mean score for the three items is 3.50, implying that 

the respondent municipal governments tend to have a little more decentralized decision-making.  

 
 
Table 3.4. Frequency Distribution for Three Items Relating to Decentralization 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Total Mean* Total 
Mean 

DECEN1 10  
(6.02%) 

69  
(41.57%) 

38  
(22.29%) 

45  
(27.11%) 

4  
(2.41%) 

166 3.22  
 

3.50 
 

DECEN2 9 
(5.42%) 

90  
(54.22%) 

36  
(21.69%) 

29  
(17.47%) 

2  
(1.20%) 

166 3.45 

DECEN3 29  
(17.58%) 

100  
(60.61%) 

19  
(11.52%) 

15  
(9.09%) 

2  
(1.21%) 

165 3.84 

*The mean is the value after reverse coding. 
 
 

For decentralization items, Table 3.4.1 shows that three items have a statistically significant 

correlation at less than 0.001 and have positive relationship. Also, the MSA and Bartlett tests 

confirm the appropriateness of factor analysis application. Eigenvalue supports one factor 

solution. As shown in Table3.4.2, three items measuring decentralization are adequately loaded, 

and the Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .722 which is deemed desirable. Thus it was decided to 

include the three items measuring decentralization in the further analysis.  
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Table 3.4.1 The Correlation Matrix of Two Items Relating to Decentralization 
 DECEN1 DECEN2 DECEN3 

DECEN1 1.000   
DECEN2 .425*** 1.000  
DECEN3 .510*** .468*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .677 ; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 98.918;  Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.4.2 Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Decentralization 

 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

DECEN1 .804 
.722 DECEN2 .779 

DECEN3 .827 
 
 
Resources 

Resources was measured with a single item used by Moynihan and Landuyt (2009). Scale of 

the item ranges from 1=―strongly disagree‖ and 5=―strongly agree‖. The frequency distribution 

is presented in Table 3.5. Most answers falls in the disagree and agree categories. The mean 

score is 3.25.  

 

□ RESOURCE: We have adequate resources to do our job 

 

 

Table 3.5. Frequency Distribution of Resources 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Total Mean 

RESOURCE 11  
(6.63%) 

41  
(24.70%) 

25  
(15.06%) 

74  
(44.58%) 

15  
(9.04%) 

166 3.25 

 
 
Goal and Mission Orientation 

Based on Rainey (1983), Moynihan and Pandey (2005), and Moynihan and Landuyt (2009), 

goal and mission orientation was measured with three items, asking for extent of 

agreement/disagreement (a five-point scale) with the following statements:  
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□ GOAL1: There is widespread understanding of the organization‘s mission, vision, and 

goals across city government. 

□ GOAL2: It is easy to explain the goals of the organization to outsiders 

□ GOAL3: I have a good understanding of our mission, vision, and strategic plan.  

 

The frequency distribution of each item is presented in Table 3.6. The highest mean score is 

for GOAL3 (4.32). The total mean score for the three items is 3.93, implying that overall the 

respondent municipal governments have a good understanding of their goal and mission. 

 
 

Table 3.6. Frequency Distribution for Three Items Relating to Goal and Mission Orientation 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Total Mean* Total 

Mean 
GOAL1 4  

(2.41%) 
18  

(10.84%) 
28  

(16.87%) 
96  

(57.83%) 
20  

(12.05%) 
166 3.66  

 
3.93 GOAL2 2  

(1.20%) 
13  

(7.83%) 
22  

(13.25%) 
109  

(65.66%) 
20 

(12.05%) 
166 3.80 

GOAL3 4  
(2.41%) 

2  
(1.20%) 

11  
(6.63%) 

69  
(41.57%) 

80  
(48.19%) 

166 4.32 

 
 

For goal and mission items, Table 3.6.1 shows that all the pairs of three items have a 

statistically significant correlation at less than 0.001 and have a positive relationship. Also, the 

MSA and Bartlett tests confirm the appropriateness of factor analysis application. Eigenvalue 

supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.6.2, the three items measuring goal and 

mission orientation are adequately loaded, and the Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .773 which is 

deemed desirable. Thus it was decided to include the three items measuring decentralization in 

the further analysis.  

 
 
Table 3.6.1. The Correlation Matrix of Two Items Relating to Goal and Mission Orientation 

 GOAL1 GOAL2 GOAL3 

GOAL1 1.000   
GOAL2 .563*** 1.000  
GOAL3 .494*** .546*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .697; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 132.318;  Significance: 0.000 
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Table 3.6.2. Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Goal and Mission Orientation 
 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

GOAL1 .668 
.773 GOAL2 .724 

GOAL3 .666 
 
 
Risk-taking culture 

Risk-taking culture was measured using five Likert-type items, asking for extent of 

agreement/disagreement (a five-point scale). The first item (RISK 1) is based on de Lancer 

Julnes and Holzer (2001). The second and third items (RISK 2 & 3) are derived from Amabile, 

Conti, Coon, Lazenby, and Herron (1996), and Chiva, Alegre, and Lapiedra (2007). The fourth 

and fifth items were based on Moynihan and Pandey (2005) and Zammuto and Krakower (1991).  

 

□ RISK1: There is a reward/incentive system in place in the organization that encourage 

risk taking (using ideas with the goal of improving performance). 

□ RISK2: People are encouraged to take risks in the organization. 

□ RISK3: Mistakes are considered as opportunities to learn for the future. 

□ RISK4: Our city government is a dynamic and entrepreneurial place where people are 

willing to stick their necks and take risks. 

□ RISK5: The glue that holds my organization together is a commitment to innovation and 

development.  

 

The frequency distribution of each item is presented in Table 3.7. Most answers fall in the 

disagree, neutral, and agree categories, with the exception of LISK4 item that has many answers 

in the agree and neutral categories. The highest mean score is for LISK3 (3.65). LISK1 has the 

lowest mean value (2.83). About 38.5 % (14+50) of the respondent municipal governments do 

not have a reward/incentive system encouraging the risk-taking behaviors. The total mean score 

for the five items is 3.18, implying that overall the respondent municipal governments tend to 

have a somewhat neutral position about risk-taking culture.  
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Table 3.7. Frequency Distribution for Five Items Relating to Risk-taking Culture 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Total Mean Total 

Mean 
LISK1 14  

(8.43%) 
50  

(30.12%) 
56  

(33.73%) 
42  

(25.30%) 
4  

(2.41%) 
166 2.83  

 
 

 
3.18 

LISK2 2  
(1.20%) 

39  
(23.49%) 

62  
(37.35%) 

58  
(34.94%) 

5  
(3.01%) 

166 3.15 

LISK3 0  
(0%) 

15  
(9.09%) 

36  
(21.82%) 

106  
(64.24%) 

8  
(4.85%) 

165 3.65 

LISK4 3  
(1.81%) 

51  
(30.72%) 

50  
(30.72%) 

50  
(30.12%) 

11  
(6.63%) 

166 3.09 

LISK5 5  
(3.01%) 

32  
(19.28%) 

69  
(41.57%) 

48  
(28.92%) 

12  
(7.23%) 

166 3.18 

 

 

For risk-taking culture items, Table 3.7.1 shows that all the pairs of five items have a 

statistically significant correlation at less than 0.001 and have a positive relationship. Also, the 

MSA and Bartlett tests confirm the appropriateness of factor analysis application. Eigenvalue 

supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.7.2, five items are adequately loaded, and the 

Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .802 which is considered satisfactory. Thus it was decided to 

include the five items measuring risk-taking culture in the further analysis.  

 
 
Table 3.7.1. The Correlation Matrix of Four Items Relating to Risk-taking Culture 

 RISK1 RISK2 RISK3 RISK4 RISK5 

RISK1 1.000     

RISK2 .622*** 1.000    

RISK3 .375*** .471*** 1.000   

RISK4 .461*** .533*** .454*** 1.000  

RISK5 .259*** .310*** .351*** .670*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .739; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 292.119;  Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.7.2. Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Risk-taking Culture 

 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

RISK1 .726 

.802 
RISK2 .792 
RISK3 .697 
RISK4 .842 
RISK5 .684 
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Learning forums 

 Learning forums is one of the key variables in this study. The three items (LF1, LF2, & 

LF5) for learning forums are new ones which are developed on the basis of the previous studies 

and the key attributes of learning forums discussed in chapter 2 (e.g. Moynihan, 2005, 2008; 

Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009). LF3 and LF4 are slightly adapted from Moynihan and Landuyt 

(2009). Respondents were asked along a five-point scale agreement scale, where 1=―strongly 

disagree‖ and 5=―strongly agree‖, with the following statements:  

 

□ LF1: In general, employees actively listen to other organization members‘ opinions and ideas 

about performance issues.  

□ LF2: A diverse set of organizational actors responsible for producing programs outcomes 

participate in organization workshops or meetings to discuss the performance measures we collect. 

□ LF3: Work groups in our city are trained to incorporate the opinions of each member. 

□ LF4: Work groups in our city are actively involved in making work processes more effective.  

□ LF5: Diverse opinions and ideas are considered by employees to be a good source of learning 

about how to improve performance.  

 

The frequency distribution of each item is presented in Table 3.8. Over about 55 % of the 

respondent municipal governments stated that other organization members‘ ideas (LF1) or 

diverse opinions (LF5) are important and that work groups are actively involved in making work 

processes more effective. The highest mean score is for LF5 (3.75). About 30 % [4(strongly 

disagree) +46 (disagree)] of the respondent municipal governments disagreed with the second 

statements (LF2) which has the lowest mean value (2.99). The total mean score for the five items 

is 3.41, implying that overall the respondent municipal governments are not much exposed to the 

activities or attributes of learning forums.  

 
 
Table 3.8. Frequency Distribution for Five Items Relating to Learning Forums 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Total Mean Total 
Mean 

LF1 0  
(0%) 

15  
(9.09%) 

52  
(31.52%) 

90  
(54.55%) 

8  
(4.85%) 

165 3.55  
 

3.41 LF2 4  
(2.41%) 

46  
(27.71%) 

68  
(40.96%) 

44  
(26.51%) 

4  
(2.41%) 

166 2.99 
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Table 3.8- Continued. 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Total Mean Total 

Mean 
LF3 0  

(0%) 
34  

(20.61%) 
65  

(39.39%) 
59  

(35.76%) 
7  

(4.25%) 
165 3.24  

 
3.41 LF4 0  

(0%) 
24  

(14.46%) 
37  

(22.29%) 
94  

(56.63%) 
11  

(6.63%) 
166 3.55 

LF5 1  
(0.6%) 

6  
(3.61%) 

37  
(22.29%) 

111  
(66.87%) 

11  
(6.63%) 

166 3.75 

 
 

For risk-taking culture items, Table 3.8.1 shows that all the pairs of five items have a 

statistically significant correlation at less than 0.001 and have a positive relationship. Also, the 

MSA and Bartlett tests confirm the appropriateness of factor analysis application. Eigenvalue 

supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.8.2, five items are adequately loaded, and the 

Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .810 which is considered satisfactory. Thus it was decided to 

include the five items measuring learning forums in the further analysis.  

 
 
Table 3.8.1. The Correlation Matrix of Four Items Relating to Learning Forums 

 LF1 LF2 LF3 LF4 LF5 

LF1 1.000     

LF2 .430*** 1.000    

LF3 .395*** .580*** 1.000   

LF4 .466*** .467*** .595*** 1.000  

LF5 .441*** .391*** .362*** .482*** 1.000 
*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .801; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 252.618;  Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.8.2 Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Learning Forums 

 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

LF1 .715 

.810 
LF2 .764 
LF3 .788 
LF4 .807 
LF5 .696 

 
 
 
 
 



63 
 

Strategic Planning 

Based on Kown (2006) and de Lancer Julnes and Holzer (2001), the one item was developed. 

Scales of the items range from 1=―not at all‖ to 5=―to a very great extent‖. The frequency 

distribution is presented in Table3.9. Of 166 respondents who responded, they used strategic 

planning for policy and program decisions ―to somewhat‖ (34.34%) and ―to a great extent‖ 

(22.89%). On the contrary, about 30 % stated that they did not use strategic planning for policy 

and program decisions 

 

□ SP: To what extent is strategic planning used in your city for policy and program 

decisions? 

 
 
Table 3.9. Frequency Distribution of Strategic Planning 

 Not at all Very 
Little 

Somewhat To a great 
Extent 

To a very 
great extent 

Total Mean 

SP 49  
(29.52%) 

11  
(6.63%) 

57  
(34.34%) 

38  
(22.89%) 

11  
(6.63%) 

166 2.70 

 

 

Performance-based budgeting  

 Performance-based budgeting was measured with two items adapted from Melkers and 

Willoughby (2005). Scales of the items range from 1=―not at all‖ to 5=―to a very great extent‖. 

The frequency distribution is presented in Table 3.10. Most answers fall in the very little, 

somewhat, and to a great extent categories. But, over 45 % of the respondent municipal 

governments stated that ―to somewhat‖ they used performance measurement in the budgeting 

process and used it to allocate to programs.  

 

□ PBB1: To what extent does your city government use performance measurement in the 

budgeting process? 

□ PBB2: To what extent are program performance measures used to allocate funds to 

programs? 

 
 
 
 



64 
 

Table 3.10. Frequency Distribution of Performance-based Budgeting 
 Not at all Very Little Somewhat To a great 

Extent 
To a very 

great extent 
Total Mean Total 

Mean 
PBB1 7  

(4.22%) 
32  

(19.28%) 
79  

(47.59%) 
42  

(25.30%) 
6  

(3.61%) 
166 3.05  

2.94 
PBB2 12  

(7.27%) 
43  

(26.06%) 
75  

(45.45%) 
32  

(19.39%) 
3 

(1.82%) 
165 2.82 

 
 
For performance-based budeting items, Table 3.10.1 supports the appropriateness of factor 

analysis application. Eigenvalue supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.10.2, two 

items are adequately loaded, and the Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .885 which is considered 

satisfactory. Thus it was decided to include the two items measuring performance-based 

budgeting in the further analysis.  

 
 
Table 3.10.1. The Correlation Matrix of Two Items Relating to Performance-based Budgeting 

 PBB1 PBB2 

PBB1 1.000  
PBB2 .794*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .500; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 161.653;  Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.10.2. Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Performance-based Budgeting 
 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

PBB1 .947 
.885 

PBB2 .947 
 
 
Benchmarking  

Benchmarking was measured with a single item adapted from de Lancer Julnes and Holzer 

(2001). Scale of the item ranges from 1=―not at all‖ to 5=―to a very great extent‖. The frequency 

distribution is presented in Table 3.11. Only 11.45% of the respondent municipal governments 

stated that ―to a great extent‖ they did benchmark against other city government. Over 47 % of 

the respondent municipal governments stated that ―to somewhat‖ they did benchmark against 

other city government. Also, they responded to ―not at all (13.25%)‖ and ―very little (25.30)‖ 

about benchmarking item. Overall we might say that Florida municipal governments were less 

involved in benchmarking activities. 
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□ BENCH: To what extent does your city benchmark against other city governments for 

evaluating performance? 

 
 
Table 3.11. Frequency Distribution for Benchmarking 

 Not et all Very little Somewhat To a great 
extent 

To a very great 
extent 

Total Mean 

BENCH 22  
(13.25%) 

42  
(25.30%) 

79  
(47.59%) 

19  
(11.45%) 

4  
(2.41%) 

166 2.64 

 

 

Utilization and perceived usefulness of information technology 

Based on Kim and Lee (2006), survey questions for utilization and usefulness of 

information technology were adapted and measured along a five-point scale agreement scale, 

where 1=―strongly disagree‖ and 5=―strongly agree‖. Table 3.12 shows the frequency 

distribution of utilization of IT. Overall information technology was well utilized. 

 

Utilization of information technology 

□ ITUTI1: Our city helps employees regularly use the Internet, e-mail, and electronic 

bulletin boards. 

□ ITUTI2: Our city helps employees regularly use their intranet and database. 

 
 

Table 3.12. Frequency Distribution of Utilization of IT 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Total Mean Total 

Mean 
ITUTI1 0  

(0%) 
2  

(2.41%) 
27  

(16.27%) 
88  

(53.01%) 
47  

(28.31%) 
166 4.07  

3.99 
ITUTI2 1  

(0.60%) 
10  

(6.02%) 
33  

(19.88%) 
82  

(49.40%) 
40 

(24.10%) 
166 3.90 

 
 

For IT‘utilization items, Table 3.12.1 supports the appropriateness of factor analysis 

application. Eigenvalue supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.12.2, two items are 

adequately loaded, and the Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .867 which is considered satisfactory. 

Thus it was decided to include the two items measuring IT‘s utilization in the further analysis.  
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Table 3.12.1. The Correlation Matrix of Two Items Relating to Utilization of IT 
 ITUTI1 ITUTI2 

ITUTI1 1.000  

ITUTI2 .774*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .500 ; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 149.170; Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.12.2. Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Utilization of IT 
 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

ITUTI1 .942 
.867 

ITUTI2 .942 
 
 
Perceived usefulness of information technology 

□ ITUSE: Information technology or systems are useful in getting my job done and in 

improving organizational performance. 

 
 
Table 3.13. Frequency Distribution of Usefulness of IT 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Total Mean 

ITUSE 0  
(0%) 

1  
(0.60%) 

7  
(4.22%) 

96  
(57.93%) 

62  
(37.35%) 

166 4.32 

 

 

The frequency distribution of IT‘ usefulness is presented in Table 3.13. Most respondents 

felt that IT is useful in getting their job done and in improving performance. 

 

Internal and External Network 

Based on de Lancer Julnes and Holzer (2001), Granovetter, 1973, and Kwon (2006), 

survey items for internal network were developed based on the key attributes of internal network. 

Also, external network was measured with two items adapted from de Lancer Julnes and Holzer 

(2001) and Kown (2006). Scales of the two items for internal network range from 1=―strongly 

disagree‖ and 5=―strongly agree‖. Scales of the two items for external network range from 

1=―Never‖ to 5=―Always‖. The frequency distribution of internal network is presented in Table 
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3.14. Over 45% of the respondents agreed that they are involved in internal networking for 

performance management efforts.  

 

Internal networks  

□ IN1: We have developed a coherent and well functioning network of people in city 

government who share information about performance management. 

□ IN2: There is a group of people inside our city government who promote or advocate for 

collaborating on performance management efforts. 

 
 

Table 3.14. Frequency Distribution of Internal Network 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Total Mean Total 

Mean 
IN1 2  

(1.20%) 
27  

(16.27%) 
44  

(26.51%) 
76  

(45.78%) 
17  

(10.24%) 
166 3.48  

3.54 
IN2 1  

(0.60%) 
29  

(17.47%) 
31  

(18.67%) 
80  

(48.19%) 
25 

(15.06%) 
166 3.60 

 
 

For internal network items, Table 3.14.1 supports the appropriateness of factor analysis 

application. Eigenvalue supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.14.2, two items are 

adequately loaded, and the Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient is .767 which is considered desirable. 

Thus it was decided to include the two items measuring internal network in the further analysis.  

 
 

Table 3.14.1 The Correlation Matrix of Two Items Relating to Internal Network 
 IN1 IN2 

IN1 1.000  

IN2 .623*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .500; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 80.235; Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.14.2 Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Internal Network 
 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

IN1 .901 
.767 

IN2 .901 
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External network  

□ EN1: How often do city management employees attend conferences or professional 

associations related to improving performance management and outcomes?  

□ EN2: How often do city management employees receive or have access to publications 

(e.g. books, journals, magazines, newsletters) or online services that include information 

on improving performance management and outcomes?  

 

The frequency distribution of external network is presented in Table 3.15. Of the 

respondents who answered, they attended professional associations ―sometimes (53.61%)‖, 

followed by ―often (24.10%)‖ and ―rarely (17.47%)‖. In terms of access to publications 

including performance information, the respondent municipal governments answered to 

―sometimes (30.30%)‖, ―often (44.24%)‖, and ―always (21.21%)‖.  

 
 
Table 3.15. Frequency Distribution of Internal Network 

 Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always Total Mean Total 
Mean 

EN1 4  
(2.41%) 

29  
(17.47%) 

89  
(53.61%) 

40  
(24.10%) 

4  
(2.41%) 

166 3.07  
3.44 

EN2 2  
(1.21%) 

5  
(3.03%) 

50  
(30.30%) 

73  
(44.24%) 

35  
(21.21%) 

165 3.81 

 
 

For external network items, Table 3.15.1 supports the appropriateness of factor analysis 

application. The eigenvalue supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.15.2, two items 

are adequately loaded, and the Crobarch‘s alpha coefficient is .622 which is considered 

acceptable. Thus it was decided to include the two items measuring external network in the 

further analysis.  

 
 
Table 3.15.1. The Correlation Matrix of Two Items Relating to External Network 

 EN1 EN2 

EN1 1.000  
EN2 .453*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05;  *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .500; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 37.263; Significance: 0.000 
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Table 3.15.2 Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: External Network 
 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

EN1 .852 
.622 

EN2 .852 
 
 
External Stakeholder Participation  

Survey items for elected officials‘ participation and citizen participation were adapted 

and developed based on the previous research and the key attributes of external stakeholder 

participation (e.g. de Lancer Julnes and Holzer, 2001; Epstein, Coates, and Wray, 2005; Melkers 

and Willoughby, 2005, Yang and Hsieh; 2007). The items for elected officials‘ participation 

captured the level of familiarity of elected officials with performance management results, the 

degree of elected officials‘ participation in performance indicator design or performance target 

establishment, and the degree to which elected officials change major policy goals or take the 

initiative to promote performance management. The items for citizen participation included the 

extent to which citizens participate in performance indicator design, program performance 

evaluation, and performance target establishment, the degree to which citizens promote 

performance management, and the types of citizen participation. Scales of the five items for 

elected officials‘ participation range from 1=―not at all‖ to 5=―to a very great extent‖. Scales of 

the five items for citizen participation range from 1=―strongly disagree‖ and 5=―strongly agree‖. 

 

Particiaption of political officials 

□ POLOFF1: To what extent have elected officials in your city changed major policy goals 

over the last 2-5 years?  

□ POLOFF2: To what extent are elected officials familiar with your city government‘s 

performance management systems and the city‘s performance results? 

□ POLOFF3: To what extent have elected officials in your city taken the initiative to 

promote performance management?  

□ POLOFF4: To what extent have elected officials in your city officials been involved in 

designing performance indicators? 

□ POLOFF5: To what extent have elected officials in your city been involved in 

establishing performance targets? 
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The frequency distribution of external network is presented in Table 3.16. The highest mean 

score is for POLOFF1 (3.04). Of those who responded, they stated that political officials 

changed major policy goals over the last 2-5 years ―very little (27.11%)‖, ―somewhat (39.16%)‖, 

and ―to a great extent (26.51%)‖. POLOFF2 has the similar response with POLOFF1 and has the 

second highest mean value (3.02). POLOFF3, 4, and 5 have low mean value, compared to other 

two items. In particular, POLOFF4 has the lowest mean score (2.20). Over 68% of the 

respondents stated that involvement in designing performance indicators ranges from ―not at all‖ 

to ―very little‖.  

 
 
Table 3.16. Frequency Distribution of Political Officials‘ Participation 

 Not et all Very little Somewhat To a great  
extent 

To a very  
great 
extent 

Total Mean Total 
Mean 

POLOFF1 4  
(2.41%) 

45  
(27.11%) 

65  
(39.16%) 

44  
(26.51%) 

8 
(4.82%) 

166 3.04  
 
 
 

2.59 

POLOFF2 6  
(3.61%) 

41  
(24.70%) 

71  
(42.77%) 

40  
(24.10) 

8  
(24.10) 

166 3.02 

POLOFF3 16  
(9.64%) 

59  
(35.54%) 

58  
(34.94%) 

27  
(16.27%) 

6  
(3.61%) 

166 2.69 

POLOFF4 35  
(21.08%) 

78  
(46.99%) 

41  
(24.70%) 

8  
(4.82%) 

4  
(2.41%) 

166 2.20 

POLOFF5 23  
(13.94%) 

66  
(40.00%) 

56  
(33.94%) 

17  
(10.30%) 

3  
(1.82%) 

165 2.46 

 
 
For political officials‘ particiaption items, the correlation matrix of Table 3.16.1 supports 

the appropriateness of factor analysis application, and the eigenvalue supports one factor solution. 

But as shown in Table 3.16.2,  four items measuring political officials‘ participation are 

adequately loaded, but one item (POLOFF1) is not adequately loaded, having factor loadings 

(.452) below .5 of cutoff criteria. So, POLOFF1 was eliminated in further analysis. Furthermore, 

Cronbach‘ alpha was improved from .826 to .871. Thus it was decided to include the four items 

measuring political officials‘ participation in the further analysis. 
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Table 3.16.1. The Correlation Matrix of Four Items Relating to Particiaption of political officials 
 POLOFF1 POLOFF2 POLOFF3 POLOFF4 POLOFF5 

POLOFF1 1.000     

POLOFF2 .315*** 1.000    

POLOFF3 .311*** .679*** 1.000   

POLOFF4 .201*** .464*** .630*** 1.000  

POLOFF5 .265*** .554*** .687*** .747*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .792; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 369.428; Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.16.2. Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Particiaption of political officials 
 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

POLOFF1 .452 

.826 
(.871 without POLOFF1) 

POLOFF2 .789 (.785 without POLOFF1) 
POLOFF3 .881 (.885 without POLOFF1) 
POLOFF4 .818 (.839 without POLOFF1) 
POLOFF5 .872 (.885 without POLOFF1) 

 
 
Citizen participation  

□ CITIZEN1: Citizens help our city government review and evaluate program performance.  

□ CITIZEN2: Our city government regularly receives citizen feedback or opinions via the 

website, mail, phone, and citizen surveys.  

□ CITIZEN3: Citizens have been involved in designing performance indicators. 

□ CITIZEN4: Citizens have been involved in establishing performance targets. 

□ CITIZEN5: Citizen groups promote performance management.  

 

The frequency distribution of citizen participation is presented in Table 3.17. The highest 

mean score is for CITIZEN2 (3.67). About 50% of the respondent stated that they received 

citizen feedback via website, mail, phone, and citizen surveys. CITIZEN1 has the second highest 

mean value (2.95). About 41% of the respondents responded the second item to ―neutral 

answer.‖ The lowest mean score is for CITIZEN3 (2.40), followed by CITIZEN4 (2.54) and 

CITIZEN5 (2.54). Over 44% of the respondent municipal governments disagreed that citizens 

were involved in designing performance indicators and establishing performance targets. Also, 

over 45% of the respondents felt that citizen groups did not promote performance management. 
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Table 3.17. Frequency Distribution of Citizen Participation 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Total Mean Total 

Mean 
CITIZEN1 11 

(6.63%) 
39  

(23.49%) 
68  

(40.96%) 
43  

(25.90%) 
5  

(3.01%) 
166 2.95  

 
 
 

2.83 
 

CITIZEN2 7  
(4.22%) 

18  
(10.84%) 

28  
(16.87%) 

82  
(49.40) 

31  
(18.67) 

166 3.67 

CITIZEN3 20  
(12.20%) 

76  
(46.34%) 

51  
(31.10%) 

16  
(9.76%) 

1  
(0.61%) 

164 2.40 

CITIZEN4 17  
(10.24%) 

73  
(43.98%) 

47  
(28.31%) 

28  
(16.87%) 

1  
(0.60%) 

166 2.54 

CITIZEN5 14  
(8.54%) 

74  
(45.12%) 

50  
(30.49%) 

25  
(15.24%) 

1  
(0.61%) 

164 2.54 

 
 
For citizen particiaption items, Table 3.17.1 supports the appropriateness of factor analysis 

application. The eigenvalue supports one factor solution. As shown in Table 3.17.2, Five items 

are adequately loaded with factor loadings higher than 0.5, and the Crobarch‘s alpha coefficient 

is .823 which is considered acceptable. Thus it was decided to include the five items measuring 

external network in the further analysis.  

 
 
Table 3.17.1. The Correlation Matrix of Four Items Relating to Citizen Participation 

 CITIZEN1 CITIZEN2 CITIZEN3 CITIZEN4 CITIZEN5 

CITIZEN1 1.000     
CITIZEN2 .435*** 1.000    
CITIZEN3 .448*** .347*** 1.000   
CITIZEN4 .471*** .314*** .761*** 1.000  
CITIZEN5 .443*** .283*** .661*** .772*** 1.000 

*p＜ 0.1;  **p＜ 0.05; *** p＜ 0.01; MSA: 0 .794; Bartlett Test of Sphericity: 370.979; Significance: 0.000 

 
 
Table 3.17.2. Factor loadings and Cronbach‘s Alpha: Citizen Participation 
 Factor Loadings Cronbach‘s Alpha 

CITIZEN1 .698 

.823 
CITIZEN2 .551 
CITIZEN3 .857 
CITIZEN4 .889 
CITIZEN5 .846 
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Control variables 

Since control variables are variables which could be expected to influence the likelihood 

of organizational learning, independent of our theoretically-driven variables, several control 

variables were included. In the empirical models, the control variables included variables for 

estimating city size and economic status, and form of government. City size was measured by 

city‘s population in 2008 obtained from U.S. Census17. Since it may have a nonlinear influence, 

the natural logarithmic term was used. Economic status was also measured by the city‘s median 

household income in 2008 obtained from U.S. Census and the website of http://www.city-

data.com/. Also, the data for the form of government was collected by ICMA, U.S. Census, or 

survey. It has dichotomous values: if a city has a council-manager system, it was coded as 1 and 

if it has a mayor-council system, it was coded as 0. Table 3.18 shows the distribution of the 

control variables used in this study. 

 
 

Table 3.18. The Distribution of the Control Variables 

 
   

N 

         

Min 

     

Max      Mean      Std. deviation 

Population in 2008 166 31 216876 24381.81 34653.712 

median household income in 2008 161 22450 233901 50876.14 26386.511 

Form of government 

(1=council-manager;  0=mayor-

council) 

166 0 1 .80 .405 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
17  The site address is http://www.census.gov/.  

http://www.census.gov/
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND FINDINGS 

 

 

 The previous chapter 3 discussed data sources, statistical methods, and measurement of 

variables, descriptive statistics of survey items, and the results of factor analysis. This chapter 4 

describes the results of the data collection and presents findings of the research hypotheses tests, 

and is organized as follows. The first section presents the demographic information of the data. 

In the second section, the univariate statistics for all the study variables used in this study is 

presented. Then, the regression analysis is estimated. Finally, the results from the regression 

analyses are discussed.  

 

Sample Characteristics 

 As already mentioned in Chapter 3, we sent the surveys to city managers and mayors in 

409 Florida municipal governments. And we received a total of 166 usable and valid surveys for 

an overall response rate of 40.6 percent. Table 5.1 summarizes the demographic information of 

survey respondents. Of all respondents, the proportion of male respondents (70.30%) was higher 

than that of female respondents (29.70%). In terms of age, about 70.5 percent (31.33+39.16) was 

between the ages of 45 and 64. Also, a majority of respondents have worked in the public sector 

for over 20 years (61.45%); 16.87 percent was between the years of 16 and 20; 9.64 percent was 

between the years of 11 and 15; 7.83 percent was between the years of 5 and 10; and 4.22 

percent was fewer than 5 years. In terms of education level, a majority of respondents (81.21%) 

has at least bachelor degree or more; 16.97 percent of the respondents completed some college 

level; and 1.82 percent had a high school diploma.  

 
 
Table.4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Survey Respondents 

  Frequency Percent 

Gender Male 116 70.30 
Female 49 29.70 
Total 165 100 
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Table.4.1. Descriptive Statistics of Survey Respondents- continued 

  Frequency Percent 

Age 18-24 0 0 

25-34 5 3.01 
35-44 22 13.25 
45-54 52 31.33 
55-64 65 39.16 

Above 64 22 13.25 
Total 166 100 

Working Year  
in the Public Sector 

Fewer than 5years 7 4.22 
5-10 years 13 7.83 
11-15 years 16 9.64 
16-20 years 28 16.87 

Over 20 years 102 61.45 
Total 166 100 

Education Level High School 3 1.82 
Some College 28 16.97 

Bachelor Degree 39 23.64 
Master Degree 88 53.33 

Doctorate Degree 7 4.24 
Total 165 100 

 
 

Table 4.2 and Figure 4.1 show the comparison of city distributions between the total 409 

municipal governments in Florida and the 166 Florida cities in the working sample. Among 409 

cities in Florida, there are 51.59 percent of small cities with a population less than 6,000. There 

are 28.61 percent of middle cities with a population between 6,000 and 30,000. There are 19.8 

percent of large cities with population more than 30,000. In the working sample, there were 

38.55 percent of small cities, 34.94 percent middle cities, and 26.51 percent large cities 

respectively. In other words, the sample consisted of more middle and large cities but somewhat 

fewer small cities.  Since small cities do not have usually enough staff members to assist city 

managers and mayors, the lower response rate is understandable. Overall the working sample is 

fairly representative except the smallest cities are under-represented and the larger cities are 

over-represented by 5-6 % per category.  
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Table 4.2. Frequency Population and Sample by Population 
 Population  Sample 
 Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 
Less than 6,000 211 51.59  64 38.55 

6,000 – 30,000 117 28.61  58 34.94 

Over 30,000 81 19.8  44 26.51 

Total 409 100  166 100 
 
 

 
Figure 4.1. Frequency of Population and Sample by Population 

 
 

Table 4.3 and Figure 4.2 show the comparison of frequency distribution between the 166 

municipal governments in the working sample and the total 409 municipal governments in 

Florida. Among 409 cities in Florida, there are 67.48 of council-manager systems of 

governments. 33.52 percent are mayor-council type of governments. In the working sample of 

166 Florida cities, council-manager type of governments had somewhat higher proportion than 

mayor-council system of governments. Council-manager type of governments had a 79.52 

percent, and mayor-council type of governments had a 20.48 percent. Even though council-

manager type of government had a higher response, working sample can be considered fairly 

representative. 
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Table 4.3. Frequency by Type of Government 
 Population  Sample 
 Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 
Council-Manager 276 67.48  132 79.52 
Mayor-Council 133 33.52  34 20.48 
Total 409 100  166 100 
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Figure 4.2. Frequency by Type of Government 

 

Analysis  

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 4.4 summarizes the descriptive statistics for all variables used in this study. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter 3, the respondents showed positive responses for single-loop 

and double-loop learning. The mean score of single-loop learning (M=4.01) was slightly higher 

than that of double-loop learning (M=3.71)18. Also, goal and mission orientation, utilization of 

IT, and usefulness of IT showed high mean scores, having 3.93, 399, and 4.32 respectively. On 

the other hand, overall strategic planning (M=2.70), performance-based budgeting (M=2.94), 

political officials‘ participation (M=2.59), and citizen participation (M=2.83) had relatively low 

mean values below 3.00.  

                                                        
18 Generally, many government organizations are more adept at single-loop-loop learning than at double-loop 
learning. The current management reform movements tend to focus on single-loop learning –to measure agency‘s 
performance according to the existing goals and objectives and correct any deviations from the established standards 
or objectives- and tend to neglect aspects of double-loop learning (Moynihan, 2005). For this reason, the mean 
difference between the two types of learning is natural. 



78 
 

Also, as shown in Table 4.4, all variables in this study were normally distributed. 

According to Finney and Distefano (2006), an appropriate cutoff line of absolute value of +- 2 

for skewness and + -7 for kurtosis. Except for median household income, the skewness of the 

survey items used ranges from -0.45 to -.1.476, while the values for kurtosis range from 0.045 to 

3.084, indicating that the responses are fairly normally distributed.  

 
 

Table. 4.4. Descriptive Statistics of all the Study Variables 

Variables N Min Max Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Single-loop Learning 166 2.33 5.00 4.0100 .54362 -.558 .467 

Double-loop Learning 164 2.25 5.00 3.7149 .59580 -.322 -.083 

Low Formalization 166 1.00 5.00 3.4669 .80742 -.328 .427 

Decentralization 165 1.33 5.00 3.5010 .73402 -.523 -.161 

Resources 166 1.00 5.00 3.25 1.125 -.397 -.917 

Goal and Mission Orientation 166 1.00 5.00 3.9257 .70723 -1.353 3.084 

Risk-taking Culture 165 1.80 4.80 3.1842 .66808 .085 -.655 

Learning Forums 164 1.80 4.80 3.4110 .58750 -.347 -.151 

Strategic Planning 166 1.00 5.00 2.70 1.290 -.085 -1.173 

Performance-based Budgeting 165 1.00 5.00 2.9364 .83586 -.113 .045 

Benchmarking 166 1.00 5.00 2.64 .934 -.045 -.113 

Utilization of IT 166 2.00 5.00 3.9880 .74864 -.474 -.059 

Usefulness of IT 166 2.00 5.00 4.32 .583 -.375 .451 

Internal Network 166 1.00 5.00 3.5361 .85203 -.367 -.427 

External Network 165 1.00 5.00 3.4394 .69359 -.155 .357 

Political Officials‘ Participation 165 1.00 5.00 2.5939 .79026 .406 .155 

Citizen Participation 162 1.00 4.60 2.8259 .70425 -.174 -.174 

Log of 2008 Population 166 3.43 12.29 9.0820 1.67787 -.577 .129 

2008 Median Household Income 161 22450 233901 50876.14 26386.511 3.537 17.529 

Form of government:1=council-

manager form; 0=mayor-council 

166 0.00 1.00 .80 .405 -1.476 .181 

 
 
 The cross-tabulation showing the relationship of cities that use single-loop and double-

loop learning is displayed in Table 4.5. As shown in Table 4.5, there are subtle differences 

between both types of learning, but overall cities have relatively high levels of both single-loop 
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and double-loop learning. For example, among 164 sample cities, 134 cities have high levels of 

double-loop learning, while 152 cities have high levels of single-loop learning. Overall, the data 

suggest that if cities have high levels of single-loop learning, the cities have also high levels of 

double-loop learning, contrary to the learning literature indicating that single-loop learning is 

more common than double-loop learning and the occurrences of double-loop learning are rare. 

 
 
Table 4.5 Cross-Tabulation of Single-Loop and Double-Loop Learning 

 Double-loop Learning  

Low Level Medium Level High Level Total 

Single-

loop 

Learning 

Low Level 5 1 1 7 

Medium Level 3 0 2 5 

High Level 6 15 131 152 

Total  14 16 134 164 

 
 
Correlation analysis was conducted to examine the basic relationships among all the 

study variables and to check if there are possible multicollinearity problems among the variables 

for hypothesis testing. The matrix correlation analysis is displayed in Table 4.6. As we expected, 

with the exception of low formalization variable and the three control variables, all fourteen 

independent variables had statistically positive significant relationships with two dependent 

variables, single-loop and double-loop learning. In particular, for relations between dependent 

and all independent variables, the correlation between learning forums and double-loop learning 

had the highest correlation coefficient (.66). This implies that learning forms may be the most 

influencing factor affecting double-loop learning. Also, learning forms (.53) and internal network 

(.50) had the magnitude of high correlation coefficients as the antecedents of single-loop learning 

over .50, while goal and mission orientation (.55), risk-taking culture (.57), and internal network 

(.60) had the magnitude of high correlation coefficients in the relationship of double-loop 

learning.  
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Table 4.6. Correlations of Single-Loop and Double-Loop Learning and Antecedent Variables 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1. SLL 1                    

2.DLL .70
**

 1                   

3.LFORM .09 .04 1                  

4.DECEN .30
**

 .36
**

 .32
**

 1                 

5.RESOURCE .09 .25
**

 .02 .04 1                

6.GOAL .32
**

 .55
**

 .11 .21
**

 .25
**

 1               

7.RISK .46
**

 .57
**

 .30
**

 .37
**

 .22
**

 .46
**

 1              

8.LF .53
**

 .66
**

 .08 .22
**

 .24
**

 .50
**

 .59
**

 1             

9.SP .29
**

 .40
**

 -.07 .16
*
 .13 .33

**
 .27

**
 .30

**
 1 .           

10.PBB .40
**

 .45
**

 -.07 .01 .26
**

 .37
**

 .30
**

 .50
**

 .47
**

 1           

11. BENCH .15
*
 .17

*
 -.07 .03 -.02 .17

*
 .20

**
 .29

**
 .32

**
 .41

**
 1          

12.ITUTI .36
**

 .38
**

 .08 .29
**

 .09 .28
**

 .33
**

 .29
**

 .28
**

 .19
*
 .15 1         

13.ITUSE .34
**

 .38
**

 .11 .25
**

 .08 .42
**

 .42
**

 .39
**

 .20
*
 .25

**
 .19

*
 .57

**
 1        

14.IN .50
**

 .60
**

 .02 .13 .28
**

 .45
**

 .39
**

 .54
**

 .33
**

 .48
**

 .20
**

 .20
**

 .25
**

 1       

15.EN .39
**

 .45
**

 -.03 .08 .30
**

 .31
**

 .23
**

 .38
**

 .32
**

 .51
**

 .21
**

 .33
**

 .28
**

 .45
**

 1      

16.POLOFF .33
**

 .40
**

 -.08 -.05 .28
**

 .28
**

 .23
**

 .42
**

 .31
**

 .51
**

 .33
**

 .14 .13 .38
**

 .46
**

 1     

17.CITIZEN .32
**

 .38
**

 -.09 .17
*
 .19

*
 .38

**
 .41

**
 .48

**
 .36

**
 .42

**
 .27

**
 .22

**
 .18

*
 .25

**
 .30

**
 .56

** 1    

18.POP .01 .01 -.04 .10 -.09 -.04 .07 .02 .38
**

 .12 .26
**

 .28
**

 .18
*
 -.07 .03 -.09 .02 1   

19.INCOME -.03 .09 -.01 -.02 .125 .11 .14 .13 .14 .13 .13 .06 .04 .01 .06 .11 .16 -.12 1  

20.FOG -.13 -.08 .11 .10 -.06 -.03 .08 -.02 .10 -.05 .06 .07 .15 -.16
*
 -.01 -.28

**
 -.03 .43

**
 .15 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level. 
SLL denotes single-loop learning; DLL double-loop learning; LFORM low formalization; DECEN decentralization; LF learning forums; SP 

strategic planning; PBB performance-based budgeting; BENCH benchmarking; ITUTI utilization of IT; ITUSE usefulness of IT; IN internal 
network; EN external network; POLOFF political officials‘ participation; CITIZEN citizen participation; POP log of 2008 population; 
INCOME 2008 median household income; FOG (=council-manager; 0=mayor-council) 
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The simplest way to check collinearity is an examination of the correlation matrix for the 

independent variables. The presence of correlations higher than generally .90 or higher is the first 

indication of substantial collinearity (Hair et al., 2006). As shown in Table 4.5, there were no 

high correlation coefficients greater than .90 or higher. Thus, the results of the correlation matrix 

indicated that mulicollinearity problem would not be a big concern since any correlations were 

lower than .09 or higher. But, this correlation analysis is preliminary. Thus, I used the value of 

the variance inflation factor (VIF)19 to check if there are any serious multicollinearity problems. 

The values of VIF were all within a cutoff threshold, indicating there were no severe 

multicollinearity problems problem among all independent variables.  

Also, this study tested assumptions of homoscedasticity, linearity, and normality. To 

identify whether or not there is a heteroscedasticity problem, I checked the plot of residuals 

against the predicted dependent variable and statistical test. The residual plot and test indicated 

that there were no major violations of assumptions of homoscedasticity.  Also, residual plots 

against independent variables, normal probability plot, and histogram passed the assumptions of 

linearity and normality.  

 

Results 

 The ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple regression analyses were conducted to test the 

hypotheses. Table 4.7 shows the regression results of the single-loop learning model (Model 1) 

and the double-loop learning model (Model2). The overall two models support a good fit 

because the F-test is statistically significant at less than .01.The R2 values for the single-loop 

learning (model 1) and double-loop learning model (model 2) were .48 and .68 respectively. 

Accordingly, antecedent variables explain about 48 percent of the variation in managers‘ 

perception of single-loop learning while they account for 63 percent of the variation in 

managers‘ perception of double-loop learning. In addition, overall, the results support that our 

organizational learning models are well explained by the six sets of factors. 

                                                        
19  VIF is expressed as the inverse of the tolerance value. Tolerance is calculated as 1- R2. R2 means the amount of 
the selected one independent variable that is explained by all of the other independent variables in the regression 
model (Hair et al. 2006). Therefore, small tolerance values and thus large VIF values (VIF=1/tolerance) indicate a 
multicollinearity problem, because the tolerance value is the amount of a variable unexplained by the other 
independent variables. Generally, a tolerance of less than .1 and a VIF of 10 or higher indicate that there is severe 
mulitcollinearity problem among the independent variables (Hair et al., 2006) 
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In the single-loop learning model (model 1), for the structural factors, the effect of 

decentralization is positively significant (p ＜ 0.05), as we expected. However, the coefficient 

of resources is negatively significant (p ＜ 0.1), which is unexpected. For the cultural factors, 

risk-taking culture is positively associated with single-loop learning (p ＜ 0.05) and consistent 

with the expected sign. Regarding learning forums, the effect of learning forums is positively 

significant with the expected sign (p ＜ 0.05). For the performance management system factors, 

the effect of utilization of IT is positively significant with the expected sign (p ＜ 0.1). For the 

network characteristics, the effect of internal network is positively significant with the expected 

sign (p ＜ 0.01).  

In the double-loop learning model (model 2), for the structural factors, the effect of low 

formalization is negatively significant (p ＜ 0.05), which is unexpected. However, the effect of 

decentralization is positively significant with the expected sign (p ＜ 0.01). For the cultural 

factors, goal and mission orientation (p ＜ 0.1), and risk-taking culture (p ＜ 0.01) are 

positively associated with double-loop learning, as we expected. In terms of learning forums, 

their effect is positively significant with the expected sign (p ＜ 0.01). For the performance 

management system factors, the effect of strategic planning is positively significant with the 

expected sign (p ＜ 0.1). But the effect of benchmarking is negatively significant (p ＜ 0.1), 

which is unexpected. For the network characteristics, internal network (p ＜ 0.05) and external 

network (p ＜ 0.05) are positively associated with double-loop learning, as we expected. For 

the external stakeholder factors, the effect of political officials‘ participation (p ＜ 0.1) is 

positively associated with double-loop learning, as we expected.  

We control some of the city‘s demographic characteristics by adding control variables 

such as population, median household income, and form of government. But, no statistical 

support was found for any of the control variables in model 1 and model 220. 

 

                                                        
20 I ran the regression analysis again, excluding the control variables, in order to examine how predictions of the 
two models excluding the control variables are different from the two models including them. There were no major 
noticeable differences between the two models including the control variables and the two models excluding them. 
This study takes the model 1 and model 2 including the control variables as the final model because the control 
variables may have an indirect effect on the dependent variable as well.  
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Table 4.7. Results of Regression Analyses for Single-loop Learning and Double-loop Learning 

  Model 1: Single-Loop Learning Model 2:Double-Loop Learning 
Dimension Variable Hypothesized 

Coefficient 
Regression 
Coefficient  

Standard 
Error 

Hypothesized 
Coefficient 

Regression 
Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Structural Factors Low formalization + -0.001 0.049 ++ -0.096** 0.042 
Decentralization + 0.110** 0.055 ++ 0.150*** 0.047 
Resource + -0.064* 0.035 ++ 0.027 0.030 

Cultural Factors Mission and Goal Orientation + -0.091 0.065 + 0.110* 0.056 
Risk-taking Culture + 0.148** 0.074 ++ 0.183*** 0.063 

Learning Forums  Learning Forums + 0.205** 0.089 ++ 0.268*** 0.075 

Performance 

Management  

Systems 

Strategic Planning + 0.012 0.037 ++ 0.060* 0.031 
Performance-based budgeting + 0.061 0.062 ++ 0.035 0.053 
Benchmarking  + -0.043 0.044 ++ -0.063* 0.037 
Utilization of IT + 0.112* 0.063 + 0.066 0.054 
Usefulness of IT + 0.063 0.088 + -0.027 0.077 

Network 

Characteristics 

Internal Network ++ 0.165*** 0.057 + 0.099** 0.048 
External Network + 0.038 0.068 ++ 0.116** 0.057 

External 

Stakeholder 

Participation 

Political Officials‘ Participation + 0.014 0.065 ++ 0.095* 0.055 
Citizen Participation + 0.037 0.070 ++ -0.072 0.060 

Control Variables Log of 2008 Population  -0.024 0.029  -0.027 0.025 
2008 Median Household Income  -0.000 0.000  -0.000 0.000 
Form of government 
(1:council-manager government) 

 -.0150 0.105  0.003 0.089 

 Constant  1.764*** 0.444  0.755** 0.377 
        
 # of Observations  150   148  
 R2  0.48   0.68  
 Adjusted R2

  0.41   0.63  
 F  6.71***   14.99***  

*p ＜ 0.1;  **p ＜ 0.05; *** p ＜ 0.01 
++ denotes stronger impact on single-loop learning or double-loop learning.  
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Discussions of Results 

Structural Factors 

Contrary to the prediction hypothesized (Hypothesis 1-1) in this study, low formalization 

was significantly and negatively related to double-loop learning (β= -.096, p ＜ 0.05). Also, low 

formalization had a negative relationship with single-loop learning (β= -.001), although it was 

not statistically significant at any significance level. The results imply that the higher level of 

formalization may have a positive effect on the capacity of single-loop and double-loop learning. 

Although the learning literature generally suggests that low formalization can act as a facilitator 

to foster learning, learning can also occur in the existing formalized structure. For example, 

Okhuysen and Eisenhardt (2002) argue that without a formalized structure, organization actors‘ 

attempts to integrate and use new knowledge are likely to be disorganized, infrequent, sporadic 

or ineffective. Also, Adler and Borys (1996) point out that formalization using formal rules 

allows organization members to address more effectively contingencies because they entail the 

best practices learned from experience and incorporated into the organization memory. Thus, 

within the formalized structure, organizations can codify and establish best practices in order to 

disseminate new knowledge. As a result, formalization allows organization members to obtain 

and use new knowledge (Pertusa-Ortega et al., 2010), which in turn fosters organizational 

learning.  

In hypothesis 1-2, decentralization was hypothesized to have a positive relationship with 

single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop learning. As 

expected, the data supported this Hypothesis 1-2 fully. The empirical analysis found that 

decentralization fosters two types of learning. Decentralization was positively related to single-

loop (β= .110, p ＜ 0.05) and had a greater impact on double-loop learning (β= .150, p ＜ 

0.05). This demonstrates that the decentralized structure of decision-making is an important 

element for fostering organizational learning. The result was also consistent with the finding of 

Schulz (2001) that decreased centralization leads to higher levels of organizational learning. 

Decentralization would foster experimentation and the circulation of ideas because they increase 

the organizational members‘ level of participation (Lee and Choi, 2003). However, lack of 

participation in the decision-making process leads to ineffective knowledge utilization and 

development because knowledge created elsewhere within and across the organization is less 

likely to be used (Hall and Saias, 1980). Accordingly, if managers with operational expertise do 
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have autonomous authority to implement what they wish to change or innovate, knowledge and 

information they possess is more likely to be used, leading to enhancing potential learning 

chances or learning capacity. Furthermore, decentralization is a key issue in the current 

management reform which emphasizes empowerment of decision authority to managers with 

firsthand knowledge of tasks and the process–expertise to make informed decisions (Moynihan 

and Pandey, 2005). Our result supports such arguments of the current management reform. 

In hypothesis 1-3, adequate resources was hypothesized to have a positive relationship 

with single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop learning. 

Contrary to the prediction hypothesized (Hypothesis 1-3), the empirical analysis finds that 

adequate resources was negatively related to single-loop learning (β= -.064, p ＜ 0.1) while it 

was positively related to double-loop learning (β=.027), although it was statistically insignificant. 

The impact of resources on single-loop learning was unexpectedly in the opposite direction. 

Even though the previous studies suggest that slack resources facilitate organizational learning, 

such an explanation may be more suited to double-loop learning. Organizations with slack 

resources may want higher level of knowledge and information in order to pursue a deliberate 

change or innovative activities. Thus, such organizations may be less likely to develop and use 

knowledge related to single-loop learning. In any case, slack resources do not seem to be a 

necessary condition for single-loop learning processes in cities. 

 

Cultural Factors 

In hypothesis 2-1, goal and mission orientation was hypothesized to have a positive 

relationship with single-loop and double-loop learning. The empirical analysis indicated partial 

support for the hypothesis, finding that goal and mission orientation was positively related to 

double-loop learning (β= .110, p ＜ 0.1) while it was insignificantly but negatively related to 

single-loop learning (β=.091). The finding supports the view that when organizational actors 

have a good understanding of goal and mission, they are more likely to devote themselves to 

learning and innovation. Also, the explanation for this finding can come from the performance 

measurement literature mentioned in chapter 2. That is, goal orientation is positively related to 

the use of performance information, which provides potential learning opportunities. Therefore, 

the result demonstrated that the clear understanding of goal and mission allows learning and 

innovation to occur, especially in double-loop learning.  
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In hypothesis 2-2, risk-taking culture was hypothesized to have a positive relationship 

with single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop learning. As 

expected, the data supported this Hypothesis 2-2 fully. The empirical analysis found that risk-

taking culture fosters both types of learning as it is positively related to single-loop (β= .148, p 

＜ 0.05) and double-loop learning (β= .183, p ＜ 0.05), with a greater impact on double-loop 

learning. These coefficients had the third and second influential value on single-loop and double-

loop learning respectively of all the variables in the model. The relatively strong impact 

indicated that cultural aspects of learning really matter, as Mahler (1997) argued. In particular, 

the learning organization literature suggests that organizations with a culture emphasizing risk 

and experimentation are more likely to reach a higher learning capacity.  

 

Learning Forums 

In hypothesis 3, learning forums was hypothesized to have a positive relationship with 

single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop learning. As 

expected, the data supported Hypothesis 3 fully. The empirical analysis found that learning 

forums fosters both types of learning. Learning forums was positively related to single-loop 

(β= .205, p ＜ 0.05) and double-loop learning, (β= .268, p ＜ 0.01), with the impact of the 

regression coefficient being greater on double-loop learning. In particular, learning forums is the 

most influential independent variable across single-loop and double-loop learning models. This 

result was consistent with the finding of Moynihan and Landuyt‘s study (2009) that the strongest 

factor to promote learning is learning forums as part of the balanced structural and cultural 

approach of learning. The data supports that, when structural and cultural elements are 

appropriately mixed and bridged, the impact of learning forums can greatly promote 

organizational learning, especially higher, or double-loop learning.  

 

Performance Management Systems 

 We found support for the hypotheses that performance management systems matter to 

both type of organizational learning. Three of the five performance management system 

variables included in our model positively influence both type of organizational learning.  

 In hypothesis 4-1, strategic planning was hypothesized to have a positive relationship 

with single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop learning. The 
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empirical analysis indicated the partial support of the hypothesis, finding that strategic planning 

was positively and significantly related to double-loop learning (β= .060, p ＜ 0.10) while it 

was positively but not significantly related to single-loop learning (β= .012). Theoretically, 

strategic planning should impact both single-loop learning and double-loop learning. Strategic 

planning enable to examines whether or not the current strategic plan is valid and then develops 

or tailors goals and strategies again. This is always a reiterative process, which in turn leads to 

double-loop learning. Our result demonstrated that strategic planning positively influences 

double-loop learning, although the impact was modest.  

In hypothesis 4-3, benchmarking was hypothesized to have a positive relationship with 

single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop learning. Contrary to 

the prediction hypothesized (Hypothesis 4-3), the empirical analysis indicated that benchmarking 

was negatively and significantly related to double-loop learning (β= -.063, p ＜ 0.1) while it 

was negatively but not significantly related to single-loop learning (β= -.043). The impact of 

benchmarking was unexpectedly in the opposite direction.  

According to Ammons and Rivenbark (2008), local government participants in the North 

Carolina Project on benchmarking among local governments made different levels of 

commitment in comparing their performance with others; some appear to embrace comparison 

wholeheartedly or modestly; others avoid interjurisdictional comparison or engage in them only 

reluctantly. In the latter case, governments have been devoted to reviewing their own year-to-

year performance plan, rather than to looking at and comparing best practices of others. In such 

case, they may reveal ―an underlying distrust of performance measurement, anxiety about the 

numbers being produced and what they will suggest about relative standing, or a lack of 

confidence in the organization‘s ability to improve performance‖ (Ammons and Rivenbark, p. 

311). On average, benchmarking practices were not well established in Florida local 

governments as seen in Table 4.4. Although some of Florida municipal governments are 

involved in benchmarking activities, their level of enthusiasms for benchmarking may not be 

high. As a result, they may not appropriately utilize performance data through benchmarking, 

which in turn cannot effectively contribute to their organizational learning.  

Another possible explanation may come from professional networking, in that 

government managers and leaders can acquire information about successful and innovative 



88 
 

management practices through professional networks. So, information of the best practices 

through benchmarking it appears, is not likely to contribute to organizational learning. 

In hypothesis 4-4, utilization of IT was hypothesized to have a positive relationship with 

single-loop and double-loop learning. The data partially supported hypothesis 4-4, showing that 

the utilization of IT positively influences only single-loop learning (β= .112, p ＜ 0.1) with no 

impact on double-loop leraning. The result was consistent with a previous study by Kim and Lee 

(2006) that the usage of IT application is positively related to employee knowledge sharing. Our 

result demonstrated that the utilization of IT enables organization members‘ communication to 

smoothly flow and then promote single-loop learning.  

In hypothesis 4-2, performance-based budgeting was hypothesized to have a positive 

relationship with single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop 

learning. The coefficients were not statistically significant but consistent with the expected 

positive sign. 

In hypothesis 4-5, usefulness of IT was hypothesized to have a positive relationship with 

single-loop and double-loop learning. But, the hypothesis was not statistically supported in the 

data. 

 

Network Characteristics 

In hypothesis 5-1, an internal network was hypothesized to have a positive relationship 

with single-loop and double-loop learning, with greater impact on single-loop learning. As 

expected, the data supported this Hypothesis 5-1 fully. The empirical analysis found that internal 

networks foster both types of learning. However, the magnitude of the impact was different. 

Internal networks were more strongly and positively related to single-loop (β= .165, p ＜ 0.01) 

than double-loop learning, (β= .099, p ＜ 0.05). Through an internal network, government 

managers can exploit the available resources within governments to make improvements to 

current practices. The internal network appeared to have a more impact on single-loop learning 

than double-loop learning. 

In hypothesis 5-2, external networks was hypothesized to have a positive relationship 

with single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop learning. The 

data partially supported hypothesis 5-2, showing that an external network positively influences 

only double-loop learning (β= .116, p ＜ 0.05). Although the coefficient was not significant in 
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single-loop learning (β= .038), the impact of the coefficient was greater on double-loop learning. 

The professional network which is considered an external network in this study is one of the 

main information sources through which a manager can acquire and exchange innovative 

management ideas for improving performance through several communication channels such as 

professional associations, conferences, newsletters, and journals. The professional network may 

also provide professional norms, which in turn influences innovation (DiMaggio and Powell, 

1983; Rogers, 1995). Through professional networks, government managers may be more likely 

to learn and innovate. Our result demonstrated that external networks is positively related to 

double-loop learning. 

 

External Stakeholder Participation 

In hypothesis 6-1, political officials‘ participation was hypothesized to have a positive 

relationship with single-loop and double-loop learning, with a greater impact on double-loop 

learning. The data partially supported hypothesis 6-1, showing that political officials‘ 

participation positively influences only double-loop learning (β= .095, p ＜ 0.1). The 

coefficient was not significant in single-loop learning (β= .014) although positive, and the impact 

of the coefficient was greater on double-loop learning. Political leaders are generally policy-

oriented, and their attention may stimulate public managers to be more devoted to the double-

loop learning process. 

In hypothesis 6-2, citizen participation was hypothesized to have a positive relationship 

with single-loop and double-loop learning, with a grater impact on double-loop learning. But the 

data did not support the hypothesis 6-2. Even though the coefficients were not statistically 

significant, the coefficient for citizen participation had a positive sign for single-loop learning 

(β= .037), but negatively related to double-loop learning (β= -.072). Maybe public managers and 

leaders are reluctant to include citizen‘s perspectives or ideas, although citizens provide useful 

and plural ideas to government managers and leaders. Thus, citizens‘ perspectives are more 

likely to remain unused and then do not greatly contribute higher level of learning.  

To sum up, Figure 4.3 shows the actual impacts of variables which are statistically 

significant on single-loop and double-loop learning.  The bold line denotes the greater impact 

on double-loop learning or single-loop learning. We find that most effects are stronger for 

double-loop learning, as we expected, even though some variables are not significant in single-
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loop learning or double-loop learning. While many of the individual hypotheses were partially 

supported, the data fully supported the hypothesis about four independent variables 

(decentralization, risk-taking culture, learning forums, and internal networks). The effects of all 

independent variables are expected to have a positive impact on single-loop and double-loop 

learning, but unexpectedly, low formalization and benchmarking are negatively associated with 

double-loop learning. Also, the effect of resources is negatively significant in single-loop 

learning, which is unexpected.  

Our framework proves effective at explaining the factors influencing both types of 

organizational learning. In Model 1, five of the six sets of factors have statistically significant 

impacts. Also, in model 2, all six sets of factors have statistically significant impacts. As the 

previous learning studies, we find that the structural factors, cultural factors, and learning forums 

influence organizational learning. In this study, we add three other factors (performance 

management system, network characteristics, and external stakeholder‘s participation) to the 

basic theoretical framework developed by Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) which we expect will 

influence both types of organizational learning. These additional variables add significant 

explanatory power to our organizational learning models. Therefore, overall, the results support 

the hypothesis that organizational learning is shaped by all six sets of factors (structural factors, 

cultural factors, learning forums, performance management system factors, network 

characteristics, and external stakeholder‘s participation), with many of the individual hypotheses 

finding support fully or partially. 
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Figure 4.3 The actual impact from regression analyses on single-loop & double-loop learning 
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Result of Mediation Model  

In this study, I did additional analysis to assess the mediating effect of single-loop 

learning on double-loop learning. Single-loop learning as the most basic level loop may 

contribute to promote double-loop learning. If organizations have become proficient at single-

loop learning, they may afford to take a ―double look‖ at the situation by questioning the 

relevance of operating norms (Morgan, 1997, p. 87). Without single-loop learning‘ ability, it 

would be difficult for organizations to achieve proficiency at double-loop learning because 

exploitation of existing capabilities (related to single-loop learning) is often needed to explore 

new capabilities (related to double-loop learning) (Katila and Ahuja, 2002). There is no obvious 

evidence, but we expect that there is a positive relationship between single-loop learning and 

double-loop learning. So, controlling single-loop learning in double-loop learning model, this 

study assessed the mediating effect of single-loop learning.  

As shown Table 4.8, the overall model fit has a good fit as the F-test is statistically 

significant at less than .01. The R2 value is increased from .68 to .76. Accordingly, all antecedent 

variables together explain about 76 percent of the variation in managers‘ perception of double-

loop learning. In addition, overall, like the previous double-loop learning, the results support that 

our organizational learning models are well explained by the six sets of factors. 

When we controlled for single-loop learning, the patterns mostly continued to hold. Low 

formalization, decentralization, goal and mission orientation, risk-taking culture, learning forums, 

strategic planning, external network, and political official‘s participation continued to be 

significant, but the coefficients‘ size was changed. In particular, coefficients for decentralization, 

risk-taking culture, and learning forums were reduced by over 30 percent. On the other hand, 

coefficients for goal and mission orientation was increased in magnitude (from .110 to .149) or 

by about 26 percent. In addition, resources became statistically significant, and its coefficient 

was increased in magnitude (from .027 to .056) or by about 52 percent. However, the 

coefficients‘ magnitude of benchmarking and internal networks were decreased from -.063 to -

.44 and from .099 to .031, respectively, although they became insignificant.  

As would be expected, the results indicated that as the most direct precursor of double-

loop learning, single-loop learning has the most influence, reflected by a .42 estimated 

coefficient. In terms of R2 value‘ increment and changes in coefficients for independent variables, 
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single-loop learning can be considered as a mediator of effect for the presence of double-loop 

learning.  

 
 

Table 4.8. Model Explaining Double-Loop Learning (including single-loop learning) 

*p ＜ 0.1;  **p ＜ 0.05; *** p ＜ 0.01 
 

 

 

 

 

  Model 2:Double-Loop Learning 

Dimension Variable Hypothesized 
Coefficient 

Regression 
Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Structural 

Factors 

Low formalization + -0.092** 0.036 
Decentralization + 0.099** 0.042 
Resource + 0.056** 0.026 

Cultural Factors Mission and Goal Orientation + 0.149*** 0.050 
Risk-taking Culture + 0.126** 0.056 

Learning Forums  Learning Forums + 0.178*** 0.067 

Performance 

Management  

Systems 

Strategic Planning + 0.055** 0.027 
Performance-based budgeting + 0.017 0.047 
Benchmarking  + -0.044 0.032 
Utilization of IT + 0.020 0.048 
Usefulness of IT + -0.061 0.067 

Network 

Characteristics 

Internal Network + 0.031 0.043 
External Network + 0.098* 0.050 

External 

Stakeholder 

Participation 

Political Officials‘ Participation + 0.088* 0.048 
Citizen Participation + -0.086 0.052 

Single-Loop 

Learning 

Single-loop learning + .419*** .651 

Control Variables Log of 2008 Population  -0.015 0.022 
2008 Median Household Income  -0.000 0.000 
Form of government 
(1:council-manager government) 

 0.062 0.078 

 Constant  0.002 0.349 
     
 # of Observations  148  
 R2  0.76  
 Adjusted R2

  0.72  
 F  20.85***  
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

Summary of the Study 

Organizational learning is the key to performance improvement in changing and 

uncertain environments (Argryis and Schon, 1996; Schein, 1993) because it is based on new 

knowledge development or performance information use, which in turn enables managers to 

make better decisions to improve performance. In this respect, organizational learning is an 

important component of the current performance management reforms or managing for results, 

which focus on collecting, distributing, and using performance information to improve 

government organizations‘ performance. Although organizational learning is a critical domain in 

performance management, not many empirical studies have been conducted on organizational 

learning in the public sector areas. Thus, this study attempts to advance both theoretical and 

empirical research on organizational learning in the public sector, using data from Florida 

municipal governments.  

In this study, we use two dependent variables which consist of indicators for single-loop 

and double-loop learning respectively, in our models to examine a facilitative environment or 

condition for organizational learning. The overall research question of this dissertation is: what 

factors influence organizational learning in Florida municipal governments? In particular, this 

study attempts to assess if there are differences in the antecedents of single-loop and double-loop 

learning. To answer this research question, this study develops a theory composed of six factors 

to assess what seems to impact single and double-loop learning based on: 1) structural factors, 2) 

cultural factors, 3) learning forums, 4) performance management systems, 5) network 

characteristics, and 6) external stakeholder‘s participation. In addition, we examine the mediating 

effect of single-loop learning on double-loop learning.  

 

Major Findings 

We find strong support for our organizational learning models, and variables representing 

each of the six theoretical factors were significant and in the predicted positive direction. The 
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overall models are strongly supported; the single-loop learning model has an adjusted R2 of .41, 

the double loop learning model‘s adjusted R2 is .63, and the adjusted R2 of the double-loop 

learning controlling for single-loop learning is .72.  

Using survey data from the Organizational Learning and Performance Management 

Survey 2010: Florida Municipal Governments, fifteen hypotheses were developed from past 

studies and tested using multiple regression analyses. Four (decentralization, risk-taking culture, 

learning forums, and internal networks) of the fifteen hypotheses proposed in this study were 

fully supported, and another five hypotheses (goal and mission orientation, strategic planning, 

utilization of IT, external networks, and political officials‘ participation) were partially supported 

for either single or double loop learning but not both. Three hypotheses about low formalization, 

resources, and benchmarking, were unexpectedly found to have negative relationships with at 

least one type of organizational learning. Lastly, three hypotheses (performance-based budgeting, 

and usefulness of IT, and citizen participation) were rejected.  

First, one of the structural factors—decentralization-- matters for both types of 

organizational learning. As we expected, the findings fully supported that the effect of 

decentralization was stronger for double-loop learning than for single-loop learning. Thus, the 

results imply that as decentralization decreases, the higher the level of organizational learning 

will be. 

One of the structural factors—low formalization-- was unexpectedly a strong negative 

influence on double-loop learning.  Unlike the result of this study, the learning literature 

generally pointed out that organizational learning may be fostered by low formalized structure 

because low formalization allows openness and variation, which encourage new ideas and 

behaviors (Damanpour, 1991). But, there is other research that supports the view that within 

higher formalized structure, local governments are more likely to promote organizational 

learning because formalization may provide organization actors the chances to obtain, integrate, 

and use new knowledge and information (Pertusa-Ortega et al., 2010).  

In terms of adequate resources, we also found the unexpected results as adequate 

resources was negatively related to the perceptions of single-loop learning, and positively but not 

significantly related to double-loop learning . Many learning and innovation studies suggest that 

slack resources promote organizational learning and innovation activities, but such argument 

may be more suited to double-loop learning. The finding suggests that if government managers 
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or leaders felt that their governments have adequate resources to do their job, they may be less 

likely to devote themselves to single-loop learning. With adequate resources, they may be more 

likely to pursue higher level of knowledge and information in order to pursue a deliberate change 

or innovative activities, which in turn, leads to double-loop learning.  

Second, the cultural factors also matter for both types of organizational learning. This 

study found that there are positive relationships between risk-taking culture and both types of 

organizational learning. In particular, this study fully supported the hypothesis 2-2, finding that 

the effect of risk-taking culture was stronger for double-loop learning than for single-loop 

learning. Also, this study found that goal and mission orientation was positively related to the 

perceptions of double-loop learning, although there was no significant relationship between goal 

and mission orientation and single-loop learning. The result suggests that better understanding of 

organization‘s goal and mission may lead to promote organizational learning, especially higher 

or double-loop learning.  

 Third, this study found that there was a strong positive relationship between learning 

forums and both types of organizational learning. Learning forums was the variable with the 

largest coefficients influencing single-loop and double-loop learning. In other words, learning 

forums enabling discussion and consideration of performance information (Moynihan and 

Landuyt, 2009) was the most influential facilitating factor in single-loop and double-loop 

learning. In particular, this study fully supported hypothesis 3, showing that the effect of learning 

forums is stronger for double-loop learning than for single-loop learning.  

 Fourth, performance management systems also influenced both types of organizational 

learning. Strategic planning was not important in single-loop learning but significant and 

positively to double-loop learning. Contrary to our expectation, benchmarking was significant 

and negatively related to double-loop learning. It had also a negative relationship with single-

loop learning, although it was not statistically significant. The result suggests that benchmarking 

activities may not be really likely to contribute to the managers‘ perceptions of organizational 

learning. The utilization of information technology was hypothesized to explore a positive 

relationship with both types of organizational learning. It was only partially supported, having a 

significant relationship with only single-loop learning.  

Fifth, this study included both internal and external network characteristics, and found 

that there were positive relationships between internal networks and both types of organizational 
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learning. In particular, this study fully supported the hypothesis 5-1, finding that the effect of 

internal network is stronger for single-loop learning than for double-loop learning. External 

network was not important in single-loop learning but significant and positively realetd to 

double-loop learning. Although the impact of external network on single-loop learning was less 

deterministic, the impact of external network was greater on double-loop learning. 

Sixth, as we expected, external stakeholder‘s participation matters to organizational 

learning. Political officials‘ participation was not important in single-loop learning but 

significant and positively to double-loop learning. This result was consistent with Moynihan‘s 

mention (2005), in that double-loop learning is more relevant in the province of elected officials, 

not bureaucrats. Also, although the impact of political officials‘ participation on single-loop 

learning was less deterministic, the impact of political officials‘ participation was greater on 

double-loop learning. 

Seventh, in the double-loop learning model controlling for single-loop learning, we 

found the mediating effect of single-loop learning on double-loop learning because the R2 value 

was increased from .68 to .76, and the size of coefficients for independent variables was 

considerably changed, compared to the previous double-loop learning model. In addition, when 

we controlled for single-loop learning, resources became statistically significant, while 

benchmarking and internal networks became insignificant. As we expected, single-loop learning 

is the most influential independent variable in double-loop learning model.  

 

Theoretical Implications 

 We have developed a more comprehensive theoretical framework for defining 

organizational learning than previously developed, but based on past research.  Organizational 

learning is a critical domain in public management because it is central to performance 

improvement. Nevertheless, only a few organizational learning studies have been done in the 

public sector. In addition, most organizational learning studies relied on case studies or 

qualitatative methods. This research attempted to fill this gap in the literature by providing 

empirical evidence on how government organizations learn. So, this research advanced the 

empirical understanding of organizational learning in local governments.  

 The most challenging task in this study was to differentiate, operationalize, and measure 

single-loop learning and double-loop learning based on managers‘ views and then test the effect 
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of facilitative factors proposed in this study on both types of organizational learning. Frequently 

many organizational literatures have theoretically discussed the insights of single-loop and 

double-loop learning argued by Argyris and Schon (1996). However, the two types of learning 

have never been assessed in a large-N quantitative public sector study. By separately testing two 

types of organizational learning, we can better understand the two broad patterns of learning 

about where (or when or how) single-loop or double-loop learning works. In this study, we found 

that there are some different patterns of effects and different impacts for single-loop and double-

loop learning. The goal and mission orientation, strategic planning, external networks, and 

political officials‘ participation are facilitative factors to double-loop learning but do not have a 

significant relationship to single-loop learning, while the utilization of IT is important to single-

loop learning but not to double-loop learning. Furthermore, the impacts of decentralization, risk-

taking culture, and learning forums are stronger in double-loop learning than in single-loop 

learning, while the impact of internal network is greater in single-loop learning than in double-

loop learning.  

Overall this study asserts that the integrated framework developed in this study provides 

a better explanation for predicting facilitative factors for single-loop and double-loop learning 

than past studies have provided. The organizational learning studies rely mostly on structural and 

cultural factors to explain organizational learning. But, structural and cultural factors may 

explain only limited aspects about how learning occurs and operates. Thus, we developed a 

framework for analyzing single-loop and double-loop learning in Florida municipal governments. 

Drawing on previous research, we started to use structural and cultural factors and learning 

forums (combination of structural and cultural approaches) as the basic framework draws on 

previous research and incorporated explanatory factors by adding three factors: performance 

management systems, network characteristics, and external stakeholder participation. 

Performance management systems should be facilitative to organizational learning because they 

allow local governments not only to effectively achieve predetermined goals and objectives, but 

also to revise government management operations and policies based on performance 

information. Recent studies have linked organizational learning to the broader political and 

external environment such as political involvement and network characteristics (e.g. Askim, 

Johnsen, and Christophersen, 2008). Thus, we integrated some of these explanatory factors into 

an assessment of the perceptions of local government managers of single-loop and double-loop 
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learning. Our model seems to turn out to be effective at explaining both types of organizational 

learning. We find that all six factors have explanatory powers to double-loop learning, while five 

factors (except for external stakeholder participation) predict single-loop learning.  

In particular, the perspectives of strong ties and weak ties of Granovetter (1973) were 

firstly tested in organizational learning studies. From our findings, network characteristics may 

influence both types of organizational learning differently, or the levels of organizational 

learning. Accordingly, our findings provide new theoretical insights of strong ties (internal 

network) and weak ties (external network) on organizational learning studies. Also, our study 

result showed that political officials‘ participation played an important role in organizational 

learning, especially in double-loop learning. Furthermore, this study demonstrated that strategic 

planning can promote higher levels of learning, or double-loop learning, even though ―single-

loop learning appears to be only type of learning promoted in the MFR model‖ such as strategic 

planning (Moynihan, 2005, p.205).  

Furthermore, the organization learning literature suggests that most organizations are 

more proficient at single-loop learning, but double-loop learning is not common in most 

organizations (Morgan, 1997). But, our data suggest that if city governments have high levels of 

single-loop learning, they may also have relatively high levels of double-loop learning. The 

findings imply that double-loop learning would not be achieved without single-loop learning as 

the most basic learning loop. Similarly, we found that single-loop learning played a mediating 

role in double-loop learning model, showing that there is a positive association between single-

loop and double-loop learning. The proficiency at single-loop learning may help promote the 

chances for double-loop learning later on.  

 

Practical Implications 

 This study has several practical implications for government managers and leaders by 

providing some practical guidelines to government leaders on how to manage and sustain 

structures, culture, and management practices for enhancing organizational learning. The 

findings provide clues that government leaders may consider for facilitating organizational 

learning. They can tailor the design of government organizational structure and seek a positive 

culture conducive to organizational learning. For example, this study has shed light on how 

structural factors influence single-loop and double-loop learning. This study demonstrated that 
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structural factors were important to both types of organizational learning. In particular, 

decentralization was a strongly influential factor. Government mangers and leaders who want to 

promote organizational learning should pay attention to the critical assessments of organizational 

structure and need to formally establish decentralized structure in decision-making process. In 

this respect, government managers may emphasize a participatory approach as a means of 

facilitating organizational learning (Kim and Lee, 2006).  

Also, risk-taking culture was a strongly influential factor influencing both types of 

organizational learning. Public organizations tend to have defensive cultures against 

organizational change which can limit individuals‘ ability to learn and adapt (Sanger, 2008). 

Leadership to change such defensive culture is essential to promote organizational learning 

(Senge, 1990). Government managers can promote the openness and risk taking necessary for 

learning (Cummings and Worley, 2001). These findings supported Sanger‘s argument that, in 

current performance management reforms, government managers need results-oriented 

leadership to change structure and culture conducive to learning by empowering employees, 

rewarding innovation, promoting experimentation and tolerating well-conceived failures (Sanger, 

2008).  

 The strongest influential factor was learning forums. As Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) 

argued, learning forums is best illustrated example as the appropriately balanced approach of 

structural and cultural approach. Government managers should establish learning forums to 

promote higher levels of organizational learning, but such forums will work best when positive 

learning forums attributes are culturally supported and established (Moynihan and Landuyt, 

2009). Accordingly, government leaders can better promote organizational learning capability by 

appropriately bridging the cultural and structural approaches.  

 The study results showed that the utilization of IT was positively related to 

organizational learning. ―Information technology is often touted as a vehicle for capturing, 

tracking, sorting, and providing information to advance knowledge‖, thus leading to 

organizational learning and performance improvements (Brown and Brudney, 2003, p. 30). 

Government managers can promote organizational learning by making investments in IT 

applications (Kim and Lee, 2006). 

 The findings from this study provide managers practical insight to help identify certain 

network characteristics enabling them to encourage both types of organizational learning. The 
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findings suggest that internal network tend to reinforce and help achieve single-loop learning 

because it enables frequent interactions which allow well fine-grained information exchange, 

while external network tend to achieve higher levels of learning because managers can acquire 

and learn new knowledge and information to foster organizational learning capability. 

Government leaders and managers can better promote organizational learning if they have both 

internal network and external network activities.  

The organizational learning and learning organization studies have emphasized that 

organizations should seek to balance exploitation (single-loop learning) and exploration (double-

loop learning) because short-term productivity and long-term innovation are important for 

organizational success (March, 1991). Our study provided some evidence of the facilitating 

factors influencing both types of organizational learning. Our findings can help government 

leaders to identify factors for balancing both types of organizational learning for the long-term 

capacity of the organization. 

 

Limitations and Future Study 

 This study has some limitations that should be considered and perhaps overcome in 

future studies. First, in this study, we employed cross-sectional data, which does not suffice to 

establish causality relationships to the results. The anticipated facilitative factors can influence 

organizational learning, which in turn, may also affect such factors over time. Our results 

showed associations between dependent variable and independent variables, not causal 

relationships. Organizational learning may be relatively consistent, but it may change over time. 

So, to better capture the effect of antecedents on organizational learning, future research needs to 

carry out longitudinal analyses.  

 Second, the survey data were only collected in Florida municipal governments. Florida 

might have a different political environment and public cultures from municipal governments in 

other state governments. Accordingly, this fact may lead to different results in terms of the 

magnitude and directions of relationships. Thus, the future study needs to expand the analysis to 

other state municipal governments in order to determine the generalizability of the results. Also, 

Tannenbaum (1997) pointed out that different organizations have different combinations of 

facilitating factors. Accordingly, the future study needs to conduct the analysis in a specific 

agency or organization or policy area.  
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 Third, this study only relies on quantitative research methods. Such methods can miss 

in-depth aspects of organizational learning that can be learned only through an interpretative 

approach and qualitative methodology (Moynihan and Landuyt, 2009; Yanow, 2000). According 

to King, Keohane, Verba (1994), studies through qualitative methodology are essential in 

especially try to make causal inferences because of the ambiguous findings often obtained in a 

quantitative study.  The future study can employ case studies through qualitative methodology 

to better explain quantitative findings.  

Fourth, the framework and our learning models are preliminary. Accordingly, it seems 

that there might be need to improve and refine the theoretical framework in the future study.  

Fifth, there might be measurement errors which might contribute to the weaker ability to 

detect associations for both single-loop and double-loop learning. Some instruments for 

dependent variables and independent variables may not directly or adequately measure the 

variables. A more carefully designed survey is needed for future studies. 

Finally, many case studies point out that organizational learning contributes to 

organizational performance. But, few empirical studies linking leaning with performance have 

been conducted to test such relationships. The future research need to investigate the relationship 

between organizational learning and performance. In particular, it will be interesting to explore 

about what types of organizational learning do better job in improving organizational 

performance.  
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APPENDIX A 

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) APPROVAL LETTER 

 

 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673, FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 6/4/2010 
 
To: Hoseok Jang 

 
Dept.: PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND POLICY 
 
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Examining Organizational Learning in Public Sector Organizations: From the perspective of 
Florida City Governments 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of 
the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR Â§ 
46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 6/3/2011 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
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the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol. A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In addition, 
federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Frances Berry, Advisor [fberry@fsu.edu] 
HSC No. 2010.4296 
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Reubin O'D. Askew School of Public Administration and Policy  
The Florida State University 

Tallahassee, FL 32306-2250  

627 Bellamy Building 

(850) 644-3525 / Fax: (850) 644-7617  
 

APPENDIX B 

 

 
 
 

Dear City Manager, 
 
I am so pleased to contact you with my dissertation project. My name is Hoseok Jang, doctoral candidate in the 
Department of Askew School of Public Administration and Policy at Florida State University. Currently, I am 
conducting a doctoral dissertation research under the supervision of Professor Frances Berry. The purpose of 
this study is to examine learning associated with performance management practices in city operations in 
general. This study may help us gain a better understanding of how city governments learn and implement 
management practices to improve performance. The information produced in the project will be useful for city 
governments. The results of this study will be made available to you and may benefit the performance 
management practices of your city. 
 
I would like to take some of your time and ask you questions regarding your opinions. The survey should take 
no more than 20 minutes to complete. To assist with returning the survey, we have enclosed a stamped return 
envelope for your convenience. 
 
Participation in this survey is completely voluntary. There is no risk to you in completing this survey. If you 
choose not to participate or to withdraw from the study at any time, there will be no penalty. Please be assured 
that your responses will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by law. Once we receive your returned 
survey, any identifier related to name a city will be deleted. The results of the research will be revealed only as 
summary information and abstract statistics obtained from this search. In any sort of report we might publish, 
we will not include any information that will make it possible to identify a subject. Research records will be 
stored securely and only my advisor and I will have access to the records.  
 
If you have any questions concerning the research study, please feel free to contact my advisor Professor 
Frances Stokes Berry via email at fberry@fsu.edu, or by phone at (850)644-7603. Also, if you have any 
questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone other than the researcher(s), you 
are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL 
32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by email at humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu. 
 
Return of the questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate in this study.  
I would greatly appreciate if you could complete and return this survey within two weeks. I appreciate in 
advance your time and help.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Frances Stokes Berry  
Frank Sherwood Professor of Public Administration  
 
Hoseok Jang  
Doctoral Candidate 

 

(Date)                        

mailto:fberry@fsu.edu
mailto:humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX C 

     SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 

Thank you very much for taking time to complete this survey. This questionnaire is 
designed to obtain information on how city governments learn from performance 
management efforts.  
Please consider usual practices in your city government as you answer this survey. Also, 
please be candid with your responses, as they will be kept fully confidential. The answers 
will be used only in aggregate form for academic research purposes. There are no right or 
wrong answers. What is important is your own personal opinion regarding each statement 
as it applies to your city government.  
I appreciate your assistance in gathering data for this research project. 

 
A. Performance Measurement 

Please respond to each of the following statements concerning some general issues related 
to performance measurement: (Mark one box in each row)  

1. We have developed a coherent and well functioning network of people in city government 
who share information about performance management. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
2. There is a group of people inside our city government who promote or advocate for 
collaborating on performance management efforts. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
3. How often do city management employees attend conferences or professional associations 
related to improving performance management and outcomes?  
                  Never          Rarely         Sometimes           Often            Always                       
                                                                     
 
4. How often do city management employees receive or have access to publications (e.g. books, 
journals, magazines, newsletters) or online services that include information on improving 
performance management and outcomes?  

Never          Rarely         Sometimes           Often            Always                       
                                                                     
 
5. We usually use feedback and performance information to correct our work procedures or 
methods. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
6. We are encouraged to learn from our mistakes.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
7. My city government helps employees use performance information to simplify and streamline 
its work processes and/or procedures. 
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Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
8. We usually use feedback and performance information to revise program or policy goals. 

 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 

9. We integrate performance information and act intelligently on that information.  
Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
10. Our city government regularly uses performance information to make changes to program 
priorities or strategies. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
B. Work Rules and Procedures 

Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following 
statements: (Mark one box in each row) 

11. There can be little action taken here until a supervisor approves a decision. 
 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 

12. How things are done here is left pretty much to the person doing the work. 
Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
13. There is widespread understanding of the organization’s mission, vision, and goals across 
city government. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
14.  In general, a person who wants to make his or her own decisions without consulting his or 
her supervisor would be quickly discouraged. 

 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 

15. Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up for a final answer. 
Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
16. It is easy to explain the goals of the organization to outsiders. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
17. The employees here are constantly being watched to check for rule violations. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
18. I have a good understanding of our mission, vision, and strategic plan. 

 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 
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C. Work Environment 

 Please tell us to what extent you agree or disagree with each of the following statements: 
 (Mark one box in each row) 

19. We have adequate resources to do our job. 
Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
20. We use existing tools and methods when learning how to do things better. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
21. There is a reward/incentive system in place in the organization that encourages risk taking 
(using innovative ideas with the goal of improving performance). 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
22.  People are encouraged to take risks in the organization.   

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
23.  Mistakes are considered as opportunities to learn for the future.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
24.  We focus on creating new methods or ways when learning how to do things better. 

 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 

25. In general, employees actively listen to other organization members’ opinions and ideas 
about performance issues.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
26. A diverse set of organizational actors responsible for producing programs outcomes 
participate in organization workshops or meetings to discuss the performance measures we 
collect. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
 
27. Work groups in our city are trained to incorporate the opinions of each member. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
28. Work groups in our city are actively involved in making work processes more effective.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
29. Diverse opinions and ideas are considered by employees to be a good source of learning 
about how to improve performance.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 
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30. We involve our external stakeholders in conversations about how well our programs are 
doing based on our performance data. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
31. Our city government is a dynamic and entrepreneurial place where people are willing to stick 
their necks out and take risks. 

 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 

32. The glue that holds my organization together is a commitment to innovation and 
development.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
33. Citizens want to live in a city that is known for innovative government services and practices. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
34. Citizens only support innovative practices if they think such practices will lead to cheaper 
government. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
35. City managers are more likely to be hired if they are known for promoting innovative practices. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
36. Citizens do not value innovative management very much. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
37. Management in this city is willing to implement appropriate organizational innovation and change. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
38. Non-management employees in our city willingly accept organizational innovation and change. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
39. Citizens will support innovative practices in city government if they think government will do 
its job more effectively, even if it costs a little more. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
40. I believe that by encouraging innovation in city management, city managers will help 
advance their own career.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 
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41. Innovative city management is not seen as a positive characteristic in my city by elected officials. 
Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
D. Performance Management Systems 

Please mark one box that best indicates the extent to which your city government has used 
performance management systems (i.e. strategic planning, performance-based budgeting, 
benchmarking). 

42. Does your city currently use strategic planning? 
                    Yes                       No 

                                               
                    If “Yes,” please respond to the question 42.a 
 
     42. a. To what extent is strategic planning used in your city for policy and program 
decisions?  

Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 
43. Does your city currently collect performance measures to assess the result of the services it 
provides? 
                    Yes                       No 

                                               
                    If “Yes,” please respond to the question 43.a 
 
    43. a. To what extent are program performance measures tied to the city’s strategic plan? 

Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 

44. To what extent do supervisors and work teams use performance measures to determine 
program goals to be revised?  

 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 

45. To what extent does your city government use performance measurement in the budgeting 
process?  

 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 

46. To what extent are program performance measures used to allocate funds to programs?  
 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 

                                                                      
 
47. To what extent does your city benchmark against other city governments for evaluating 
performance? 

 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 
48. Please respond to each of the following statements concerning information technology. 
      a. Our city helps employees regularly use the Internet, e-mail, and electronic bulletin 
boards. 

 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 
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      b. Our city helps employees regularly use their intranet and databases.  
 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 

 
      c. Information technology or systems are useful in getting my job done and in improving 
organizational performance. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
 
E. Stakeholder Participation 

For the following statements, please rate each choice by marking one box that best reflects 
your opinions concerning political support. 

49. To what extent have elected officials in your city changed major policy goals over the last 2-
5 years?  

Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 
50. To what extent are elected officials familiar with your city government’s performance 
management systems and the city’s performance results? 

 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 

51. To what extent have elected officials in your city taken the initiative to promote performance 
management?  

 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
  

52. To what extent have elected officials in your city officials been involved in designing 
performance indicators? 

 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 

53. To what extent have elected officials in your city been involved in establishing performance 
targets? 

 Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 
54. To what extent have elected officials in your community encouraged innovation in government 
management processes and service delivery? 

Not at all       Very little         Somewhat      To a great extent         To a very great extent 
                                                                      
 

For the following statements, please rate each choice by marking one box that best reflects 
your  opinions concerning citizen participation in your city government. 

55. Citizens help our city government review and evaluate program performance.  
Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 
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56. Our city government regularly receives citizen feedback or opinions via the website, mail, 
phone, and citizen surveys.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
 
57. Citizens have been involved in designing performance indicators. 

 Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
58. Citizens have been involved in establishing performance targets. 

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
 
59. Citizen groups promote performance management.  

Strongly Disagree      Disagree        Neutral        Agree       Strongly Agree 

                                                                     
 
 
F. Demographics 

 

60. Are you:  Male   Female 
 
61. How old are you:   

 18-24       25-34       35-44      45-54       55-64       above 64  
 
62. How long have you worked in the public sector?    

     Fewer than 5 years       5-10 years       11-15 years      16-20 years       

 over 20 years  
 
63. Name : ________________  
 
64. What is your current job position?  

 City/Town/Village Manager in council-manager form of government 

 City/Town/Village Manager in commission-manager form of government 

 Assistant City/Town/Village Manager in council-manager form of government 

 Assistant City/Town/Village Manager in commission-manager form of government 

 Mayor in mayor-council form of government 

 City/Town/Village Administrator in mayor-council form of government 

 Chief Administrative Officer in mayor-council form of government   

 Chief Administrative Officer in council-manager form of government   

 Other (Please specify): ___________________                               
 
65. How long have you held this position?                                  Years 
 
66. What is the highest level of formal education that you have achieved to date? 

 High School       Some College       Bachelor Degree      Master Degree   

 Doctorate Degree       

 Other(please specify): ___________________  
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Thank you very much for completing this survey! 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please return your survey response in the enclosed envelop to: Organizational Learning Survey, 
Reubin O'D. Askew School of Public Administration and Policy, #028 Bellamy Building, The 
Florida State University, Tallahassee, FL 32306  
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