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Abstract 

 

The paper seeks to present empirical support on the effects of the dimensions of learning 

organization (LO) on the workplace leaning environment (WLE). The paper posits that 

management support on cultivating a culture of learning influences the quality of workplace 

learning environment as measured through the social capital dimensions of Trust, Social 

Relations, Commitment, Communication and Influence. The paper was done to bridge the gap 

where copious papers on learning organization affecting more objective measures of 

organizational performance can be found and less on the human resource and organizational 

development context. 

Data used were from normally distributed sample from the responses of faculty members 

of a Philippine Higher Education Institution using a validated survey. A dimension to dimension 

approach to test the assumptions using linear regression (SPSS) was used and a general approach 

to test the effects of overall learning organization on the overall workplace learning environment 

was done using structural equation modeling, partial least squares method (WarpPLS 5.0). All 

seven dimensions of the Learning Organization (LO) not only affect all social capital dimensions 

for Workplace Learning Environment respectively but also strongly explain the variance in 

Influence and Trust after controlling for gender, years of service and employment status. 

Likewise, over-all LO significantly affects the over-all Workplace Learning Environment. A 

human resource development approach program with emphasis on knowledge exchanges through 

social capital is suggested as a practical implication of the study to create better workplace social 

conditions in organizations. 
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Being a knowledge-based organization is a strategic choice to achieve competitiveness in 

an environment where volumes of information are exchanged instantly by complex technologies,. 

Many studies highlight the fact that organizations act intelligently by learning and using their 

knowledge (Neagu, C D., 2008). It is in this context that a firm is viewed as an information-

processing machine to overcome the bounded rationality of human beings (Nonaka, I. and 

Toyama, R., 2005). Organizations recognizing the value of knowledge and developing a culture 

of learning means, helping their people develop the functional, procedural, and subjective 

knowledge needed (Kaushik, V. and Agarwal, M., 2012) to perform effectively in their tasks and 

responsibilities. Organizations find the value in the use of knowledge through learning to add 

value to their process, products and services. 

Knowledge based organizations are believed to produce knowledge assets as a corporate 

resource and intellectual capital to achieve business excellence to positively and significantly 

contribute to bottom-line results, competitiveness and capacity enhancement. (Oluikpe, P. 2012; 

Chawla, D., and Joshi, H., 2011; Asoh, D.A., Belardo, S. and Crnkovic, J. 2007). The rewards 

for recognizing the value of knowledge and learning, knowledge management has evolved to 
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become a prevalent, if not mandatory practice in modern organizations (Asoh, D.A., Belardo, S. 

and Crnkovic, J. 2007) including Higher Education Institutions. 

It is in this knowledge era that educational institutions are equally challenged to keep 

pace with changes in the global business environment to effectively serve the demands of key 

stakeholders (Brewer. P. and Brewer, K., 2010). Higher education institutions serve as sources 

and repository of knowledge through their research, as well as provide lifelong learning services 

to students. Institutions providing tertiary education role is central to the creation of the 

intellectual capacity on which knowledge production and utilization depend (Omerzel, D., 

Biloslavo, R., and Trnavcevic, A., 2011). To serve this role, faculty members and staff, create, 

share and synthesize knowledge among themselves, thus, making knowledge sharing and 

management, an inevitably challenging and an important concept in higher learning institutions 

(Sohail, M.S. and Daud, S., 2009). 

Applications of knowledge management strategies in higher education contexts may also 

be used by higher education institutions to assess their existing internal competitiveness (Lee, 

H.Y., and Roth, G., 2009). These assessments make the organization aware of their weaknesses 

and strengths and continuously learn from to improve their operations by developing systems to 

manage facets of knowledge (knowledge creation, sharing and use) and sustain learning in the 

organization. Organizations support for learning by providing organizational systems and 

structures that facilitate exchange of information (knowledge management dimensions) is 

essential for knowledge creation processes. It is not possible to develop and support systems 

related to learning in an organization successfully without having the knowledge management 

dimensions in place (Chawla, D., and Joshi, H., 2011). Learning and knowledge are inextricably 

linked in the knowledge management literature (Janz, B. and Prasarnphanich, P., 2003). 

The importance of creation and sustaining learning in the organization is indeed emphasized in 

the preceding discussion specially its effect on organizational effectiveness. At the empirical 

level, there has been a proliferation of studies that have attempted to examine the dynamics of 

learning organizations or the extent to which organizations are nurturing internally the conditions 

that foster learning but little is done in developing countries (Jamali, D., & Sidani, Y. 2008). 

Moreover, most literature discussing the importance of learning in an organization focused more 

on objective institutional performance measures specifically that of financial performance and 

knowledge performance (Awasthy, R., & Gupta, R. K. 2012; Kumar 2005; Ellinger, A. D., 

Ellinger, A. E., Yang, B., & Howton, S. W., 2002; Kumar and Idris , 2007; Imran, Rizvi,& Ali, 

2011). 

Workplace learning is part of the knowledge capital of the organization that leads to 

improved financial performance (Marsick, V. J., & Watkins, K. E. 2003), thus, merits attention 

in research. The majority of the workers’ learning occurs in the workplace itself and much 

professional work (especially in HEIs) deals with complex situations that require the use of 

complex knowledge (Eraut, 2007). Organizations have also recognized the need to provide a 

workplace environment that encourages and shapes various opportunities for learning (Jeon & 

Kim, 2012). However, less is done to reflect on the effects of learning to the over-all quality of 

the organization climate and on the exploration of learning on the context of the existence of the 

whole organizational network (Pukl, 2008). The element of ‘community’ and collective work 

practice in an organization is the frame of reference for organizational learning (Elkjaer, 2003) 

which leads the whole organization to new behaviors making an organization adapted and 

evolved, (Pukl, 2008). This means through the organizational knowledge-creating process, 

individuals interact with each other to transcend their own boundaries, and as a result, change 
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themselves, others, the organization and the environment, (Nonaka & Toyama, 2005). This is 

most true when learning is brought into the social world of organizing and organization, then 

organizational learning becomes a social activity (Elkjaer, 2003) and which according to Boyce 

(2003), is presented as a collaborative or socially constructed forms of pedagogy (Kezar, 2005). 

Learning in a social context is important since the alignment of personal and collective interests 

has become essential to contemporary business, (Marrewijk, 2004). Thus, learning requires a 

conducive organizational climate which is based on individuals’ perceptions of possibilities, how 

problems exist and how can be solved, (Pukl, 2008). This kind of organizational climate facilitates 

the degree to which employees are dedicated, motivated, committed and willing to share their 

creativity and knowledge. 

Based on the preceding discussion, it is then appropriate to recognize that the 

contribution of learning organization in creating and sustaining a conducive workplace learning 

environment is as important as its contribution on financial and knowledge performance. It is in 

the preceding discussion that the context for this paper was drawn. First, key to success for any 

effort to improve organizational performance is to assess internal competitiveness to 

continuously learn and improve as manifestations of an organization’s decision to direct and 

support operations. This includes the choice of knowledge management as strategic 

organizational core capability and making sure that its implementation is supported by 

developing a culture of learning to achieve this core capability. 

Second, the concept of the learning organization culture and organizational learning 

process has received increasing attention in the fields of human resource development (HRD) and 

Organization Development (OD) (Song, 2009). Since the paper deals with knowledge creation 

processes as a social activity, the study was developed in this regard, where creating and 

maintaining a workplace learning environment that encourages everybody to work at their best is 

of the prime motivation. Human resource development (HRD) has some opportunity to 

proactively influence the direction, pace, and salience of learning in workplaces (Marsick, V. J., 

& Watkins, K. E. 2003) 

Thus, the paper for its purpose explores two important areas of interest related to 

organizational learning; administration support for cultivating a culture of learning (Learning 

Organization - LO) and the organization climate where knowledge creation processes happen as 

social activity (Workplace Learning Environment - WLE). 

The objective of the paper is to present how the school’s Higher Education faculty 

members (1) perceive the management’s support to create a learning organization and (2) the 

quality of the workplace learning environment based on their individual perception and 

observations. For empirical significance, the paper tests the effect of support for learning 

organization on the quality of workplace learning environment based on the premise that further 

knowledge can enrich a company’s internal and external social relations, and the better its 

employees will perform (Huang, K. P., Chou, C. J., & Sun, C. F. (2009). The results will be the 

basis for developing programs to proactively influence the direction and pace of learning in 

workplaces as practical significance. 

The research was done with a Higher Educational Institution in the Philippines as the 

subject organization. De La Salle Lipa (DLSL) is a Catholic School in the Philippines providing 

Tertiary Education in areas of Business, Engineering, Education, Health Care, Hospitality and 

Tourism and Sciences with a population of about 6,500 students. De La Salle Lipa management 

espouses knowledge management as a core capability to direct its operations in fulfilling its 

mission as an Educational Institution. Administration led activities and programs were based on 
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the principles of organizational learning through the efforts of the President’s Management 

Office. However, institutionalizing the concept of organizational learning to create a learning 

organization in terms of concrete programs as core capability building is yet to be developed. 

With the results, the administration would know how much emphasis is needed to promote 

further organizational learning and development to give way to a more relevant organizational 

culture transformation and change management. 

Support for Learning in the Organization. Definition of a Learning Organization (LO) 

in the literature focus on the presence and quality of internal conditions (structural and cultural) 

that facilitate exchange of knowledge among the members of the organization leading to creation 

and sustaining a core capability for organizational performance and effectiveness (Senge, 

P.,1990, Goh, S. C. (1998); Ya-Hui Lien, B., Yu-Yuan Hung, R., Yang, B., & Li, M. 2006; 

Karkoulian, S., Canaan Messarra, L., & McCarthy, R., 2013). Learning organization demands 

that an organization through individual engagement makes a conscious effort to facilitate 

learning activities and generate adaptation and development capabilities (Senge, P. 

,1990).Learning Organizations (LO) demand conscious effort to enable learning activities and 

generate adaptation and development abilities (Ya-Hui, et. al., 2006). LO work on ideas for 

building and developing knowledge enhancement by effective organizational culture and 

structures. Karkoulian, et. al., 2013) 

The framework for organizational learning used in the study was drawn from the work of 

Yang, Watkins, and Marsick, (2004) “The Construct of the Learning Organization: Dimensions, 

Measurement, and Validation”. The use of the DLOQ (Dimensions of Learning Organization 

Questionnaire) construct assumes that organizations are organic entities like individuals and have 

the capacity to learn. The study finds this construct as appropriate as it also applies to 

organizations that have displayed continuous learning and adaptive characteristics, or have 

worked to instil these learning characteristics. Awasthy, et. al. (2012) cited several studies that 

validated the same construct in countries such as the USA, Colombia, China, Lebanon, Korea, 

and Taiwan. The results of these studies have verified the applicability of the DLOQ in different 

cultures, providing internal consistency and reliable factor structure of the dimensions of the LO. 

 

The seven-factor structure provided a useful framework for the study since it showed 

evidence of internal consistency and construct reliability. The DLOQ is a useful tool for 

researchers to assess the dimensions of the learning organization since it represents patterns 

of learning activities in the organization (Yang, et. al. 2004). The dimensions as described 

below has been tested for its applicability to the overall organizational circumstances that lend 

valid factor constructs of measures of organizational effectiveness (Song, Joo, and 

Chermack,2009); Continuous Learning, Inquiry and Dialogue , Team Learning, Embedded 

Systems, Empowerment, System Connection and Strategic Leadership 

Quality of Workplace Learning Environment. For Requena (2003), it is fundamental 

to incorporate the social dimensions of trust, social relations, commitment and communication 

since these generate satisfaction and well-being among the people. The incorporation of social 

dimensions in the learning/knowledge-creating processes is to be expected since organizational 

learning becomes a social activity when the learning is brought into the social world of 

organizing and organization (Elkjaer, 2003). Social capital improves knowledge creation and 

sharing due to trust, shared goals and common frames of reference (McCallum, S., & O'Connell, 

D. (2009). Much of human knowledge is grounded in daily life experiences and usually trapped 

in the verbal matrix which makes knowledge difficult to track and identify as it resides in social 
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interactions (Chinying Lang, 2004). McElroy, Jorna, & van Engelen (2006), even put forward 

the theory that 

 

“knowledge management has an important role to play in the development of social 

capital at multiple levels of analysis (cities, communities, organizations, nations, 

etc.). Since effective collective action at any one of these levels depends heavily 

upon the quality of shared knowledge behind it, the quality of knowledge 

production as the source of such knowledge is also of vital importance.” 

 

Social capital is the set of cooperative relations between social actors that facilitate 

solutions to collective action problems (Requena, 2003) that exists in a workplace. It also refers 

to features of social organization such as networks, norms, and social trust that facilitate 

coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit (Putnam, 1995). With reference to learning 

organization, social capital offers informational advantages that can enrich a company’s internal 

and external social relations, and the better its employees will perform (Huang, Chou & Sun, 

2009). An effective workplace allows a natural and efficient sharing of knowledge that leads to 

enhanced productivity, improved quality and accelerated innovation (Ellison Schriefer, 2005). 

It is by the preceding discussion that the workplace learning environment of the subject 

institution, De La Salle Lipa, was measured using social capital dimensions based on collective 

perception and observation of its faculty members. Social capital is most effectively applied to 

the relationships that are present within and among social networks, and not as an individual 

characteristic (Huang, Chou, & Sun, 2009). Moreover, social capital as generalized trust in others 

has multiple operative applications for the analysis of social organizations and especially 

companies which as organizations need cooperation of their members in order to achieve 

objectives (Requena, 2003). From these collective perceptions and observations of the 

respondents that the quality of work environment is established and insights from its application 

served as the basis for developing programs to improve social relations in the organization. 

 

The five factor construct from the work of Requena (2003) was used to measure the 

social capital dimensions, which includes Trust, Social Relations, Commitment, 

Communication and Influence. These dimensions run parallel to requirements for the work 

environment that provide employees with ways to exercise influence and control over ones 

work situation, experience security and meaning, develop social relations at and through work, 

maintain good health and avoid stress and work in a safe working environment, (Edvardsson 

& Gustavsson, 2003). 

Hypothesis 
On the premise that LO has an effect on the over-all quality of the organization climate as 

a shared or summary perception that people attach to particular features of the work settings (Pukl, 

2008) and with the collective work practice in an organization as a frame of reference for 

organizational learning (Elkjaer, 2003), the paper investigated the quantitative effects of the 

efforts of an HEI (DLSL) to support learning in its institution to the quality of its workplace 

learning environment as proxy for organizational climate, assuming that the estimated 

quantitative effect of the learning organization dimensions as independent patterns of activities 

improves respective components of the work environment. 

Hypothesis 1. Support for the respective dimensions of LO (Learning Organization)  

affects the dimensions of WLE (Workplace Learning Environment). 
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Moreover, the study also assumed that the over-all learning organization improves the 

over-all quality of the workplace learning environment in the organization as measured by the 

components of social capital after controlling for gender, number of years in service and 

employment status. 

Hypothesis 2. Support for LO affects WLE after controlling for gender, years of  

service and employment status. 

 

Methods 

Data was collected through a self-administered survey of faculty members both working 

as full-time and part-time. The institution’s Higher Education unit has a roster of 337a faculty 

members at the time of the survey serving five Colleges. 

The study collected data for organizational support for LO using the seven factor construct 

by making faculty respondents express their perceptions/observations on the presence or absence 

of such activities in the organization for the past years using an 11point scale with choices from 

‘almost never true” to “almost always true”. The items response scale was designed such for the 

respondents to treat their response along an underlying attitude continuum (Leung, 2011; Annett, 

2002). The seven-factor construct used for measuring support for organizational learning is 

assumed to be valid. The results show using principal component analysis that all dimensions 

show substantial loading on only one factor with factor loadings in absolute terms higher than 

.90. Principal component analysis was used to validate the identified components or variables that 

account for most of the variance in the set of observed variables. 

Each dimension to measure support for learning in the organization had 3 items each 

in the survey questionnaire with Cronbach alpha in all dimensions above .90 suggesting high 

internal consistency. Results are consistent with validity and reliability to the same construct 

done in other cultural contexts such as the U.S., Colombia, Taiwan and Korea (Song, Joo, and 

Chermack, 2009). 

The five factor construct from the work of Requena (2003) was used to measure the social 

capital dimensions. Respondents were asked to express their observations on the social capital 

dimensions using an 11- point scale with choices from ‘almost never true” to “almost always 

true”. The factor structure test results using the principal components analysis show that all five 

factors/dimensions in the social capital construct show substantial loading on only one factor 

with factor loadings in absolute terms from .86 to .94. Each dimension to measure support social 

capital aside from the communication dimension had 3 items each in the survey questionnaire 

with Cronbach alpha in all dimensions above .85. Communication dimension had two items with 

significant inter-item correlations of .63. High internal consistency suggests uni- dimensionality 

among the items for each dimension. 

Control Variables. The following demographic profiles; gender, status and length of 

service were used as control variables. The profiles were used to test if the effects of learning 

organization as independent variables (IV) and work environment as dependent variables (DV) 

as well as the learning organization dimensions as IV and work environment dimensions as DV 

hold true even after introducing control variables. 

Gender (male = 1; female = 2) was used since men and women are reported to have 

different value priorities and varied orientation to work, and may expect different work 

environment, organizational support and human resource management (HRM) related policies 

(Millward and Brewerton, 2000). Moreover, researchers have attempted to explain differences 

across work status (part time = 1; full time = 2) using theories of partial inclusion (Lynn-Senter 
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Wittmer & E. Martin, 2013) and frame of reference (Conway & Briner, 2002). Part-time 

employees are believed to have a different frame of reference or reasons for working in the 

organization as compared to that of full-timers. 

Length of service (years of service in the organization) was also assumed to influence 

relationships between IV and DV since the length of stay in the organization may have provided 

time to learn and understand more the organization and have established relationships between 

and among co-workers. 

 

Procedure 

Gathered observed data were also analyzed to fit assumptions of parametric statistical 

tests, especially linear regression using SPSS. The approach of the study was to test the effects of 

learning organization to workplace learning environment first dimension to dimension using 

regression analysis with SPSS. Second, test the effects of the over-all learning organization to 

over-all workplace learning environment using a partial least squares based structural equation 

modelling software WarpPls 5.0. 

 

Results and Discussion 

Forty percent of the current faculty roster answered the survey where 40% were male and 

the rest (60%) were female. Years served as faculty members were between 1 to 30 years with 

median of 7 years. Thirty seven percent (37%) worked as part time faculty and 63% were full 

time faculty. Most respondents were Master’s Degree holders at 39% while the least were 

Doctoral Degree holders at 11%. However, only 76% of the total data gathered were found to fit 

statistical tests of the study. 

In general faculty responses were not overwhelming in all dimensions. Possible highest 

response score was 10 but the highest actual mean response score was only 8.218. The score 

which was at the lower range of “almost always true” scale measure reflects the observed practice 

of social dimensions in the workplace. The rest of the dimensions under the work environment 

fell under the range for usually true.  

All dimensions under LO fell under the scale range for usually true with response level 

within the range of 7.24 to 7.57. Highest response was on Continuous Learning dimension at 7.57 

placed at the middle the range. Responses were quite far from ideal response which is within the 

mean range of 8.19 to 10 demonstrating respondent observation that support for learning as 

“almost always true”. Least response was on Team Learning at 7.24. This does not come as a 

surprise since review reveals that not all organizations have a culture that supports organizational 

learning. (Li, Brake, Champion, Fuller, Gabel, & Hatcher-Busch, 2009).  

Distribution of observed data for 3 of the 12 dimensions in the study was from an 

approximately normally distributed population falling below p-value of .05. The rest were 

normally distributed with p-values from .051 to .262  

Difference in Responses. Significant difference in responses for over all work learning 

environment was observed between part-time and full time faculty members where the former 

(mean = 8.148) agreed more than the latter (mean = 7.698) (t = 2.021; df =66.948; p-value = 

0.047). Marked differences on dimensions of Trust, Social Relations and Communication were 

also observed at p-value = .10 significance level where part time faculty members find the 

presence of these conditions in the work environment to be stronger than full time faculty 

members’ observation.  

Marked differences were also observed on their responses to all dimensions of learning 
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organization at p-value = .10 significance level except for Empowerment. Researchers have 

attempted to explain differences across work status using theories of partial inclusion (Lynn- 

Senter Wittmer & E. Martin, 2013) and frame of reference (Conway & Briner, 2002). In earlier 

papers, Eberhardt and Shani (1984), reported higher satisfaction among part time employees on 

account of having less knowledge about events occurring within the organization and therefore 

would have less negative information about the organization (Thorsteinson, 2003)  

No marked differences were observed between the responses of male and female faculty 

members on the dimensions of both work learning environment and learning organization.  

Regression Results for Learning Organization Dimensions under Group Level 

Learning. The provision for opportunities for dialogue (Inquiry and Dialogue) at different levels 

affects all dimensions of work environment significant at p-value = .05. The main effects are 

most observed on Influence (beta = .695) and Communication (beta = .635). Beta coefficients of 

the rest of the dimensions are all above .500. Inquiry and Dialogue also explains 42% of the 

variance (R
2
) in Influence, 40% of the variance in Communication and about 30% on the rest of 

the work learning environment dimensions. The coefficient of determination (R
2
) almost did not 

change after controlling for profiles of gender, status and years of service with the minimum R
2 

change of .5% and maximum R
2 

change of 4%. Results suggest that support or practice for 

inquiry and dialogue will improve the work environment especially influence and 

communication. These practices would enable members of the organization to share, adjust, and 

integrate the learning outcome to improve operations.  

Empowering members of the organization by sharing information and knowledge that 

allow them to contribute to organizational performance also affects all work dimensions 

significant at .05 levels. Main effects were observed most on Influence (beta = .773) and Trust 

(beta = .656). Empowerment explains 60% of the variance (R
2
) in Influence and 43% of the 

variance in Trust. On the average, Empowerment explains 37% of the variance of the rest of the 

work dimensions. The coefficient of determination (R
2
) almost did not change after controlling 

for profiles of gender, status and years of service with minimum change at 1% and maximum 

change at 6% on Communication on account of significant effects of status and years of service. 

Empowerment provides the organization the needed flexibility to adapt to a rapidly changing 

external and internal environment by providing employees the opportunity to evaluate their 

workeffectiveness and to suggest measures for improvement. If empowerment is provided, it will 

not only improve organizational effectiveness but also improve work environment.  

Putting emphasis on the learning activities of the group or Team Learning also affects all 

dimensions of work environment significant at p-value = .05. Main effects were observed most in 

Influence (beta = .773) and Trust (beta = .708). Team Learning affects the rest of the work 

environment dimensions at an average beta = .56. It also explains 54% of the variance (R
2
) on 

Influence and 50% on Trust. On the average, Team Learning explains 32% of the variance among 

the rest of the dimensions. The coefficient of determination (R
2
) almost did not change after 

controlling for profiles of gender, status and years of service. Minimum R
2 

change was 1% and 

maximum R
2 

change of 6% was on Communication on account of significant effects of status and 
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years of service. Learning activities of the group and the ability to develop shared vision that foster 

genuine commitment among members should also be practiced by making sure that the 

administration act on (valuable) recommendations of the members of the organization.  

A knowledge leader’s performance of his role in shaping the future of the organization 

has significant effects on the work environment significant at p-value = .05. Strategic Leadership 

main effects were observed most on Influence (beta = .723) and Trust (beta = .625). It also affects 

the rest of the workplace learning environment at an average beta = .60. Strategic Leadership 

explains 52% of the variance in Influence and 39% in Trust. On the average, Strategic Leadership, 

explains 35% of the variance among the rest of the workplace environment dimensions. The 

coefficient of determination (R
2
) almost did not change after controlling for profiles of gender, 

status and years of service. Minimum R
2 

change was 1% and maximum was 6.5% on 

Communication on account of significant effects of status and years of service.  

 

Table 1 

Effects of Learning Organization Dimensions (Group Level Learning) to Work Environment 

Dimensions after Controlling for Profile  

 

Regression Results for Learning Organization Dimensions under Organizational 

Level Learning. Results show that Continuous Learning affects all work environment 

dimensions at p-value = .05 significance level. Main effects were observed most on Influence 

(beta = .769) and Social Relations (beta = 695). It also affects the rest of the workplace learning 

environment dimensions at an average of beta = .626. Continuous Learning dimension explains 

59% of the variance in Influence and 48% in Social Relations. On the average, the dimension 
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explains 39% of the variance on the rest of the workplace learning environment. The coefficient 

of determination (R
2
) almost did not change after controlling for gender, status and years of 

service. Minimum R
2 

change was .5% and maximum was 4.3% on Communication on account 

of significant effect of status. Results imply that consistently adhering to the principles of learning 

leads members to be interested and actively participate in the organization’s human resource 

learning and development programs to improve work environment.  

Efforts of the administration to create and maintain systems to capture and share learning 

(Embedded Systems) also affect all work environment dimensions significant at p-value = .05 

level of significance. Main effects were observed most on Influence (beta = .724) and Trust (beta 

= .696). Effects were also observed on the rest of the workplace learning environment dimensions 

at an average of beta = .626. Embedded systems dimension explains 52% of the variance on 

Influence and 48% on Trust. On the average, it also explains 28% of the variance of the rest of 

the workplace learning dimensions. The coefficient of determination (R
2
) almost did not change 

after controlling for gender, status and years of service. Minimum change was .5% and the 

maximum change was13%. Systems to endorse capturing and sharing of learning should be 

instituted and made available in the organization. Use of lessons learned from mistakes should 

also be evident and a system to measure over-all unit performance against standards should be in 

place. Results imply that members will trust the management and contribute to organizational 

effectiveness by putting their ideas into practice if support for embedded systems is observed.  

Systems Connections also affect all workplace learning environment dimensions at p- 

value = .05 significance level. Main effects were observed most on Influence (beta = .736) and 

Trust (beta = .685). Systems Connections affects the rest of dimensions at an average of beta = 

.566. The same dimension explains 54% of the variance in Influence and 47% of Trust. On the 

average, Systems Connections explains 32% of the variance of the rest of the workplace 

dimensions. The coefficient of determination (R
2

) almost did not change after controlling for 

profiles of gender, status and years of service. Minimum R
2 

change was 1.2% and maximum was 

6.8% on account of significant effects of status and years of service. Based on results, 

encouragement coming from administration to adjust work practices based on inputs from the 

external environment and recognition of its value for operations improvement affects the 

workplace learning environment specially Influence and Trust.  
 

Table 2 
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Effects of Learning Organization Dimensions (Organizational Level Learning) to Work 

Environment Dimensions after Controlling for Profile  

The seven learning organization dimensions had been consistent to their respective effects 

on the dimensions of workplace learning environment. Strong effects on Influence and Trust were 

consistent and the coefficient of determination (R
2

) considerably high. Status and years of service 

were also consistent to affect significantly the Communication dimension suggesting that faculty 

who served longer has lower response scores on communication, thus, they find communication 

as a dimension of work environment to be less satisfactory compared to perceptions of the younger 

faculty members.  

Based on the results, it is then concluded that all hypothesis investigating the presence of effects 

of each dimensions of learning organization to respective social capital dimensions for workplace 

learning environment is supported.  

Administrative support to sustain conditions supportive of a learning organization affects the 

quality of workplace learning environment based on results of using the seven dimensions explains 

(R
2
) 83% of the variance in the quality of workplace. Perception on support for learning learning 

environment. Relative strength of influence (Beta) is .91 significant at.05 level (Figure 1).  

With the introduction of control variables in the model (Figure 2), Beta remains at .91 while 
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R
2 

decreased by 1%. All control variables revealed no significant effect on the work environment. 

Results imply that support for learning has far greater influence over quality of work environment 

compared to the influence of gender, years of service and employment status.  

Based on results, hypothesis investigating the presence of effects of LO to workplace 

environment is supported.  

 
Model Fit (with control variables) and Quality Indexes  

For the model’s predictive and explanatory quality, Average Path Coefficients (APC), 

Adjusted R-squared (ARS) and Average Adjusted R-square (AARS) are all significant with p-

values less than .05. Results show that the combined effects of predictors (ARS) are above 

reasonable expectations at .823 (82%) and the AARS at .816 (82%). A one percent (1%) difference 

in R
2 

supports the observation that the control variables have no influence or no explanatory value 

over workplace learning environment.  

No collinearity issues were observed in the model on account of 1.169 Average block VIF 

(AVIF) and 3.220 Average full collinearity VIF (AFVIF) which both falls below the threshold of 

3.3. According to Kock and Lynn (2012), VIF or Variance Inflation Factor is a measure of the 

degree of “vertical” collinearity or redundancy, among the latent variables that are hypothesized 

to affect another latent variable  

The GoF index of the model is large at .859, way greater than .36 as threshold for large 

GoFs. Result confirms the high explanatory power of the model suggesting the strength of 

influence of support for learning to the quality of workplace learning environment  

Among the measures of model fit and quality, Simpson’s paradox ratio (SPR) in the model 

on account of the SPR index of .50 failed the test. Ideally the SPR should equal 1, meaning that 

there are no instances of such and acceptable values of SPR are equal to or greater than 0.7, 

meaning that at least 70 percent of the paths in a model are free from Simpson’s paradox. 

Simpson’s paradox is likely to occur in empirical studies frequently enough to be a source of 

concern (Kock, N. 2015). A Simpson’s paradox instance is a possible indication of a causality 

problem, suggesting that a hypothesized path is either implausible or reversed (Kock, N. 2012).  

However, what is ironic with the results is that the R squared contribution ratio (RSCR 

index) which occurs together with Simpson’s paradox instances is at .991 passing the threshold of 
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.90. Another measure that indicates causality problem is the Statistical Suppression Ratio (SSR). 

However, unlike the SPR, the model’s SSR passed the test at the ideal level of 1.00. An instance 

of statistical suppression occurs when a path coefficient is greater, in absolute terms, than the 

corresponding correlation associated with a pair of linked variables suggesting that a hypothesized 

path may be either implausible or reversed. Last measure of model fit and quality is the Nonlinear 

Bivariate Causality Direction Ratio (NLBCDRT). The research model has 1.00 for the NLBCDR 

or the support for the reversed hypothesized direction of causality is weak or less in 100 percent 

of path-related instances in the model.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Findings strongly suggest the importance of support for a learning organization (LO) 

specially, if the objective is to create an ideal workplace learning environment. Providing support 

for all dimensions of LO influences the quality of trust, social relations, commitment, 

communication, and most specially influence in the organization. Human resource management’s 

task of maintaining a conducive learning environment should take into account the conditions in 

the workplace that facilitate knowledge exchanges specially the support coming from 

administration. The research put forth evidence that LO also contributes to the development and 

management of human resource through the quality of the workplace learning environment where 

much of the knowledge creation processes happen.  

Generalizations from this study are limited to a particular organization (De La Salle Lipa). 

However, sampling technique and size is appropriate and covers a diverse set of samples (across 

5 colleges). Perceptions from the respondents were assumed to reflect respective area of work and 

supervision (college/unit).  

Practical implication of the study is its value as a framework for HEIs interested in 

embracing principles of LO by creating a culture of learning and as an assessment framework for 

HEIs that has been seriously into LO and wanted to establish how well it fits in the organization 

specially on its implication on the management of human resource.  

Since it has been established that LO affects both objective measures of organizational 

performance as well as the quality of workplace environment, it is much of an interest as future 

study to investigate the relative strength of LO on organizational performance and workplace 

learning environment respectively. It is also interesting to study the mediating role of workplace 

learning environment between the established relationships of LO and organizational performance.  

Since the study was done for a particular HEI, it is therefore further recommended to 

conduct the study with more HEIs as subjects of the study or organizations representing other 

industries.  
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