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AB TRACT 

In order to cope wi th the unpreccden!l!d L:hunges that are COilSillntl y L~llH.:rgin) in tlHiay's 

envi ronment, iinns have been compelled to embrace and integrate karni11 > as n cor· s!rate >i · 

activity. Indeed, learning has sort of becoming the fundamental competitiw ad\ anlage and 

distinctive factor. Despite this recognition, there exists little evidence in h.cnya on the effect of 

learning organization dimensions and attributes on organizational perfmmmce. The Kenyan 

local nwmJ1~1cturing pharmaceutical firms have been f~1cing serious ch,lllengc.;; or under capncit , 

pril.: undc.:rcutting and lack of innovation. ompetition fi·om larg~ international manuhctming 

companic domicikd in the Wc.::-;1 and A ia ha:s m. dc the.: ur ·i\'all)f thl· Joe 11 companies difficult 

in t 'Ill I of c on 11 ic of • rnlc and pwfit hi lit '. It i in thi. ont · t th H th 1 • 

tabli h th 1 I tti 11 hi1 b tw · n I mnmn 

r n1 II b' ctiv wa tahli h th 

rdati n hip. 1l1i study wa a d 

manufacturing finn in K ny . 

0 th 

I ill· 

th .li I 

I h llll\,lu:uti ,rl 

n U1 i1 l ' ~~ 

d nth 



The findings indicated that there local pharmaceutical mmmf'ncturing companies have 

moderately embraced the dimensions of Lenrnin' Organizations and that there exists n strong 

positive relationship between Learning Organization <md performance and hl·twcen each or th 

Learning Organization dimensions nnd each scale or organizational perli.lrmunce. Limitations or 

the study included the fact that only a questionnaire wus used Ji.H· datu colkc:tinn and llwt onl ' 

senior management was targeted. Targeting all cadres and applying different methodologies like 

case study may provide varying insights on the Learning Organization dimensions and 

relationship with various constructs. As such further research, preferably case studie, will assist 

in providing dctaikd insights on learning organizations. 

Kt· 'H ords: I t:trnin~ Or~ani1afion HinH'Il\ioal\ <h •:tnit:llional th•rl'orm:HH't, LtH';\} 

Ph:ll'lll:tl'l'lllir:tl M:lltlll:tdul'illg linu,, l . t 11. :1 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODU TlON 

J.l Bad<ground of the study 

The last clecmk lws wi tnessed a signi fican t change in bo th soc iety nnd orgu nizutio ns. Thes' 

changes have been propl'lled by many factors including !echno logil:u l mh tllH:ement, 

globalization, increased awareness, and environmental demands. It is such change · that have put 

pressun.: on munagers or organizations to seek for means to adapt in order to thrive and continue 

delivering their value propositions. 

Or •nnizations \\hich cannot learn and adapt will be l~t~.:e I with extinction hostile takeover 

trnon • othets. 'I he comple ·ity and volatility of today' bu in c, BilL) I be .1ddres. ed etTecti\t~ly 

. [· Ill 

thnl t r ·m lin 1iahl in n nvir 11111 111 

n l indivi lu I lik depen up n bilit 

2 nun h . 1 ih11 th. t tlu t n 

Ulll 



Managers face the challenge of making effort needed to learn some or the new skills and 

techniques, and put in processes that engage their workl'orcc in progrnmmcs or continum1s 

capability development. Lemnin l should therefore be int ~.;gmkd into doing us p~Ht nnd pnrcc l or 

everyday work. Get ting the best out or everybody to mcct llll' clw llengcs ahead (Fnru 10 , •. 

Skyrme, 1995). 

l.l.l Lcaruing Organiiation 

Nevis and DiBella (1998) highlighted the difference between normative and Je\ elopmental 

pe rspectives towards a learning organization. The essence or a normative perspecti\'e is that a 

kamin 1 organization will be enhanced by realization or a set l)r planned inten entions which 

to ~cth r rcpr· nts the learning or ~aniz lion. 1h de\dl)pmuu per pectiw trents the le·1rning 

OJ I tlliz tlioll a I P• rticul.tr pllll c rc·u.:h I in 111 0!' 1illlizntil 11 lik or 1.:\'llluthm ,\ .\ re ·u lt nr 

111 lilt-drivel! ptovi totl 1 It tinin 1 
• l\lt c md th · ultin ' ,unin • is tlllHc 

I -m, tw I, c ntiuu u and ur ,, I ba iti ll, ' hi h 

, 1 ability p r pe tive. D ' thi . th y me n th t II intrin i 

le. rning cap. bilitie but that h ' the Ill Ill til f) 1 m in tituu n 1 in tituti, n 

thr u h di tin th tyl rpurn 

ti n I rnin 



Nevertheless, organizations do not perform the actions that produce the learning; it is individual 

members or the organization who behave in ways thnt lend to it and orgnnizntions cnn only create 

conditions to facilitate such lenrnin 1 • For karning to occm, or 1<ll1i:l.tltions must nli ,n thl:msdvcs 

with the environment so us to ren1uin compditiv0 and innovative. This may imulve kurning, 

unlearning or relearning. Leaming organi?ations will treat competitions more as means oC 

learning than hostile force ( ,enge, 2006; Pedlcr,e/ a!, 1991; Walton 1999). 

According to Argyris and chon (1978), organization learning occurs when members of the 

organization <let as learning agents of the organization by detecting and correcting errors in an 

organizntion's theory in u s~; and embedding the results of their enquiry in private images and 

har d rn ·tps organization. It appt:ars the concept of I ~min or aniz:1tion i cle:1 r enough to be 

put into ptn ·ri ce; to < th r., it is fi.tzt.y nd mwrphou 

or 'nniz \lion i hest tl1oll •ht t I n · 1 j ollll1 •, not 1 d · tin.1ti n 

pro •r. m S lorn n, 19 . I h l arnin ' 

r tm tm in • f rganiz 
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This conforms to the views of Farago and Skyrme (1995) thnt learning organizations are those 

that have in place systems, mccl1anisms nnd processes, that nrc used to continunlly enhance their 

capabilities nnd those who work with it or l'or it, to nchicve sustninnble ob.iL'Ctivcs - l'or 

themselves and the communities in which they participate. 

Learning organization therdore go through a 'transformation' as opposed to the traditional 

organization that evolves through 'organizational development'. This transformation proccs, 

makes the organization develop itself rather than be changed by external intcr\'ention. The 

development or a Learning Organization involves the assumptiun that learning is of Yalue, 

happens at all times, is a continuous process ami can he shared (We ~ t I t>9-~) . 

Vmiou llllld ]:.; or lc:trnin I organiz·Jtions have bu:n develop I ha llm the theon:ticnlt\)O(S. nd 

1 ~,; r p · ti v . h lei hy difl i..: r nt muhot .. llul 1 I' 9 1 

link · I to ot •an izati Hl II I trn in •: lm \ I d' n 111 

inter p1 tn t ion, an I or nniz.ation II m m 

int nti nal. Fw1her le rnin 

p tential efi ctivene 

!l ing n 

in 

l' 111 t tu Is .1 ~ ink q·all)' 

li II il llli 1\ , in llllltlilH\ 
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Firstly, Team learning is a tool for raising the collective IQ or nn orgnnizntion above that of 

anyone in it. This discipline includes dinlogue and talking nnd thinking together. Senge says 

team Jenrning is vital because teams, not individuals, arc lhL· f'undtuncntul kmning unit 111 nn 

organizntion. Unless the tl'nm can !cam, tile orguni:r.ation cannot lcurn. :-·kcond, shtli'L'd ISIOI1 

binds people around a sense or destiny. A genuine shared visiou tends lo cause people to do 

things because they want to, not because they have to. 1 hird, mental models nn:: deep!' ingrained 

assumptions and generalizations that influence how we see the \VOrld and ho\\ we take action. ln 

or )anizations such mental models control what people think ·an or cannot be done. Change 

rarely tah~ place unless people change their shared mental models. Fourth. per.'onal master) is a 

disciplinl: or continually clarifying and deepening our per:sonal vision or fo~w.;ing our -nergies, 

of' d veh ping p:tti ·nc~, nn I of' .~.:ein' I~.:ality ohjll:ti\ d . l i1th ':skms-thinkin~ i · n flnm~.:\ ·ork 

lor '"' ' iulc1r ·lalion hip 111 I p'tlt 'Ill rtth r th 111 thin' 

I oun l~uie that we 111 nt nd lin I lUI 

d \ 11 n c mpl xity and 

y tem". 

p r, ct a!' m d I 

•y, p rticip tiv 
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Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996) have given seven practices towards becoming a learning 

organization- create continuous learning opportunities, promote dialogue nnd inquiry, promote 

collaboration nnd team karning, empower people towards a collective visinll, L'stahlisll systems 

to capture and share learning, conlled the organization to its etlvironmctll ;Jml provitk sli'l\lc lie 

leadership lor learning. 

There is a difference between Organizational Learning and Learning rganization. ,\rg) ris 

( 1978) defines Organizational Learning as the process of "detection and correction of errors" 

while Senge ( 1990) defines Learning Organization as "a group of people continuall) enhancing 

their capacity to create what they want to create". lle further remarks that "the rate at \\hich 

m • tni:zntions lcam may becometh~.: only ustainnblt: ~our t.: ll c 1111 t:~itive n l\'nntage". Ang and 

I >ulnimi (200'J) L:l ntrc t < )t •ani:zational L trnin' ml I · rnin Or •. ni:z. til n in 1 'rm. t)f pttlcess 

ltllt:llll . 

I · trni ng orgnniz tti n th refor id nti y th 

nr abl t pi n ah ad and m ·imize opp nuniti 

th · firm ' ub sy tem th t facilitate r inhibit th 
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In this case, organizati ons should have a clear understanding of the fa ctors, both internal and 

external to the organization, that fac ilitate and inhibit the introducti on of new measures, the 

modification of ex isting measun.!s and del ·ti on or obso lete mL·nsures. 

A review of litera ture on organiza tional pedonnancc revea ls that there is no si 11gle uni ersally 

accepted measure that can be applied in assessing the 0\ entl l organizational performance. This is 

buoyed by the i~lCt that by the early 1980s, there \vas a growing realization that, given the 

increased complexity of organizations and the markets in which they competed, it \\a no longer 

appropriate to usc financial measures as the sole criteria for as 'cssing success 

' I here are lllllllc: n>u perfonnanct: mcasur m~.:nt mo ld th t h lV lken .1dvanced over the last two 

uch. 'ltl" th, 1)1'0 IUL'tivi ty .. 
innov tlion, pr Jitdhility, JIO lu tivity, fi 

app nr t1 h c n nsu that a • m ·nt \Ill I ., I tk 'II 

co nil'llllt of the 

1eco nitit n that th intere l f 

remn I 

ti n 

II 

" 
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Perhaps the most popularized model of measuring organizational performance is Kaplan & 

Norton ( 1992, 1993, 1996)'s Balnncccl Scon;card B. ' thnt emphnsizes f()ur interdependent 

dimensions: financial pcrf'omu1ncc, customer Sl'rvicc, intcrn;ll pr H:csscs nnd pcnpk/ 

innovation/growth. Nevertheless, then~ me other fhlllll'Works tllnt lwve hL'L'JI used such tiS 

Kennerley and Neely (2000)'s performance prism and Lynch and 'ross ( 190 I)'s Sf\ IAR l' 

pyramid. The m·erall objective of these multidimensional frameworks is to help tn-g<mizations 

define a scl or measures that reflects their objectives and assesses their performance 

approp1 iately. 

1.1.3 Learning organization and organi7ation perform:mc~: 

I ec~.::nt t\:Semcll appears to knd enxlcnct: to the notion th tor'· nization lenrnin r is a me 'hanism 

to imp1ov 01 •nnizution pr.:rf'ot·nwnc ·. cr.: rdin 

·uh.m t'hll m 11\n. 

lndivi hwl I arning an I r •anizmi nal I II I ki1 Ill 

lefin . ut ganizati n 1 arning a Ill 

en mrage a h th r' Jeamin "hi h rill l th ll ,. 

an in ividu.J le min • n th it th t II ithin \11 

r niz ti . 11 uti tl t th. t nt 

th 



This resonates well with Yeo (2002) assertion that empirical research demonstrating the 

relationship between a learning organizati on and organization performance is limited. 

Incredibl y, authors hnvc taken til L: clwllcngc lwnds on and nrc addrL:ss i11 g this issue ol' lad' or 

ev idence. For ins tance; El l inger, Ellin •e r, Y<lng and llowton (fOOl), Jnslmpma (. 001), und 

Wandera (2008) fo und positiH~ relationships between learning orgtlllil'alion chmac teris ti ·s und 

organizat ion performance. 

1.1 A The 1\. •n an Pharmaceutical Indu ·try 

'I he pharmaceutical Industry can broadly be divided into !Iuman and Veterinary arms. For the 

purpose of this study, the focus is main ly on the former; the Inter can be the subje 'l of another 

study. 'I hl: 1 Iuman Plwrmacc.:utical indu:;try c. n lurth r b di • id~: I into the t ver the lounter 

Poi 011 A t I >R9 . 

f multinati mal an , I dnr ' manufa tu 1111 

bran I phannaceutical firm . U nen h.n 

xpir { rk \ ', I 7 and th y unlik ' ith 

br md th l m unt 

lh 111 11 
nn 111 I h 



These pharmacies are acco rded a 25% mark up on retail drugs. Anti infective products (chiefl y 

antibioti cs, antimalari als, sulfonamidcs), anal gesics, antipyreti cs, bronchial relaxant s and 

cy totox ins account lor the bulk or government and private sector purclwses or medicines in the 

Country (l ~conomic S urv~;y. 006 by 'entrul Burea u of' Stati 'i ti cs und rvtini stry ~ l i'Pl tlllllin•) 

The Kenyan Ivk dical Di r~ctory (2009) has listed 137 fi rms invo lved in the importation, 

manu fac ture, marketing and distribution of pharmaceutical products. The ll uman arm of the 

pharmaceutical industry employs directly an estimated 60,000 people, provid s medical 

infmmation medicines and diagnostics to enable healthcarc provider, b~tter manage and treat 

di.eascs. Image Dynamics (2005), an authoritative pharmaceutical raw materinls and linishetl 

product import data pro ider put the siz~; of th~.: K n:. n Ph. rm. ~.:~.:utical In lustry at K h. 10 

Billion in 2005. 

'J h K nynn Phann• uti .11 iudu uy ha mtm 1 u ttuniti th \1 m l 

include: x1 nnded h olth care 1 r ith th int du ti n I I ulth 

I nsurnnce · un , indu ri 

z ne clu t ), 
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On the other hand there are challenges with respect to weak entrepreneurship culture in 

pharmaceutica l profession not business oriented, under-developed R&D sys tems, knowledge 

networks and weak strategic alliances, weak innovn tion ca pnc it y education sys tems, under-

developed health bio-technology su b -s~.:c t on;, unf~1 vorab l c inves tment clitll ll te and dL•c lining 

enrollment levels in pharmacy discipl ine at tertiary levels. These challenges do require 

organizations in the pharmaceutical sector to embrace learning so a· match their capacities to 

respond to them. 

1.1.5 Local pharmaceutical manufacturing firms in Ken a 

Accnrdmg to the web-site of the Kenya Association of 1\lanufacturers, there are ::w member 

compani~: s de crihed as Pharmaceutical and l\h:dical Equipm.:nt l\l anufactun:r:::. hnther, the 

V cny:t 's Plwnnltccuti cal Indu try n.: port (200S) prep. n: I by the E: port PnK'L'Ssin' /ones 

uthority li . ! lh · 20 plwrmac ·uti~.·u l tll,utu tll"illlin , 

Colllp. ni manufnctut wh r • Ill 

th Phatm tcy an PPB hi h the • di tribut throu ,h ut K 

hese c mpanies are memb rs of th nu 

an I fi r th purp e of thi tudy h ve b n I' n 1 h nn uti lm mufl tm ~: I . 

h c mp m m nu 1\tl net 



1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Organisation learning takes place where people continually expnnd their capacity to create the 

results they truly des ire, where new nnd expansive patt erns or thinking me nurtured, where 

collective aspi ra tion is set rree, and where people are continually learning to lea rn together 

(Senge, 1990) . Lea rning is a complex process of acquiring knowledge, understanding, skill s and 

va lues in order to be ab le to adapt to the environment in which we live (Cole, 1997). 

Previous researchers focused on the individual's contribution to the learning process as well as 

in fl uence or learning organisation on job satisfaction. Amulyoto (2002) studied the processes of 

organisation karning among donor agencies in Nairobi. Thl: findings indicate that the donor 

H •t:ncics IHtVl' structun.:s, strakgies and process s that enhance nnd ma.·imise organisation 

I ·amin '· Additionally, they had mdhods n11.:chanisms ft r involvin' pl:opk in h ' d~.: ·isitm 

mnkin 1 ro "· s; that all mploye .: w rc JWVid ·d with f· lb. ~k 111 in, n ·i,ll uut 'tlll\ ·s nl 

th ir ICtil n ; an I finally that employee to luu .... i .1 • 

Kiiimi (2 studied organisational leamin on entmtin ruitm nt n~.: ncir . Th • 

stu y established that uch gencie have I mm m r 111i ithm 

b th internally an ,·tern II nd r m 

nn tion ltn, ti )1\ 

thu 
inOu n 
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Positive relationship between organi sation learning and job sa1isf'action had also been 

empirically proven in researches carried out by Kelly ct al (2007) and Chang and Lee (2007). 

Additionally, Kihara (2007) carried out a study on the lenrning orgnni sution concept with 

specific focus on the nongovernmentnl organisations in Nairobi. The study established that 

majority or the nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) carried organi sational learning nnd thut 

there were not many challenges as far as organisational learning is co ncerned. Organisational 

learning was also deemed to be a very important aspect due to dynamics in grov,rt.h in these 

orga nisat ions. More recently, Wandera (2008) examined the relationship between organisation 

learning and performance amongst insurance and reinsurance companies in Ken) a and found that 

the r ~: was a posi t iv~.; relationship. '1 he study established that insunmcc and reinsurance companies 

in K nyn •n.:u tly d pend on chief' e,'l·cutiw to tnke r~;.:;pon ibilit ' l'nr drivin • chnn •~: th t'tmt•h 

or •ani at ion I ·ntnin) and that org:mhttional tinmd I p riorm.u11:~: is h. \ '\.:l':t 'l'd b ' 

orgnni ntional I ·arniug. 

to t th e studies ' hile yielding s me 1 e 

r anization have tended t reve I in ight 

in ight relatin • t inOuen e o le 

fill th p in 

n I ti 1 rton:nan~:e 

n • rn1 1 turin• ir lu l in 
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1.3 Objectives 

The objectives of this Study were: 

Firstly, to identify the learning orguni ·ation dimensions adopted by the local pharnHlCL'Uti<.;ttl 

manufacturing companies in Y enya, and; 

econdly, to establish the relationship between learning organisation dimensions and selected 

aspects or performance of local pharmaceutical manufacturing companies in Kenya. 

lA aluc of I he Stud 

'I he study no doubt is or valut to the following: 

l·ir tly t1 rnnna • ·r of' or •anisation', \~oho will • tin insi •hts on th~ up TIt ion l)f ltmnin • 

or •ani ltlion and ·an r ultuntly put Ill'' 'tr Ill "hnni m to uh n · th op 1 II ions. ' !It~ ' 

will al o und 1 tan I the influ 11c ol l·aming r ani ati n lim 

enquiry and dial 

c ptme le rnin empo ~ering pe pie n c nn tin 

perfi mt nee f ph m1 c uti I firm . re uh th 

lik llllillllllU [ .ttllill '• 

m1 m nn nt 

n n mni 



empirical evidence on relationship between dimensions or learning organisation and 

organisational outcomes. In addition to identifying relationships between the vnrious lGarning 

organisation dimensions internal reliability. Acknowledging thai resetm . .:h tknling with the 

relationship between the Learning Organization and pcrfc..>rnwncc is scarce (Thonws and lien, 

2006, Johnson, 2002; Jnshaparn, 2003). 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE Rfi:VlE'V 

2.1 lnt•·oduction 

This chapter details u review or literatun! on what learning organiza ti ons an:, dis!inguishl.!s 

organization learning from learning organization, explores various models or building a learning 

organization, and relationship between learning organization and organization p rl'nrman ·e. The 

chapter concludes with the development of a conceptual model for this study. 

2.2 D finition of Learning Organization 

'I h~:re an.! various definitions that scholars and authors ha\'e used on learning organization. 

Pet hap th IIIO!>l popular one is that by Peh:r S~.:n •e. S n e (1t9Q) de1lned the I earning 

< h •anizution :ts on· wh T • peopk continually t::paml th ·ir -.1p It ity to l!JL'.It~.: IL'stllts the tnt!) 

d ir ·; 11 w fill I ·xp. n ·iv )MIIClll ol thinkin • 1 • nurt\11 I; ti\'' I pi1111i II\ 

pic 11 • c ntinually 1·, tnin' h I 

·ifth I isciplin 19 , th c ncept 
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Learning Organization is basically an organization that goes through 'organizational 

transformation'. Tn contrast to the traditional organization thnt evolves through 'orgnnizntional 

development' , thi s transf'ormation proc ·ss makes th0 organi zation tiL:vc lop it sc l C ruther thnn be 

changed by ex ternal intervention. The Lkvelopmcnt or a Learning Organi zu ti on involves the 

assumption that learning is o l' va lue, happens at all ti mes, is a continuous proce ·s and can be 

shared (West, 1994). 

Dn::w and, mith (1995) in Dealtry and Teatre (1998) viewed the learning organization as a social 

system whose members have learned conscious, communal processes for continually generating, 

retaining and lev~raging individual and collective learning leadino to improved performance of 

th' 01 'mizntimwl yst~m. 'I h..:n: nrl; otht!r ddinition th t h. \l' hl•..:n ~.:srk)l\St:tl by diffen.: nt 

authot . I i.·on l I)<) 1) po its that C~ Ill: or 01 HlliZ'ttional l·trnin• i th~..· or •,tnizntion's ahtl it 

l' u · th unazin• tn ut t1 capet ·ity ol •til it Ill ml r to 1 
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There have been numerous attempts to define and elaborate the learning orgnn1 zation concept; 

however, there is apparent little agreemeni on what a learnin g orga nizuti on is and the concept of 

learning organizati on as well as how to crea te it hns proved elusive (Kcrk n, 1995; ( )n rv in, 2000; 

Thomas & Allen, 2006). 

2.3 Organization Learning and Learning Organiz ation 
Gorelick (2005) argues that organizational learning and the learning organiza tion can and should 

co-exist. llowever, fundamentally to be effective as a learning organization there is a need for a 

deep lenrni n ' cycle and recognition that it will take time. Indeed, for a long lime the terms have 

b~.:cn used interchangeably and caused the attendant confusion (Ortenblad, 2001 ). 

n~ pil~ the ll t: or tht: krms inten.:hangeably, then: have b~.:en attempts tn distinguish the two 

t ·•m by valious cholru. (Dilklla, I <)l)5; ha ~krhy-!'\mith, · At'Htjo I i)l)l)· l.usick ,' \\ .ttkins, 

11 «) ; Y ng, Watkin , , 20 l1 ml 'i · 111 • I 1 q7 ,u '\I that 

c rgani~rttion I ntning wa m•tinly 1 ione red l ' aca 1111 1m \\hil I unin 
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These arguments are in consonance with those or authors that learning organi za tion has an action 

orientati on and is geared towards using specifi c di agnostic and cvalnative methodological tools 

which can help lo identi fy, promote and evaluate the quality o r lcnrning pro esses inside 

organi za tions (Nonaka, 199 1; Ulrich el a!. , 1993) as well as tlwse who view organization 

lea rning as a means and learning organiza tions as ends (lluysman, 1999; Armstrong ,>, Foley, 

2003). 

2.4 Buildin g a learnin g or g anization 

')he sections that fol low explore the various views of developing a learning organization. 

2 . 4 . I S y ~ t c 111 .s t h i rtl i n g 

S 11 •e ( I tJI)O) a. serts that there arc five disciplines that guide learning organizations and 

'lllplw iz · th rtt Ill· filth discipline (sy. terns thinkin •) is thl: most .n11.: i:ll tlnc as it provides the 

•lu th 11 1111 -. all th · di ciplitt · tiel · to •ether. Per on tl t ry rd\.- r tu I unin 1 hi l :p:md 

lll' P 1 111nl cnpncity to real the 1 ult we m t d 1r · , nl 1catin • m 01 •mti znti\Ht!d 

nvir 111ment which encourages all it mcmbe t d vel 1 )\\ m..l th · ':tl ,\lld 
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Team Learning is transforming conversati onal and collective thinking skill s, so that groups of 

·people can reliably develop intelli gence and abi lity greater than the sum or individual members' 

talents. Systems' thinking is a way or thinking about, !'or describing und understanding, the 

fo rces and the interrelationships thnt shape the behavior of sys t~m s. This discipline hl'lps us to 

see how to change systems more effectively, and to act more in tune with the larger processes of 

the natural and economic world . 

'l he learning organization exists primarily as a vision m our collective experience and 

imagination and that the impact of practices, principles and essences are highly inOuential. 

Pt"tctice are wlwt you do". Principles an; "guiding ideas and insights;' and essence is ''the state 

orb ·ing tho c with high lt:vcls of mastery in the disciplinl.!" (Sen e, 1 94). According to Senge 

d tl (I')') I th • lt:tunin • or •ani:;ation develops within n I nm nnd is p. r1 ol' a "d~.:t:p lc..•nrning 

ll:lllll mcmh 1 d ·vdop 11 ·w skill and ahiliti · , whi"h in ltttll u ·at· 11~\\' .t\\'at~;twss 

un s n ibilitics which it tum cr ate 11 w attilu I and 

thin tit t c· n change the deep belie · nnd assumpti n 

tran ~ nnation. Within the learning organizati n 

th Ill mber are \ illing to re al un rt inti 
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The development of tools and methods test these theories and cause them to be shaped and 

· refined, and bring about the cyclical nature of thi s domain or ac ti on. These changes create 

infras tructure innovations and ''enable p\!o pk to tk vd op capabilities like sys tems thinking nnd 

co llaborative inquiry within the conic ·tor their jobs"(. 'engc, 1994). 

2.4.2 Cultural change 

Kline nnd aunclers ( 1998) learning organization model focuses primmil y on cultural change. 

'l hey assert that a Learning Organization begins with an organization of learners, who are then 

~hown how to function in such a way that the organization as a whole can learn. Particularly, this 

model distinguishes individual learning from organization learning. One of the clear distinctions 

is thitt individuals have memories that are crucial for learning that l:lck in the ase of 

01 •auiz Hiotl. 1\dclitionally, while individuals store their k:1rnini) primarily in th~.:ir m~mMit:s, 

lll'lll '111 ·I hy lilllfll ies, not~.:. ami other aids to llll:lllllt)', lll •,mi ti ns sto11.' it pt imarily in thdr 

cultlll , with a ·conda1y hacku1 in documcntati n that i u • ul Hll 'ifth · ·nltut~o: is ·ommi(!l: l 

to makin ' u e fit. 

Klin and aund ·rs I 98) identified ten c nditi n th t buill h: .unin ' 
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expression of both a personal and organizational commitment to learning over the long haul; the 

· establishment of' contexts within which meaning !or nt;W possibilities cnn be found as they 

emerge; a set or modeling ski lis, strategies and tcchn iqucs or mcclwn isms that a !lows people 

more easily to construct meaning out o[' apparent chaos; a cullmal understnnding which is shnrcd 

throughout management of the systemic interactions that will inevitably be present as complex 

Gestalts are formed, and an intuitive feeling for how complex interactions will be likdy to occur. 

Kline and Snundcrs ( 1998) emphasize the aspects of continuous learning as well as team learning 

just like Senge does. They suggest that cultural barriers be broken between managers and 

worh:rs and that integrative learning be adopted. To do thi s organization should recognize that 

th · most valut:d assd or thl.! organization is people> and the tkvdopmt:nt L)f relationships 

I ' t\ ·n tit 111 if hi •hl y itttpottant so thl.!y can work to •l:lh ·r \\dl. 

2.4.J Douhh•- loop I ·arning 

P yli md chc n I 'YI bclie\'e tit at organizati01 learn tlu lll h in ... ivictull 

·1 h Y fin orgnnizati n learning a the detecti n nd rre ti n tT 1 • 1 h irk l lllCI.'I l 
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learned to learn from failure, become defensive, screen out criti cism, and put the blame on 

·anyone and everyone but themselves. Organizations must lcnrn fro m mi stakes and cngngc in 

continuous improvement programs within themsdvcs. 

They should always step back und e'\amine what is occurring, and challenging it beginning with 

the uppermost stra ta of the organization. Argyri s and Schon's model involves governing 

variables, action strategies, and consequences. The governing values are the individual 's 

theories- in-use, and the action strategies are what keep their behavior \Vithin the boundaries 

crt.:atcd by the theories-in-use. 

2.4.4 Pl'rformancc impro e m nt ba s ed on p ri e n c 
DiBella ( l (J9 >) vtc.;w:s organi.tational learmng ns the cap~h;ity (or processt.:s) within an 

ot unir: ttion to tllaintain 01 improve.; pt:rf'ornwncc.; h 'ls ·I on ~..·:1 ·d nc~..· . ' I his c.tpadty is build 

qui ilion (th · d~;vdopm nl or 1 ·ati n >f kills in i •ht . 1 ·l:tli\ll\shil ·). 

kn hnrin • mination to lh rs what 11 >mt· , , n I 
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Indeed, the third perspective was the basis of their learning orientati ons that encompasses seven 

areas mnning on a continuum of opposites. DiBella nnd Nevis (1998) list the orientations ns 

knowledge source, content process focus, knowledge reserve, di sseminati on mode, lenrning 

scope, vnlue chain foc us and learn ing locus. The orientations arc aided by ten !'acilitating J'actors 

that do increase the chances or the organization functioning us a learning organizn tion. The 

fac ilitating factors nrc: scan ning imperative, performance gap, concern for mea urement, 

organizat ional curiosity, climate for openness, continuous education, operational variety, 

multiple advocates, involved leadership and systems perspective. 

Nevis, Di lkllu et at. ( 1995) argue that learning as a systems-levd phenomenon stays \\ ithin the 

or •:mi7 ttion, t:V~;n il' individuals leave. Thcy further cnumenltt: three 1~1ctors that are important 

for or' mi:%ation lcarnin • to be suc<.:c sl'ul and con t:1ntly ~..:nh a rH.: e it s knnwlcd •c base as: core 

Ill at ti I u k th.11 suppnrts 
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The four constructs are: firstly, Knowledge acquisition that invo lves monitoring the environment 

· within and outside the organization, using information systems to interpret, store nnd retrieve 

information, ca rrying out educa tion und training and pa t~ nt wa tchin g (Dodgson, I 993). 

Secondly, Jn(orm ntion distribution that rekrs to sharing of in!'ormation. Cl reu t~r sharing or 

distri bution or info rmation leads to increased organizational learning. For example through face 

to l~1ce meet ing, telephone, facsimile, memorandum, email, bulletin boards, computerized 

conferencing systems, electronic meeting systems, document delivery systems and workflow 

management systems. Knowledge in the form of tacit knowhow, letters, memos, informal 

convcrsat ions and reports are captured and distributed. 

'I h thitd one is lnlonn•ttion interpretation which involves giving information on one or more 

c >mm nly und ·rstoml 111 :min •.. ln;all.:r karnin • m:~urs \\lll.:n mnn.; and mtH·e ommonl 

mean in •. and intc1 pt ·tali< 11 me develop· I. Hmlly < )J •,tniz ltillll m~: 1\HH)' whkh 

to th · rcpo it ·ny whete know! d •c i tnr d or utur · u · It 1 c tlk· I 'lltp lllll 

knowl dge or cmp rat gencti s. Ace rding 1 ll un I and P 1h l it i 

hi t 1 i , exp riences, n nns and 1 rie . 

2. L C. ' I h ~ l l' " ' 11 i n g eo Ill p a 11 • 

l I r h v id ntified .rnin 1\ll,l\ 

h 

r t1 I i 



Secondly, participative policy making: all key stakeholders of the orga nization have a chance to 

contribute to major policy decisions including CllStomers, suppliers and representati ves or 

communi ty and environmental groups. ' l'hcsc two dimensions nrc 1roupcd under the broad theme 

of"stru tegy" (Torrington, 2005). Thirdly, lnf'ormating: by which info rmation is mack~ as witkly 

ava ilab le as possible through information technology (lT) in order to inform and cmpo' cr 

people- employees, customers and others. They note that such informa ti on should be u 'ed to 

understand what is going on in the company and so stimulate learning rather than use reward, 

punisl11nent or control. People can ask questi ons and make decisions. 

hntrlhly, l·ormmiv~; accounts and control where systems of accounting budgeting and reporting 

1r strudml:d to assi. t learning and ht:ncc d~;light inkrnal cu~tl)l11crs Individuals are made 

ountnhl· fi.11' tht.:ir nwn fiCtion . l·irth is internal t.::chan '\.' in which ll intl'rn:tl units and 

I ·partm Ill th m clve 1 ~.:u toll\., ani UpJii ·r at ·a h lthl'l, n 1n •in• in 'llllStant 

ialo 11 • with ·ach othet. 'I he 1equitc ncnt i collabotation roth 1 than llllp tition .• 'i, th i · 
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The seventh one is enabling structures under which roles are loosely structured in line with the 

· needs of internal customers and suppliers, and in a way that allows for personal growth and 

experimentation. Internal boundaries can be ncx ible. For exa mple project groups nnd trnnsient 

stmctures help to brenk barriers between units, provide mcclwnisms fo r sprcnding new idcns nnd 

encourage the idea of cbnngc, and remove barriers to communication nnd learning. Thi · 

dimension is classified under the broad theme of "structures" (Torrington, 2005). Eighth is 

boundary w·orkers as environmental scanners: A ll members (e.g. sales staff) who have contact 

with external customers, suppliers, clients representatives or the community, neighbors of 

organization ~md so on should systematically collect and caJTy back information that is then 

Co•r ·lall:d and di sseminated . Involves bench marking and seeing whm rival organizations are 

<loin' · 

1 h nimh on· i int 1- 01111 any wmkin : In cu t Hl\ ' I , th ·1 • will I · : 111~ mpls 

t en , •e in mutunlly advanta •eou leamiu a ·tivitic , 'II .11 • i\.· 

llinnc , re arch and development. '11tey sug e l that b n hmarkin • h I '.11'11 thml 

oth r compani s. 'I he e t\ 

1 orrin •t n, 2005 . 

I ntl i I ·arnin ' lim un r' hi h ·lim t tl 

,, 

ified und r th b 1 th m kin ' \HI\ ' 

nt. ti n· h in ' ut n ' 



Finally, there are self development opportunities for all: resources nnd facilities for self 

· development ure made nvailable to all members or 1l1e organi za ti on. Coaching, mentoring, peer 

surport , counsel ing, feedback and so on must be availabl e to support individuals in their 

learning. These two dimensions HI'C class ified under the broad theme or "learning opportunities" 

(Torrington, 2005). 

2.4.7 Learning cultur , proce s es and tool s 

l·arago and 'kyrme (1995) contend that learning organizations are those that have in place 

'Y tcms mechanisms and processes, that are used to continually enhance their capabilities and 

tho e who worl· \ ith it or for it, to achieve sustainable objectives - for themsel\'es and the 

l ommu11itic in which tht:y participate. ' l hey list lour d ements th,tt cre·ne karnin • organizations: 

l ·4Huiu ' cult 11 ·, pr c c , tool .m ltcdmiqut; 1111 l kill lll<.lir l tiv 1tion. 

'I h · • cl m nt m c: I cam in • cult111 c "hid1 m 11 an r •uniz Hi HHtl d i umh.: th.tl 11111lut ·s 

I ' min , nd ha haracte1 i tic aki n to lh e of n inn vativ • uhm · 1 r·ru••><'"'''"' th, t 11 lUI 1 • 

int raction aero s b unci, rie an includ : infl tm tur 

, a pp ed t bu ine 

m n rc t ui~ r I rnin 

iti n Ill', 

re ti ity n 

ptin, 

I Ill th 

1 

II 1 tl It th 

th t tid 

nd 



2.4.8 Learning teams, strategi es and systems 
In examining the connec ti on between sel r-directed learning and the learning organizntion, Cho 

(2002) argues that todny's climate of rapid change puts pressme on mgnni zntions to becoming 

learning organiza tions in order to meet rapidly emerging chnl knges. l le gruups til ' 

characteris tics of the lea rn ing organiLa lion into two categori es : learning strategies, which arc the 

types of lea rn ing, such as individual, team and organizati onal learning; and systems to capture 

that learni ng, which focus on the envirom11ent, and are created to support learning strategic . lie 

emphasizes the concepts of self-directed learning, normally seen as an avenue for personal 

grm th as key to the learning organ ization model. 

hom a dilkn:nt len , ,,uttcrback (2002) commcnb that acatkmil~ and managers tl.'nd to see the 

I nmin • t 'fllll us tht.: critical link h~.:twccn the ll.'arnin' l)l' •aniz ti n and the karnin • individual. 

II· i I 11tili • six hrt ie t ·nm typ s (stahk, hit ·volutio11u ' virtu tl I.,. h111ll nt nlli:tn t's an 1 

abin 1 w team ) nn I p it that 'job !em 111 i I nti n 1 rimm il' n 11 k '·hi ·v ·tn ·nt. 
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2.4.9 Creating continuous learning opportunities 

Watkins and Marsick (1996, 1993) for example have identified seven principal dimensions 

associated with achieving learning organization status. Thl!y nrgul! tlwt learni ng organizations 

create continuous learning opportunitil'S, promote inquiry and dialogue, cncourngl! coll tlhorution 

and team learning, establish systems to capture and share learning, empower people towards a 

collective vision, connect the organization to its envirom11ent, and have leaders who model and 

support learning. The culture element of a learning organization consist of a market orientation 

and entrepreneurship and is characterized by facilitative leadership, an organic and open 

structure and a decentralized approach to planning (Slater & Naner, 1995). 

Dnlt (200 I sug •c:stt:d that a lt:arning organization involves live mam elt'ments: horizontal 

or 'ftnizational .lruclmc, inlimn:tlion slwrin •, athptivc cultur , oil, borative sll.llt •y <H1 i 

employee cmpowt mH.:nl. ' I his model is quite cl1 ly ' ·Ill d t > that l'ohbin 1nd ( tHtlt ,. 

2005) that hn the following four dim n ion f 

or nnizational d ign; inform. tion huring; c llab rathe I ad 

cultllle ha d on mutual relationship, s n e of community nn tm l. 
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Owenby (2002) argues that the "dark side" of the learning organization may arise especially with 

regards to power play in organi zations. Tie posits that there an; four types of networks that are 

important in these power relations: vertical where stt!IT direct nnd lincmly plun the lenrning 

activities or employees, horizontal defined as "un egalitarian, proble111 focu sed community of' 

learners attempting to solve pr blems, external where practi ces are directl'd by proCess ional 

organizations outside the organization, and liberal in which employees direct their own learning. 

He opines that the popularl y projected learning organization can only thrive in the horizontal 

se tting and there exists a big gap between the theory and practi ce. 

2 · 6 0 r g a 11 i .l :II i o 11 perform an c e 

l:Cording to Kcn ncrlcy and Neely (2002), organiza tion p~.:rll.mnance is key and should be 

Ill tnt •t:d so that a dynamic and n.:kvanl d of p~:r fi.H·m·m '~.: m · lll~.: ' cnn he maintainl'd, 

r ·n · .tin • llll or •ani:~. !lion' ~;han •in' n:qui1 111 11ts. In thi hould hav~.:. n 

cl Hr und r. tnndi11, of the lnct1H I oth int mnl an lio11 th tl It ·ilit:t l • 
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There are numerous performance measurement models that have been advanced over the last two 

decades by various scholars. These models have focused on tht.:mes such as growth, productivity, 

innovation, profitability, productivity, cnicicncy, cfTt.:ctivcncss, us well ns mluptubility. There 

appears to be consensus that assessment of organization performance should be undertaken 

cognizant ofthe organizational goals (Robbins & Coulter 2005; Dart, 2004). Additionally, there 

is recognition that the interests of various stakeholders should be tal en into account as opposed 

to the traditional focus on shareholders (Freeman, 1994; Atkinson et al, 1997; \Veerakon, 1996). 

Indeed , Kottl er (2000) suggests that four dimensions are essential in the determination of 

corpomte performance. 1 hcsc arc stakeholders, internal process, resources and organizational 

lll:tnag<.: rncnt. 'I his is in tandem with J>ohbins (1998) modd of organizational cfkctivt:ness that 

fo ·u c 011 Iolii din 1cnsions: profit ntH ·inliz tlion, org.miz ttion t1 • hili ty to 1 ·quirt• input , and 

tran form them succc sf'ully into output ~, muintaiui n ' tabilit 'ani t l.m nn 1 i kntilyin, :tn 1 

• ti ly ing l' ll tome1s' uc d . 

Perhaps the 1110 t popularized model of me< Inn or niz.ati n 1 1 r rm n K tl n , · 
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2.7 Learning organization and organizational performance 

Recent research appears to lend credence to the notion thu1 orgunizntion learning is a mechrmism 

to improve organizn ti on performance. According to App~lbaum <lnd l~ eic lwrt ( 1997), it is only 

by individual learning and npplying leaming that organization learns ami enhances perf'onnunce. 

Individual learning and orgnnizational learning are distinguished by I Iodgkinson (2000) who 

defines organization learning as ''coming together of individuals to enable them support and 

encourage each other's learning which will be in the long run be of benefit to the organization" 

and individual learning as ''an activity that is experienced by all indi\ iduals within an 

org:mization" (lloclgkinson,2000). Njuguna (2009) argues through organizational learning a firm 

ran d~vdop hard to imitate knowledge resources and cnpahilitie. hum:m capital ns \\Cll as 

or •anizatiorwl capital) tltat crcalt: valt1c which in turn ka I to sup ri, r p r nrmmcL·. 

D · pitc th. att .111 pt. to understund th • relationship I tw en I mnin 1 •·mii'·ltio11 ,1nd v;uiou 

r 'aniz tionHI outcom s cvid nee 1 till · mtty. Tit i littl in lit •t IIlli 

that hows how the charncteristic o learning rganiz.nti 

(Jn h par , 2003 . 'J his re nate ' ell with Ye 

d Ill n tJ, ting the relation hip bet' e n ale min 

limit . 
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Mcl. Som and Nam (2009) exa mined the relati onship between vari ous orga niza tional learning 

attributes and organi zati onal performance in the contex t or no t !'or proli t orga ni za tions. This 

study revealed that among the essenti al orgn nizn tional kmni ng nt lribull:s, orga ni za tional ll'urning 

practi ces have a strong positive rela tionship wi th thei r organizational per!'ormuncc. llarrim 

(2008) examined the relat ionship between learning organ izat ion and organizational perfo rmance. 

Ilis study revealed that there was a positive relationship between each or the six dimen ions of 

the learning organization and learning/growth/innovation scale. These findings were in 

conformity with those of Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, and IIowton (2002) and Jashapara (2003) , ho 

found positive relationships between learning organization characteristics and organizational 

P ·rfinmnnce. 

Similarly, Wandl:;m (200X) ~xa111incd the r lationshi1 hdwc n or 'anisntion h.::trning and 

I rfinmanc~ anwn •st in mane· artd tdn lllilll • COlllJMili in 'en •a m I ounl th 1 tit., was a 

P itive rdation hip. 'J he study established that ill lll'Uil nd rein UJ m in K n 1 

greatly d pend 011 chief e/e utive to take re pon ibility fi r drh in 

learning and tlwt , rganisati naliin ncial p rfom1 n 

angethe 2007 un ert ok a ti )11 

th t 

m · rity 
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According to Kontoghiorghes, Awbrey & Peurig (2005) systen1ic interventions that address a 

variety and different combinations of learning organization characteristics will be more likely to 

be successful than interventions that solely focus on singulur or a limited number ol' dimensions. 

In their view, the structural, cultural dim~no.;ions or an organization have ·ignilil:<Hll ciTed 011 

performance. The transformation of the organizational structure into an organic one, and in turn 

changing the organizational cullure accordingly, should be the first critical step when building 

the learning organization. This is in contrast to the approach typically applied when attempting to 

build a Jeurning organization where, often enough, creating a continuous learning environment 

and knowledge dissemination is the primary focus of many karning organization interventions. 

hom their stud y, th~ following learning organinnion characteristics were round to be the 

Iron 'l', l prc..:d ic lot s () r mpid chan •C ad ~tptat ion, quid: I l\ dw: l I' ervi ·c im roduct ion, ·md 

bottom-lin. or •:tniz<~tional p ·tfilllllfllll'": op '11 l' OIIIlllllll i tli n an I iui OIIllt(i 111 h trin ' ; risk 

t king and n~w id~a promotion; and inlimnntion fact tim and lll' \\ tiltl ili ty to 1 ·rhlllll 

Olll! 'sjnh in a profess ional manner. 

2.H The , onr ·ptual J'ramcworl{ 
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Independent variable 

Dimensions of learning organization 

• Con t inuous learning 

• Enquiry and dialogue, 

• Teamwork and collaboration 

• Leadership and empowerment. 

• Systems to capture learnmg 

• Empower people 

• Connect organtzation 

---- ---~-----

Dependent variable 

Organi zational Performance 

• Financia l pe rformance 
• internal processes 
• Customer service 
• Learning/growth/ 

innovation . 

:;:o;-oruc:ro.roro., 

li g ur · 1: <..o n " ptu a l Yod el o f th e Hcla t iu n h·t " l' n l l·nrni ng Ot ga u ita ti o n 

a nd () rga ni;ati o n a l P rt or m u n c • 



CHAPTER THREE 

RESEAR JI Ml~TifOOOLOGY 

3.1 lntt·ocJnction 

This chapter outlines the research methodology adopted in order to meet the objectives of this 

study and why the chosen method is most appropriate. Included here me the resenn.: h design, 

population of interest, data collection and analysis technique. 

3.2 Re carch De ign 

I he research design for this study was cross sectional survey and aimed at examining the 

relationship between learning organization dimensions and performance of local pharmaceutical 

rnanufacturing firms in Keny;t. According to ooper and chindler (-006), a descriptive study is 

concer!ll:d with finding out thl! what, where and how of t pht:nomt:non. De riptive StllYcys art: 

II <:d to dcvdop a snapshot or a pilllicular pht:IIOJll 'IIlli of int IC l in th I ll \1, lly ill\'t)l\'c 

lur •c • ample .. 

·r he locll f d scriptive re e, r h i th careful m 1 pin f u itu ti n r f 

v ·nt t de rihe what is happ nin' r '•h t h ppen d 

riptive nrdy c n b u ed wh n th puq 

PI p J1i 
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3.3 Population of stud y 

According to Mugenda and Mugcnda (1999), a population is an ent ire group of ir H.lividuals with 

observable characteris tics and a lmgcl popu lntion is thnl popr rl ntion to whi ch " rcsemchcr wa nts 

to generalize the resull s or the study. 

The target population elements for thi s study are all locally owned pharnwccuticul manu !'nduring 

firms in Kenya . According to the web-site of the Kenya Association of i\lanufactmers, tl11..:re are 

20 member companies described as Pharmaceutical and Medical Equipment Manufacturer , 

thesl; are listed in appendix 2. Further, the Kenya' s Pharmaceutical Industry report (2005) 

prepared by the F:xp rl Process ing Zones Authority li sts the 20 pharmaceutical manufacturing 

colllpanies in K~nya . 

ot:rhl y, a lllll!lber or comp:mics m<mulacturc dru l:-; d cwh rt•, mo tly in In lin, nnd hnw t:thical 

dru '· rc •i ,( n: d wi th lil t: Ph:urliHlY and Po ison Borud PPB whi h th · · di td l ute thwu •hnut 

Kenya and I a t Stop! r, 20()1)). 'I h ' Ulllf nni · a1 Ill Ill b~.: 1 s of t h K ·nv·t 
• I 

f,mutactm r Associ. tion (K ·lA nnd for the PliiJ f thi tudy hnv l 

Kenyan phmmacc:uticalmc nufactur r . 

. 4 Data l'o ll ection 

tnt lured ell a !ministered qu ti utiliL th n .m ti n in tnunl nt. 
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A total of three questionnaires were distributed to each of the targeted organi zati on and therefore 

the study targeted a total of 69 respondents. The targeted respondent s were top level managers of 

the pharmaceutical compani es (CEOs, gencrul managers or their delega ted rcsponclcnls). Thi s 

Was informed by the fact that they ure the key decision-nw kers in corporate opcmlions, policy 

setting and programs e ·ecution as we ll as owrall organiza tional eva luati on. Additionall y, the 

targeted respondents were deemed to have access to corporate financial information and service 

standards that are 0 r paramount importance to this study. 

J...t.l In s frumcnt of th e s tud 

A questionnaire was used to gather information from respondent s and comprised two ke) 

~:ction s. 'J he instrument applied was the "Dimen ions of 'I h~.: Learning Organization 

<>u ·stionrwirc" ( l>f ,OQ) (Wall in c'' Mar :;ick 200 ·'I hi tool Ill • ur · sy 'I ·m k·vd lt:nnin, 

cult me (Watkin , ·, Marsick 2003 . R p 11Hicnt w r n I t l lu .1 'I I' of i · point 

Li k rt ty1 e questi ons that men ·urc I their 1 f th <llfliJ\ I 

organization's dimensi ns. 1 h · Lik rt type cnle rnn d 1 m lm lm ) t 

uch c ue l i nnaire with Likert type lu i 

previou such 
) 

Indu try. 'I h 11 t p rt o th in trum nt rc 

tem thit n 

1 



Several reasons informed the selection of thi s measure (the DLOQ tool). Pirstly, this particular 

instrument has also been used in a number of studies (1\ smli ,ct nl 2009; llishnmuddin,2009; 

IIarrim,2008 ; Kangethe, 2007; McCn!Trey,2004 ; Ellinger, et nl 200); Ellin g~r ct al 2002; Egnn, 

Yang & Bartlett 2004). Secondly, the se lected instrument has been ri gorously tcs t~d and refined 

(McCaffrey, 2004). The cronbach coeffi cient alpha reliability es timates for the lour dimensions 

ranged from .80 to .87 and the overall rdiability for the scale were acceptable at .96, (Yang 

2003) which is we ll above the llinkin (1 998) reconunended alpha of .70 (Yang, Watkins & 

Mmsick 2004). Thirdl y the instrument was developed by well known learning organiza tion 

authors who were informed by many years of theory development and empirical research 

(Wu tki ns & Marsick 2003). 

J.S lbfa anal s is 

pon 1\:ccipt of ~;nch r~;turned que tionnnin.:, 11 munh r wa 111 • tionnair ·was 

l:heckcd for 111 j sing 01 incompl tc duta. 'I h qu ti nn·tir • d< ta \ ''l ntc1 • int) SP • ' th 11 
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err rs. In all the c in t nces, the que ti rm ire 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESlJLTS 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the result s or the study on the relationship bd,-veen leanin g organization 

dimensions and performance of local pharmaceutical manuructuring companies in l' cnya. The 

findings are presented in tables, percentages, means and stand urd deviations have been used to 

summari ze the data. Pearson product moment correlation coenicient is used to test the strength 

or the relationship between learning organization dimensions and performance. 

4.2 ncspons R:tlc and respondents profile 

'I he study \ as designed <b a census survey and the respondents wer chid l: .· ~.:cu t iYes, general 

rnana •t·rs, production ll1lll1Hgcrs and company pharma i 1 ot 20 lneal ph:-~rmac~:u t ica l 

manulilclttrin, companies in 1 c.:ny t. XU qu · tionnairc ' rc di trilutc I ani ~ 7 \\\'ll: t\ltllllt'd b 

w r ph, rmu i ts in man gem nt. ndent i lh \( 

they had panicipat~;d in management tmining m nt II th 

r pon lin organiz tions have ta c mpl ment ith • 11 

J •• l .1 n iJ. t i n 



Each ofthese broad dimensions was operationalised into specifi c statements and the respondents 

were asked to rate each on a 6-point Likert type scal e in terms of the ex tent to which their 

organization exhibited the dimension. 'I he scnlc wus giw n va lues, mngi11 g !'rom 1 to 6 with 1 

representing the lowest presence or the dimension and (> repn!Seilting Llle highes t presence of the 

dimension. The means and standard deviations of each of' the dimensions were e ·amincd as 

tabulated below. 

Table 1: Extent to which the pharmaceutical firm · exhibit dimen s ions of a 

Learning OrganiJ:ation (Means and Standard Deviation s of Participants' 

~· '!::~:;~~~::::::j:, ~;:,:.·:: il:1~cs of Lea r~1i ~~d:rr~: n1~~1111 : i 
0 

n) SD ---1 

I h Ill . 



r.:--- +-D_e_s_cr_i.:_p_ti_on _____ -=-----=----:---:--:-----t---Mcan(X- ) 
14 Teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their goals as 5.07 

needed. 
r----· Teams/groups treat members as cqunls, n.:gmdkss or 15 

position. 
r-----1 -----16 Teams/groups focus both on the group's task and on how 

well the group is work.i ng. -----
Teams/groups revise their thinking ns a result or group 
discussions or information collected. r:--:---1-- - ----- _____ , __ -

18 Teams/groups are rewarded for their achievement as a 

19 

team/group. 
Teams/groups are confident that the organization will act 

on their recommendations. 

4.7<1 

5.00 

4.89 

4.61 

SD 
0.79 

0.69 

0.55 

1.30 

0.57 

1.68 

S -;tem; to capture learning 1 96 1 0 -=:-:-::=::'i'::":"'i:':':":~-::-:-:::~-t----=-~ :.;· -=-+-- . 5 
1 wo way commumc<ttion used on a regular basis, such as 4.21 

open m~:dings. 
I' ·opk ~.:rwhkd to gd ne~:d~:d Information tl rmy 

quicl ly Jlld c~r s ily . 

results of the tin;eand re--ur e 1. 10 

ured. 



Description _ 
32 Employees are helped to balance work and family. 

33 People are encouraged to think from a globnl persp~ctive. 

34 Everyone is encouraged to bring the consumer's 
perspective into the decision making process. 

35 

36 

The impact 7 decisions on employee morale 1s 
considered. 
Works together with the outside community to meet 
mutual needs. 
People are encouraged to get answers from across the 
organization when solving problems. 

-----
Lcadcr-;hip 
l.t:udt:r:- gt:ncrall y :;upport J\:quests 
opporlunitit: t111d trnining. 

--org, niz ti n' 

tl e p1 

II 

Mcan(X) SD 
4.47 1.51 

4.37 0.66 

4.70 2.00 

4.79 0.47 

3.84 1.18 

3.86 0.64 

-L64 
t-----

4.3 9 

ll fth 



I-

l 
2 
3 
4 

5 

6 
7 

Table 2: E x tent to which the pharmaceutical firm s exhibit dim en s ions of a 

Learning Organization (Summary) 

-

Description 
--

Conlinuous Learni ng 

Enquiry and Dialogu e 

Collabora tion and te< 1m learn ing 

nrni ng Systems to capture ~e 

Empower peop~ 

Connect Organizat iOJ 

Leadership 

---
Mean(X ) so 

3.96 1.29 

4.75 2.03 

4.79 1.08 

3.96 1.05 
-~ 

4.23 1.61 -- --
4.34 1.47 

4.64 1.95 

On Teamwork. and collaboration the mean sore was the highest at 4.79, and all variables of 

tcwnwork hnd a mean above ( 4 ). 1 here fore the respondents sec their firm s as a working 

collahorati ve ly in teams and interconnecte<.l in aiming at achieving results. Further this means 

th 11 t product dL·wlopment projects and programs an.: nor ind iv idunl-ha:-;cd, hut rathL·r lt"am-based 

l l'll t: lll IL'.. 

f:.nqu iry :llld diuloguc.; which arc Ct 1 cl Ill 111 nf r .miz ti n ultu1 had th ·~: on 1 hi •h .. 
1 

finn.1hi mantthlt th ~.: n 1 ~.: 

rgani~'lti nal va lues, n nns and beli ·f: play n rei tivel ' i nifi in uillin ' I , 1nin 

m .n 

m nt th t tudy r p ndent had tr ng nn nt 

l h. Ill • 11 

m n 

m 



Systems to capture learning and continuous learning ranked lowest with means or 3.96 each. 

This meant that the respondents felt strongly perceive their organizations as systems interacting 

with the external environment, and consisting or interacting nnd inten.lcpcndent individuals and 

units. 

For all seven dimensions the mean was between point 3 and point 5 011 a six item scale. 'I his 

therefore suggests that the local pharmaceutical manufacturing companies in Kenya do possess 

learning organization dimensions characteristics. The seven dimensions can be viewed through 

the lens or individual , team and organizational level of learning (O'Neill 2003). If this lens was 

u L'd to view this data , individual level learning, ( ontinuous I.enrning and Enquiry and 

1 i:dogttl') i. tuking place at c·tch linn albeit with some mode• til: lkviation. 

' l l'Hlll 1 ·vel 1 1111111 1 ' (C ollahor·ttion and 'I e 1111 Le nmin to l · >Ill' li •lilly dilkn.: nt 

with a in m an .md 111111 • fm u 

r pr nt the 1 rgnniz 1ti nal level of I arning, di 1lay imil r d ·vi ti n and in lu t lh. ll \\ 

m an. 1 hi lata sugge ts that regardle f the finn iz it i p ibl 

manu a turin finn t be me Je, min' or mz ti n . 

'f.lllll~ ]: ll'.tll and Slaud.trcl lhrh• tti n 
V tl'i hit ul Oq;:111i at ion :tl J' t orm n 

P 1rti iJ 

r I I J h. nn uti al 
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Description 

46 In my organization, the process for delive ring services 
is more effi cient than last year. 

Customer Service 

47 In my orgfmi zn tion, rt;s pon sL~ tinws f'or custonwr 
complaints are better than last year. 

,--4-8---1 In the past year, the capacity of th is organization has 
increased to meet the needs or our market. 

49 Jn my organ iza tion, we serve more people for the same 
Shill ing than last year. 

50 In my organization, consumer satisfaction 1s greater 
than la 'l t year. 

Sl 

I ,t•a rn ing/grm th / inno\ a tion 

In my --;};gani:~.ntion, the number or suggestion 
impkllH.'llt~d is gn:akr thnn Ia ·t year. 

ar . 
._,_;h .;.;;l ~n.tl-1y organi :z t ion, the numb r o in 

n w s ills i greater th n Ia t year. 
----..1----

I i h. 

1 

x- s 

3.762 1.355 
4.143 1.042 

4.05 1 __ 1.437 

4.357 __ 0.879 

4.56"' 0.723 

3.875 1.07 1 
3.652 1.053 

0.0R2 



The lowest performance assessment by respondents was given 1o learning/growth with a mean of 

3.652, but it is sti ll above the mean of the scale (3). 

4.4 Relationship between learning organization and pcrforlllilncc 

The next stage of analysis examined the data to address the research question : what is the 

relationship between a learning organization and perf(wnance '? Table 4 presents the Pear .0 11 

correlations for the variables. 

Table 3: Pearso n Product Moment on·elations Calculation 

- -
lndt' JH~ tHil'n i Varia hie 

--------
D~cndcnt Variable 
Dl· PA Dl~ PB DEP DFPD 

I D2 

I 1 3 

I I 



Independent Variable DeJlCnd cnt Variable 
-DEPA DEPl3- DEPC r- DEPD --

Sig.(2-tailcd) 000 
- - - -000 ()()() 000 

- - - -
N 57 57 57 57 

Pearson Correlation 754** 
- -

861 **-lND6 899*·" 881** 

- - -
000 -, ig.(2-lailetl) 000 000 000 

- ---
N 57 57 57 57 

-- 792** - -
INf 7 Penrson orrelation 704** 76 .... ** 802** 

--
Sig.(2-laikd) 000 000 000 000 -

------ - --
57 57 57 57 

--- ~ -~ 

*"' Condution is Si •nili<.::mt HI th · 0.01 I \' I 2-t iled ). 

Ta hl e ' : Pearson Co rr · l a ti o u s Ca lc ul ations 

n i 1 I 



performance. Based on Pearson's correlation coefficicn t, 1 here is a sign i f'icant positive 

relatio 1~ship between the Learning organization and organil'.ationnl pcr!'ormancc, (r 0.959). The 

seven core dimensions of the Learning Organil'.ution, L'XC~pt slwrcd vision, lwd signi fiennt 

positive relationship with finnncinl performance or the studied plwrmaccutical !inns. On the 

relationship between the Learning Organization and customer service, the researcher established 

that there was a positive relationship between each of the seven dimensions of the Learning 

organization and customer service. This is evidenced by the correlation coeiTicients (r- 0. 954, 

o 931, 0.899, 0.839) that were found between four of the dimensions of Learning organization 

and cu. tamer service. 

'I h, l"L~sc:m:ht:r al 0 t.:S!Hblishecl that then.: is rdationship hd\\CCn th L ', rning Organi:t.ation and 

intcnwl pmce ' l: . ( orrcllllion () lfich.:nt hmwd il tron I po itivc r\.'1 ti lll hip hd\\L'L'11 flHir or 

the dilll .11 ion of the Le ullin• < >r •tmiz~tti< 11 tnl int mal <11 ph trlllll.'l.'lltic,tl 

manul:tcturing firms, wh rc (r - 0. (} an above. 'I he hi 'h m i nt "·I foun I 

I etween Ierum ork/collnh rati n and internal pr I b. th 1 I til n hi1 

h ecn te lership and emp wennent and intemal pro r 

t, bli h 1 b tween th Learning rg mz tion 

r 1. ti n hip ll [I und b twc n \ n 

f 



CHAPTER FIVE 

S UMMARY, CON LUS ION ANDRE OMMI~_, NDATlON S 

5.1 Summary 

This study's findings suggest that there is a statistically significa11t relationship between the 

selected organizational performance variables and the seven dimensions of the learning 

organization. As expected all se\'en dimensions of the learning organization are correlated with 

each other and as such the results suggest a positive association between learning organization. 

Most of the variables of the seven dimensions of Learning Organization had a moderately strong 

positive n.:lntionship with all indicators of the four scales of performance. These findings are in 

conson:IIH.:t.: with tho c of ( fc 'a l'f'tey, 2004), and (Wandem, 2008). 

'Ill· ·wn dilllcll ion ol til L nmin 1 
( >r 'llllization rm t < r 1 miz tti 11 had mndnat • 

trnn1 r ·htion llij with fin111ci II J al lh 

re ard1, can ic 1 out by Pow r and a !dell, 20 and H r11111 

team 1 arning dim n ion ha I the hi he t c rrelati n effi i nt r 0 . ... 1 

nvironm nt with r .75 . 

ftl n in 

"ith pt ·vitl\1 

oil l )J IIi 111 Ill I 
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The relationship between dimensions of the Learning Organi zation and internal processes was 

not much different from the relationship with custom r service. Only sys tems thinking and 

shared vision had wea k pos iti ve relationship, whcrens the rcmnining four dimensions hnd 

signifi cant pos iti ve relationship. These lindi11gs were ulso CO ll sisklll with those repmtcd by 

(Suzik, 1998) and (Bush et nl. , 1996), and (Kumar ami Khni rudd in, 2006). 

Research find ings showed a positive relationship between each of the seven dimensions of the 

Learning rganization and learning/growth/innovation scale. Five of the dimensions or the 

Learning Organization had strong positive relationship with learning/growth/ innovation, and the 

other (2) dimcnsinns-systems thinking and shared vision ~ had weak po s itiv~ relationship with 

h:arning /grO\. til /innovation . Once again, thi s is consistent with 1indin r porlt'd by (SharifCudin 

111d I· I tun , 200,1; I.op ~.: z , l't.on :111d < >rda , 200 ~ ; I k Lnn 1 an I l•ah · ', 2000; and 1 krnandcz, 

~oo \); which s t 1 ~o.: d th · efled of 111 •uniz tlional cultm < 11 1 miz·ui n 1l p rh ltllltnL ., 

5 .2 ( onclu ion 

·rom the fi n lin '5 of thi study and the en uing di u 1011 it 

of local ph rmaceutical manufacturin fim1 in Kcny h 
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There are several aspects that definit ely do need improvement and these can be gleaned from the 

few va ri.a bles that scored below the mode of the scak (4), namely: updating of skill s database 
' 

sharing lessons learnt with all , supporting cn lculatt.:d ri sk U1king, co llaboruting with ont side 

communities and tolerating mistakes and discuss ing them constructively. 

The research also revea led that being a learning organization is very important to these Ji rms in 

he lpi ng them improve their performance in terms of customer service, internal processes, 

innovation and growth as we ll as financia l performance. The research findings indicated ra ther 

strong positive relationsh ip between Learning Organization and organization performance at 

Kenyan local pharmaceutical manuJ~1cturing firms. The research offers support for the business 

case ror leuming or •uni~:•ttion ( Elling~.:r d al.2002). 'J he po itivt: • s~l 'i:ltinn nokd bt:tween 

ll·tmin, or •ani~:ation c.:onc pi and finn performam:· su' •c t lh rei n.: · m1 ·n c for firms thnt 

cmhran· k 1111 j 11g or •;~ni:..-.ation practice . < >hviou ly th ph truwc utic tl iulu tty i. \llltkt· 

continual 1 res ur • to impr ve p rfonnanc un I thi · tudy ha d 

learning organization dimension into local pharma euti , I finn 

to lev r p rfi nnancc. 
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Additionally, they should create openness, establi sh constant contacts with various stakeholders, 

and extend learning and knowl edge sharing throughout the whole company. 

In order to achi eve the above, locnl phnrm nceuti eu l nwmil~wtmin g firm s should regularl y 

undertake organizational ann lys is to identify speci fi e problems and forces tlwl stand in their way 

to becoming learning organiza tion. Additionally, they should undertake <tnalysis to understand 

what fac tors, other than those in this 'tudy promote and enhance learning. 

5.4 Su~gc s tion ' for Further tud y 

1 his study has provided usdl.tl insigh ts that are worthwhi le replicating ii1 other sectors in Kenya 

so 1 to build empirical evidence on learning organization and rd, tionship with vnrious 

constnteb. Studic. could be cunit:d out in tht.: ph mnncculic d c tor .tlso looking at tht.: 

rdatio tt hip h~twct.:n lc uninn or •ani'l tlio11 diml:ll iou 'Ill I oth ·r vnrinll · 'll<.:h a· innovnlilH1, 

adaptability ltlld information tccllllolo 'Y dopti< n. Similad ' th 1 in trulll nt mn , 1 c.; us. 1 to 

t 1 th r latil n hils. D finitely, ca e tudi w uld provid in i •ht 'll 

orgnniz ti nnl I eat ning pr ce e of the finn tudie . 
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hil th findin ' reti I n th 

m th 



Moreover, perceptions were gathered from senior management within targeted firms, lower 

cadre staff may obviously have had different perspectives ns suggested by Schein (1996). To 

overcome this limitation more research using n difl'crcnt ll'chniquc is needed . Finnlly, nil or the 

data collected was based on self-reports instead or objeetive measurers or pcrf(mnnnce. Like 

most other survey studies this npprom.:h may in1late parameter estimates (Egan, Yang & 13urlldt 

2004). 

aution should therefore be applied generalizing the results of this study. The research should be 

seen as n starting point f'or research in the Learning Organization in the pharmaceutical industry. 

11 is anticipalL'd that this study will rekindle interest and research in the ph. nnaceutical and other 

:m.·a . l·utlll"l' n.:.scarch should u c multiple research mt:thods for data c )lll't:tiL1n in onkr h) obtain 

dccprr ~tnd 111 m~; t"'iablc dntu. l•inally, n.: carch h ntll involv tak holth:rs, olh~.:r than 

employee in, es in • or •aniz tiona I p rl H llHIItr.·c such a .u tom r and ownct s. 

5. 6 I 111 p 1 i cation on poI i r ' and p ra d il· · 

< n in<li idual learning, the study rcveale that 11 dim n 1011 \\ re 1 1 nt in th tl 

pham1, "uti , I m nuf1 cturing indu try, alth u 'h di p riti n finn 

Indi •i tu 1 learnin • is vit I for u t, in bilit 11 p l min • IIlli\ l 

r niz ti n. p pie p ·rcei ' 



Regarding team learning, the study noted that it was occurring and the mean score was even 

higher than that lor individual learning. This too, is nn important finding ns it is only at the team 

level that systematic improvements begin. To further levemgc on the benefits ol' team learning 

managers would need to provide further development opportunities i()r team skills and 

communication. Further studies on the team learning disparities and the impact would shed more 

light on such factors as influence of the particular manager of the team. Such information would 

be relevant for incorporation in managerial development programs and other training activities. 

On the organiz;tt ion level of learning, the results were rather sporadic. These , ariables are 

contingent 011 the more deeply structured learning that is vital for sustaining and improving the 

cmn.:nt Jenming c.:nvironmc.:nt. Learning and knowlcdg~.; acquisition can only oft~r bcnc1its if the 

knowk·d 'l: i. c:1pttln.:d und shnn.:d, not only within the.: pll!llllll ·uti~: d linn , hut alst) with other 

takcholdcr. who nr relevant. lnnovati ,n n.: ptirc su h know! I,., 1an t, 'Is 1111 1 1 ._ d . 1 ~ 

hould th ref( 1 consider entrenching sy temic lcmning nnd ret nun' u h lcarnin '·'I hi \'Ull 

stnrt with the design and integration 

sub quent retenti n ofkn wledge. 

n th r ovemr hing dimen ion i th, t 

th ·r p n I • min 

tJ I 

that nahl I "linin 111 l the 

th tu . lnt 1 tin 



Acknowledging tl1 at it is leaders who are empowered to address systematic learning organization 

deficiencies, the results lend credence to the fact that leaders especially those at the top do 

support learning and can fac ilitate the design or strntcgics that will ensure the plwrmnccuticnl 

firms do progress towards lea rning organizations. 

The find ings for this tudy also have several important implications for human resource 

development practice. They results do reinforce the notion that systemic interventions that 

address a variety and difl~rent combinations of learning organization characteristic are more 

likely to he successful in improving performance than interventions that pure!) focus 011 one or 

limitL·d dimcn ions. llowevcr, the results of this study l'urther imply that when it comes to 

perform:tnCL', !Iiiii ' form in • the ~trudural and cultural dimensions of the \earning or •tmiL:ation 

appn>a ·h hould h · •ranted th lit t priority. 'I hi i in t 111 I 111 with 1 1tin • a continuous 

1 nmin, ~:n •inllllll ·nt :tod knowlcd' · di · minalion. 

'I h iml rtnn e o1 und ·r tnn ling h w th c nccpt ofth I amin nizati n anal ·t th 

r anizati n b mes more critical and can be mo tly pre i ted 111 nt , h 11 it i 

of th m st import nt urce fi r c tin 

n e I t th t th h 



There is also need for managers to comprehensively appreciate the relationship between the 

concept of Learning Organization and firms performance nnd idcnti f'y how human resource 

practices that promote and sustain learning ns not~d thnt h.:arning practices inllucncc 

performance from various perspectives. 
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APPRNDlCES 

Appendix 1: Survey lnslntnH' nt 

Learning in Organizations 

Thank you for taking the time to answer this survey. This survey is being conducted in the 
strictest confidence and no organization or individual will be identified in the final results. Your 
candid answers will benefit everyone involved or interested in learning in organizations. 

In fructions 

Please place a tiel· " or X in the box that reflects your view and write your answers in the space 
provided. PleaSL' answer t.!Yery question ; there are no right or wrong answers. 

P \R I A. \BO U'l \ OlJ 

1. \Vhilh of Ill· fi>llowill • 5 cal bc;st dt: scrih~.;s 
'-~+=~~~=r== 

J.Sl· Jlior 2.1\liddlr 
\ J :1 II .q~ t' llll' II t 

-L ' <llt-Jll:tllagrmrnt- - ' .:'1. 1 ou - managrm 
p h ,, r m a ci t - n o 11 Ph ~11·m a r i t 

2. Jl, ve y u ev r participated 1 n managem nt lr in in 
el pm nt pr •run? 

] 1 () J 

r 

() l')' 

Ill 11 1\lt.:lll 



P AR T D. ABO UT Y O UR DE P AR T M ENT 

Description Never A lmos t So mcti A lm ost A lwnys 
Never III CS 

A lwuys 

1 r;- my department, people openly discuss 2 3 4 5 6 
mistakes in order to learn from them. 

In my department, people ickntify skills - -2 2 3 4 5 6 
they need for future tasks. 

3 In my department, people help each other 1 2 3 5 6 
Jearn. 

4 J n my depnrtment, people can get funding 1 2 3 4 5 6 
and other resources to support their 
learning. 

5 In my ckpmlllH.:nl , peopk arl.: giwn time 1 2 3 5 6 
to uppurl I ·:tming. 

() In Ill)' dep:utllt~nl , pcopll: view problems 1 2 
in tilL ir wmk us an oppotlunily to h.:arn. 

7 

In my <I parlm ·nt, p opl give op ·n aud J 
hun t fe dhack to ·nch other. 

partment, pe ple listen t 
f1 re spec king. 



Description Never Almost Rarely So meti Almost Always 
Never lliC S 

Alwnys 

--
15 In my department, teams/groups 1 rca t 2 3 4 5 6 

members as equals, regardless or position. 

--
16 fn my department, teams/groups Co~.:us 2 3 4 5 6 

both on the group's task and on how well 
the group is working. 

- --
17 In my derartment, teams/groups revtsc 1 2 3 4 5 6 

their thinking as a result or group 
discussions or information collected. 

In my department, teams/groups are 1 2 3 5 6 
rewarded for their achievement as a 

In my department, tl!ams/groups are 2 3 5 6 
conlident th·tt the depmtment will act on 
their n.:comnH:ndations. 

ll I.:S two-way 1 2 J 6 
I I •1tlnr ha is, tu:h a 

2 J c. 

lnfl nnati1 n fit AllY time quickly an I 
e ily. 

dl up-to-date 



28 

Description 

their work assignments. 

My department 
contribute to 
vision/goals. 

invites 
the 

Never 

people to 
depurtmcnl's 

-- -·l---
29 My department gives people control over 1 

the resources they need to accomplish 
the ir work. 

30 My departmen t supports emplo)ees who 1 
take calculated risks. 

31 t\ lj department builds alignment of 1 
vi;-;ion /gcwls across diJT~rent levels and 
work gmups. 

ly tkpmtmcnt ll~,;lps cmployet:s balance 
\\ork :tnd Jiunily. 

ly d ·p 11tmt:nt 'JH.:Illll ngl·. pcopk: to 
think lro111 a gloh,d p 'l.Spcctivc. 

the impact of 1 

Almost Rarely Someti Almost Always 
Never mes 

Always 

--

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 

2 3 4 5 6 



Description Never Almost Rnrely So mcti Almost Always 
Never mes 

Always 

- - -r-- -- --
vision/goals. 

- - - - - - -
41 In my department, leaders mentor and I 2 3 4 5 6 

coach those they lead . 
-- - - - -

42 In my department, leaders continually 1 2 3 4 5 6 
look for opportunities to learn 

-
43 In my department, leaders ensure that the 1 2 3 4 5 6 

department's actions nre consistent with 
tlH.: values. 

--

P\1~ I C. \BO UT VOUR ORG A I SAT fO 

In l hi t.: ct ion W\.': a ,. you to rcfkct Oil your view 0 r thl: pcrftnmant:t: 0 r your or ':111 i'lntion. lbsctl 

on '<Hit' ·:1 ·d 11 • nnd p r' pti m pka c tult: tlw c ·tent to \\hi h ' l u b ·li ·v ~·arh t·ttunc:ni is 

• c untl • ahout yow or •unization'. cutrclll p ·rlotnJOuH.:c when com1 are I to th 11 ·viou ) uu. 

ot 
Vl'r; 
true 

Prohahly 'lrm \ l'r~ 

not true trm 



Description Not Not Probably Probably True Very 
very true not 1rne true true 
true 

48 ln the past year, the capacity or this 2 3 4 5 6 
organization has increased to meet 
the needs or our market. 

49 In my organization, we serve more 1 2 3 4 5 6 
people for the same shilling than 
last year. 

--50 In my organization, consumer 1 2 3 5 6 
.sati.sf'uction is greater than last year. 

51 In my l)rgunizution, the number or 1 2 3 5 6 
.sugg~;st ion i m plementcd is greater 
than last ye·tr. 

In my organiz·ttion, in thc past year - --- - --1 2 J 5 6 
I hl'l'l' hns hl'l'll innovntion in the 
:;t:rvicc /products provith:d. 

5 6 

In my or •aniz, tion, the percent, ge 2 J 5 h 
oft t. I spending on techn I gy nd 
in nnati n pr ce sing is greater 
th n I t year. 

11 Ill r U I 



PART D. YOUR EXPERIENCE 

In this section we ask you to share your views on learning in your organization. 

57. Think about your workplace. In what ways has your workplace had un impact upon the ski ll s 

and knowledge that you have learnt? 

58. What has prevented you from trying out new skills that you have learnt? 

5'J. \i hat lws encoutft 't'd you to try out new skills that you have lc:amt? 

>0 . In y n1r ( pmton what an.: the influence · m the pharma uti ·al 111 u ·tr • lh t p1 \'l'llt 01 

cnc ur ' learning? 

II IJI U 



Appendix 2: Complementary Letter to 1hc Respondents 

U n i v e r s i ty of Nair o b i 
School of Bu s iness 
PO Bo x 30197, 
Nairobi. 
Telephone +254 020 732160 

To Whom It ftfay Con cern: 

D a tc 

The bearer or this letter ______ ·-· ·--- ___ ---------------_Reg istrat ion 
number -------------- .Telephone_______ _ ____ _ _______ is a 
Mnster or Business Administration (MBA) student at the University of Nairobi. 

The student n.:krr~:d to above is n:quin.:d to umlcrtnke n.:scan;h on an itkntitit:d topic on the 
n:Jatiutl hip h ·t\ lell I ·nming or •:111i~ation and perli.mn:IIK'e of' plnrm:ll'l . .'llti ·al manul'1dllnn • 
li11lls in ' ·ny . 

\ ' oul I th r f01 pprcciate your n si tancc m enabling th tud nt t > lk t Ill t . II 
in nnatic 11 c1 llccted will be treate a 

be u e I olely fi r tltc purpo c of acad ·mic research and in no • • ' ·n ) ur r niz ti n l 
implicated in th research lm lings. 

th 11 I rt 



A pp e ndi x 3: L ist of l oca l Ph a r maceuti ca l Ma nufac tu r in g F irm s 

1. Alpha Medica l Manuracturers 

2. Bela I Iea lthca re (Shelys Pharmaceutica ls) 

3. Cosmos Limited 

4. Dawa Pharmaceuticals Limited 

5. Didy Pharmaceutical 

6. Diversey Lever 

7. b li Li lly (Su isse) SA 

X. hlys Ch~mical l ndustri~s Limited 

<>. II i •It 'hc..:m East Afl·ica Limi ted 

I 0. I vet· 1\quu 1 ~ 1 '% Limited At hi l{iwr 

ll. I 1 ·' Phmmac~:utkal Lilllil ·d 

12. I nhar Brother. Kenya) Limit "d 

I . ovartis f hon Poulenic Limited 

14. velty lanufacturer Limi ed 

15. I fizer orp (Ag ncy 

I . I h tm uti al 1 nu, turing 

17.1 h rn ·uti 

. I hillit 

Lin it· 

I imit 

K Limit 


