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Abstract

This study aims to examine the effect of organizational learning capability on product innovation performance in the
manufacturing sector using empirical data. A survey was conducted with 120 firms that were on the list of Top 1000 Firms
of Turkey and registered with the Istanbul Chamber of Industry, to examine the relationship between the dimensions of
organizational learning capability and the dimensions of product innovation performance. The findings of the study indicate
a positive relationship between organizational learning capability and product innovation performance.
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1. Introduction

Recent studies argue that organizational learning
is a must for businesses (Garcia-Morales et al. 2007) and
that it represents a modern approach to management that
could solve many problems which businesses encounter
(Aydemir, 2000, Santos-Vijande and Alvarez-Gonzalez,
2007). Organizational learning capability, a closely
related concept, has not received the same level of
attention given to organizational learning. In the
literature on management, organizational learning
capability is defined as an organizational capability that
makes effective organizational learning possible by
managing the process of organizational learning (Gomez
et al., 2005). Innovation is another concept that has
received a lot of attention in recent years. Many studies
describe innovation as a critical factor for organizational
survival in the contemporary world. Studies on
innovation usually employ a comprehensive definition
that includes innovation in processes, services, structure,
and management (Hult et al., 2004). Product innovation
is another type of innovation that allows a more precise
measurement. There are many studies establishing the
strong positive relationship between innovation and

organizational learning (Hurley and Hult, 1998;

Damanpour, 1991; Goes and Park, 1997), but the number
of studies examining the relationship between innovation
and organizational learning capability is very limited
(Alegra and Chiva, 2008). Focusing on organizational
learning capability rather than on organizational learning
would contribute to the literature by helping fill this
important gap. In addition, most of the existing studies
were conducted in Anglo-Saxon countries, with a dearth
of studies on developing economies. Within this
framework, the present study aims to examine the
relationship between organizational learning capability
and product innovation performance of manufacturing
firms in Turkey, and identify the dimensions of
organizational learning capability that affect product

innovation performance.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Organizational Learning Capability
Organizational learning and organizational
learning capability are treated separately in the relevant
literature, with the former being defined as an effort to
develop methods for the generation and practical
management of organizational knowledge (Calantone et
al., 2002). According to another definition, provided by
Argyris, organizational learning takes place when
members of an organization identify and correct mistakes
in the prevailing behavioral theory of the organization
and respond to changes in the internal and external
environment, and the new knowledge is recorded in the
organizational memory (Sinkula et al, 1997).
Organizational learning capability, on the other hand,
consists of the features that shape the process of

organizational learning. Organizational learning
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capability refers to the ability of an organization to
engage in management activities in line with structures
and procedures that support and facilitate learning (Goh,
2003). According to another definition, organizational
learning capability refers to patterns of action that allow
an organization to process knowledge and experience,
generate new knowledge on the basis of existing
knowledge and experience, and store knowledge for later
use when the need arises (Garbi, 1998;
Ussahawanichakit, 2008). Hsu and Fang (2008) define
organizational learning capability as the ability to adopt
and transfer new knowledge, and to use this knowledge
in the process of product development for competitive
advantage and higher production speeds. In yet another
attempt, Pmar and Arikan (2015) define organizational
learning capability as the ability of an organization to
develop new knowledge and approaches that could
potentially affect the existing mode of operation of the
organization.  Finally, March (1991) examines
organizational learning capability from two different
perspectives: exploitation and exploration. The first
approach, exploitation, views organizational learning as
the accumulation of knowledge and experience. In this
approach, the main organizational capabilities are failure
detection and correction (Argyris and Schon, 1996) and
memory and organizational routines (Walsh and Ungson,
1991; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Prahalad and Hamel,
1994; Prieto and Revilla, 2006). The second approach,
exploration, emphasizes the exploratory nature of
organizational learning capability. In this approach,
organizational learning is seen as the driving force
behind change, flexibility, and innovation (Prieto and
Revilla, 2006). According to this approach, the main

organizational capabilities are scanning, problem solving
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(Simon, 2000), variety of ideas (Van de Ven and Polley,
1992), and organizational renewal (Senge, 2007; Barr et
al., 1992).

The first organizational learning capability is the
ability of an organization to detect failures and correct
them for future action plans. The absence of this
capability results in repeated failure and faulty learning
(Fiol and Lyles, 1985; Garbi, 1998). Garvin argues that
organizations need to conduct systematic reviews their
successes and failures to be able to learn (Lynn et al.,
2000).

Operation and implementation routines are
related to organizational routines such as rules, policies,
and standard operating procedures  concerning
knowledge, communication, and coordination systems.
Organizational routines (regular and predictable
behaviors implicit in processes and product and service
standards) are important avenues for learning to take
place (Spicer and Smith, 2006). For organizational
learning to take place, there must be proper mechanisms
in place to transfer the acquired knowledge from the
individual employee to the team, and from the team to
the larger organization (Jerez et al. 2008). In addition,
operation and implementation routines serve as
knowledge stores developed by organizations to respond
to structural or frequent problems (Garbi, 1998; Weick,
1991). They show that the organization has the ability to
store, transfer, and remember past experiences, in other
words, organizational memory (Huber, 1991; Walsh and
Ungson, 1991). Organizational learning is closely related
to past experiences stored in the memory. These records
and experiences greatly facilitate employees’ access to

knowledge (Lynn et al., 2000).
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Problem solving is another organizational
learning capability. In addition to rules and procedures to
deal with frequently repeated structural problems,
organizations must have problem solving skills to
overcome new problems for which no previous action
plan exists (Garbi, 1998). The problem solving capability
of an organization is also a reflection of its ability to
generate new knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990).
Problem solving skills allow organizations to interpret
new knowledge, and question and re-define existing
knowledge (Singh, 2006).

Scanning refers to the ability of an organization
to collect information on its external environment and
identify threats and opportunities (Daft and Weick,
1984). Scanning capability is necessary for the
generation of new and appropriate knowledge.
Environmental scanning involves conducting research on
customers, competitors, suppliers, and technological
trends and regulatory changes affecting the sector. This
knowledge is usually acquired through informal means
such as individual contacts and social networks, not
through formal channels (Hambrick, 1982). This is done
to ensure that the efforts of employees are based on valid
knowledge of the internal and external environment of
the organization (Singh, 2006).

This dimension refers to the ability of an
organization to create many new ideas and approach
issues from different perspectives. This ability distributes
new solutions, new perspectives, and new knowledge
throughout the organization (Singh, 2006). It is related to
the structural characteristics of the organization (Garbi,

1998), and involves searching for new solutions to

problems using novel methods and procedures (Alegre
and Chiva, 2008).

Continuous renewal, the last item on the list of
organizational learning capabilities, refers to the ability
of an organization to continuously search for new ways
of overcoming obstacles to organizational change and
new methods of doing business more effectively (McGill
and Slocum, 199; Senge, 2007). This capability is
implicit in Huber’s (1991) definition of organizational
learning as a change in the organization’s field of
potential behaviors, and Argyris’ definition of
organizational learning as removing obstacles to
organizational change. This dimension of organizational
learning capability has been studied in the context of
elements that facilitate organizational change, such as
flexibility, inclusiveness, creativity, and teamwork
(Koffman and Senge, 1993; McGill and Slocum, 1993;
Senge, 2007).

2.2. Innovation and Product Innovation

Innovation, the focus of much recent topic in the
literature, has been defined in different ways. According
to Garcia and Calantone (2002), innovation refers to
change that result in commercial benefit and that is based
on new ideas or implementation of existing knowledge in
novel ways. Atik (2005) defines innovation as ‘“the
process of transforming an idea into a marketable product
or service, or into a new or improved method of
manufacturing or distribution”. The U.S. National
Science  Foundation defines innovation as the
transformation of knowledge into products, processes,
systems, or services (Atik, 2005). According to another
definition provided by Amabile et al. (1996), innovation

is the successful implementation of creative ideas in an
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organization. Thompson defines innovation as the
production, adoption, and implementation of new ideas,
processes, products, and services (Yeung et al., 2007;
Oskarsson, 2003).  Finally, Schumpeter defines
innovation as the use of inventions to create new
commercial products or services. According to
Schumpeter, innovation is a driving force behind the
creation of demand for goods and services (Kirchhoff,
1994). In addition to the definitions of the concept of
innovation, there are also a number of classifications in
the literature. The two most commonly used
classifications are based on the degree (radical or
gradual) and focus (product or process) of innovation
(Giiles and Biilbiil, 2004). Atik (2005) classifies
innovation into three types: product innovation, process
innovation, and organizational innovations. In another
classification, Ozen and Bingél (2007) offer a fourfold
typology: product innovation, process innovation,
marketing innovation, and organizational innovation.
Hult et al. (2004) argue that a new service or product, a
new manufacturing process, a new structure or
administrative system can all be described as innovation.
Durna (2002), on the other hand, classifies innovation
into categories of product and process innovation, radical
and incremental innovation, and business innovation.
Apart from these definitions and classifications
regarding innovation in general, product innovation is
defined in the literature as a change in the products
manufactured or services offered by a firm. Batmaz and
Ozcan (2008) define product innovation as the
transformation of an idea into a marketable,
new/improved product, method, or service at the end of
the production process. According to another definition,

product innovation refers to a new product/service or an
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improvement that increases the life cycle or
competitiveness of an existing product or service; it
means the launch of a new product or service or major
improvements in the functional or user features of
existing goods and services (Durna, 2002; Ozen and
Bing6l, 2007). There are two types of product
innovation: new products and improved products. A new
product is a product that significantly differs from
previous ones with its technological features. The novelty
of the new product may be the result of new knowledge,
a novel combination of existing technologies, or a radical
new technology. An improved product, on the other
hand, is the result of an improvement in the performance
of an existing product (Batmaz and Ozcan, 2008).
Product innovation performance, one of the
focuses of the present study, is a multi-dimensional
concept. Researchers use different performance
assessment criteria depending on the focus of their
studies. For example, Hsu and Fang (2008) examined
product development performance in terms of market
performance, financial performance, customer
performance, and product performance. According to
Freeman, product innovation is a process that includes
technical design, research and development, production,
and administrative and commercial activities for the
marketing of a new or improved product (Alegre and
Chiva, 2006). The present study measures product
innovation performance in two dimensions: innovation
efficacy and innovation efficiency. Both dimensions are
widely discussed in the literature on innovation.
Innovation efficacy measures the market performance of
an innovation, using indicators such as product range,
market share, and expansion to new markets, and

captures the level of success of an innovation. Innovation
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efficiency, on the other hand, measures the amount of
effort spent for an innovation project to succeed (Alegre
and Chiva, 2008). This study measures innovation

performance using a metric that combines both aspects.

3. The Relationship between Organizational
Learning Capability and Product Innovation
Performance

As mentioned above, organizational learning
capability involves the generation and use of new
knowledge that improves organizational performance.
Learning is key for speed and flexibility in the process of
product development, and systematic learning on the
basis of past experiences is critical in the first stages of
product development process (Nederhof et al., 2002). An
organization that is capable of generating new knowledge
and integrating it with existing knowledge using different
methods is expected to perform well in terms of product
innovation and manufacturing process. In addition, the
process of developing new products requires continuous
organizational renewal (Calantone et al., 2002). In this
context, learning capability is seen as a key factor for an
organization to innovate (Jerez, 2005; Alegre and Chiva,
2008; Sinkula et al. 1997; Calantone et al. 2002). A
learning-focused company would have the knowledge
and skills to understand and meet customer needs, to
better analyze rivals’ strengths and weaknesses, and to be
more effective in drawing lessons from failures and
successes. Such companies would also be more effective
in making innovation compared to their competitors, and
make more innovations (Garcia- Morales et al. 2007).
There are other studies in the literature examining the

relationship between organizational learning capability

and product innovation performance. Lynn et al. (1999),
for example, found that higher levels of organizational
learning were associated with higher levels of success in
product development. In other words, an increase in
organizational learning capability is accompanied by a
parallel increase in innovation capability (Hsu and Fang,
2008; Ussahawanitchakit, 2008; Akgiin et al. 2007;
Phromket and Ussahawanicthakit, 2009). Innovation is a
process of individual and collective learning that
facilitates finding new methods to solve problems, and is
associated with learning capability, which makes it
possible for an organization to generate, transfer and
make use of new knowledge (Alegre and Chiva, 2008;
Sinkula et al. 1997; Calantone et al. 2002). Therefore, we

hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1: Dimensions of organizational
learning capability have a positive effect on product
innovation efficiency (effort spent on successful

innovation).

Hypothesis 2: Dimensions of organizational
learning capability have a positive effect on product

innovation efficacy (level of success of an innovation).
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model of the Research
Source: Figure complied by authors

4. Research Methodology

This study aims to examine the effects of
organizational learning capability on the dimensions of
product innovation performance. To this end, a survey
was conducted with 407 firms that were among the
largest 1000 firms of Turkey according to Istanbul
Chamber of Commerce’s 2008 data, and that had their
head offices in Istanbul. Istanbul was chosen because it is
the province with the largest manufacturing capacity in
Turkey, making the largest contribution to overall
economy, and is the city from which the greatest
numbers of patent applications originate according to the
Turkish Patent Institute. A decision was made to conduct
a survey with high level executives of 120 manufacturing
companies, representing 30% of the population, who
were selected using stratified random sampling from
each sector. Appointments were made with high level
executives (general manager, assistant general manager,
R&D manager, etc.) of the 120 firms selected using
stratified random sampling. The survey was conducted

using face to face interviews with the executives
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whenever possible, and via e-mail or phone when that
option was not available. The following table reports the
total number of firms by sector and the number of firms
that participated in the study, and provides a description

of the 31 NACE codes used to identify sectors.

Table 1: The Number and Distribution of Firms to

Sectors using the 31-item NACE List

Number of
Firms
Participating
in the Study,
30% of the
Total, Selected
Using
Stratified
Sampling

Number
of Firms
in the
Sector

NACE

CODE NACE Description

Manufacture of food
products, beverages, 49 14

DA and tobacco

Manufacture of
textiles and textile 72 21

DB products

Manufacture of
leather and leather - R

DC products

Manufacture of wood

DD and wood products

Manufacture of pulp,
paper, and paper
products; publishing
and printing

22 7
DE

Manufacture of coke,
refined petroleum
products, and nuclear
DF fuel

11 3

Manufacture of
chemicals, chemical
products and man-
made fibers

44 13
DG

Manufacture of
rubber and plastic 22 7

DH products

Manufacture of other
non-metallic mineral 33 10
DI products

Manufacture of basic
metals and fabricated 69 21
DJ metal products

Manufacture of
machinery and 48 14

DK equipment n.e.c.

Manufacture of
electrical and optical 10 3

DL equipment

Manufacture of

. 20 6
transport equipment

DM

DN Manufacturing n.e.c. - -

TOTAL 405 120

Source: Table complied by authors
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The questionnaire consisted of 53 items, eight of
which were multiple choice questions, and 43 Likert
scale items. Of the 43 five-point Likert scale items in the
questionnaire, 32 measured dimensions of organizational
learning capability, and 11 measured product innovation
performance. The questionnaire was developed using
scales that are shown to have high validity and reliability
in the literature. To measure dimensions of
organizational learning capability, the scale used in
Garbi’s (1998) doctoral dissertation titled “Contingencies
of Learning: Essays on the Strategic Implications of
Organizational Learning, Organizational Environments
and Knowledge Sharing” was implement, along with the
scale used by Yeung et al. (1999). Six dimensions of
organizational learning capability were examined:
Failure detection and correction, operation and
implementation  routines  (organizational memory),
scanning, variety of ideas, continuous renewal, and
problem solving. The reliability figure for the dimensions
of organizational learning capability varied between
0.721 and 0.817. KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy) sampling adequacy coefficient,
which is a measure of appropriateness of exploratory
factor analysis, was 0.749. The results of Bartlett’s Test
of Sphericity, conducted to determine whether
meaningful factors could be extracted, were satisfactory
(665,579; p<0.000). The six factors extracted explain
62.806% of the total variance.

The scale used to measure product innovation
performance, on the other hand, consisted of two
dimensions: product efficacy, which measures the level
of success of an innovation, and product efficiency,

which measures the effort spent on successful innovation.

To measure product innovation, the scale used by Alegre
and Chiva (2008) in their article titled, “Assessing the
Impact of Organizational Learning Capability on Product
Innovation Performance: An Empirical Test” was
implemented. Product efficacy dimension consists of
items that measure market performance of products, such
as the expansion of product range, market share, and
expansion into new markets. Performance criteria for
product efficiency, on the other hand, underlined the
importance of the efficiency of the product development
process, and focused on the speed and total cost of
product development. This scale has been used in a
number of previous studies (Valle and Avella, 2003;
Alegre et al. 2006). The reliability coefficient of the scale
is 0.743 for the efficiency dimension, and 0.751 for the
efficacy dimension. KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure
of Sampling Adequacy) sampling adequacy measure was
0.833. The results of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were
satisfactory (336,278; p<0.000). The two factors

extracted explain 60.669% of the total variance.

5. Analysis of Findings

In terms of the demographics of participants,
most executives who participated in the study were heads
of human resources or R&D, followed by general
managers and board members. A great majority of the
participants had 5 to 15 years of management experience.
Most firms who participated in the study were active in
their sector for at least 15 years, and had more than 250
employees. Almost all of the firms who participated in
the study had a formal R&D department, and more than
half cooperated with a technology development institute

such as TEKMER (Technology Development Center),
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TUBITAK (The Scientific and Technological Research
Council of Turkey), or Teknokent (Technocity). As a
result, the number of utility model patents developed by
the firms that participated in the study was relatively
high. The contribution of new products, developed within
the last five years, to total sales, was around 50-60% for
most of the participants. A great majority of the firms
that participated in the study have export levels of about
50%, and many have no foreign partners.

Table 2: Research and Development Activities of the

Firms

Has partnership with a technology development

institute N %
Yes 69 57.5
No 51 425
The number of utility model patents registered

within the last five years N %
Less than 5 10 8.3
5-10 17 14.2
11-15 6 5.0
15-20 69 575
More than 20 18 15.0
Formal R&D Department N %
Yes 103 85.8
No 17 14.2
Share of new products developed within the last

five years in total sales N %
Less than 10% 8 6.7
15-20% 9 75
25-35% 7 75
40-50% 6 5.0
50-60% 60 50.0
More than 60% 30 25.0
Share of Exports N %
Less than 5% 7 5.8
5-10% 11 9.2
11-20% 3 25
21-35% 9 75
36-49% 67 55.8
More than 50% 23 19.2
Foreign Partner N %
Yes 26 21.7
No 94 78.3
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Table 3: Correlations between Organizational
Learning Capability and Dimensions of Product

Innovation Performance

Variables  Mean S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8

1. Operation

and

Implementatio

nRoutines 409 049 (0.721)

2.Problem

Solving 385 044 0262" (0.745)

3.Scaming 410 038 0449™ 0508" (0761)

4. Continuous

Renewal 403 050 0404™ 0421" 0498 (0801)

3. Variety

of Ideas 39 044 04377 0481" 0411 0345 (0.752)

6. Failure

Detectionand

Corection 400 040 0536 0408 0509™ 0398" 0475 (0817)

ffg‘"‘““"" 307 0481 0554 0476 0552 0360" 0454™ 0703" (751)
cacy

§.Innovation

Efficiency

402 0479 0490™ 0351% 0523" 0388% 034" 0632° 0729" (0.743)

* Significant at 0.01 level (two-way)

Table 3 shows that there is a strong relationship
between innovation efficiency and innovation efficacy.
In other words, when the effort spent on successful
innovation increases, so does the level of success of the
innovation. Failure detection and correction, which is an
important  dimension of  organizational learning
capability, has a very strong and positive relationship
with both innovation efficacy; that is to say, the level of
success of an innovation, and innovation efficiency.
Operation and implementation routines are also highly
positively correlated with the effort spent on innovation
and the level of innovation success. The other
dimensions of organizational learning capability have
moderate positive correlations with the dimensions of
product innovation performance. Higher levels of
organizational learning capability are associated with
higher levels of product innovation performance. Failure
detection and correction, scanning, and operation and
implementation routines are the leading dimensions that

improve product innovation performance.
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Table 4: Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis
between Dimensions of Organizational Learning

Capability and Innovation Efficiency

Independent Variables Beta

values cance
Level

0.098 0517 4765 0.000

d Error

Failure Detection and
Correction
Operation and

Implementation Routines 0.084 0.213 2.580 0011

Scanning 0.115 0.385 3.931 0.000
Continuous Renewal 0.080 0.053 0.634 0527
Variety of Ideas 0.093 -0.048 -0.555 0.580
Problem Solving 0.095 0.026 0.304 0.762

Standar t Signifi

products. These findings provide partial support to

hypothesis 1.

Table 5: Results of the Multiple Regression Analysis
between Dimensions of Organizational Learning

Capability and Innovation Efficacy

R=0.688 R’=0.473 F=16.939 p=0.000

Table 4 reports the results of the multiple
regression analysis between the dimensions of
organizational learning capability and product innovation
efficiency; that is to say, the amount of effort spent on
developing new products. The table shows that three of
the independent variables are significant predictors of the
dependent variable: failure detection and correction,
operation and implementation routines, and scanning.
These variables have high levels of statistical
significance (p=0.00 and p<0.005). The R value (0.688)
represents the correlation between the dependent variable
and independent variables. Higher R values indicate that
there is a highly significant relationship between
dependent and independent variables. The R? shows the
percentage of variation in the dependent variable that is
explained by independent variables. Dimensions of
organizational learning capability explain 48% of the
variation in this dimension of product innovation
performance. Timely detection and correction of the
failures in the processes of an organization, and effective
analysis of the internal and external environment have

positive effects on the effort spent on developing new

Signific
Standard t ance

Independent Variables  Error Beta  values Level
Scanning 0.116 0.359 3.894 0.000
Variety of Ideas 0.094 0.209 2436 0.016
Problem Solving 0.100 0.180 1.963 0.048
Continuous Renewal 0.083 033 0.386 0.363
Failure Detection and

Correction 0.088 0569 5.717 0.000
Operation and

Implementation Routines 0.072 0.249 2.754 0.001

R=0.770 R?*=0.593 F=27.420 p=0.000

Table 5 reports the results of the multiple
regression analysis conducted to examine the relationship
between dimensions of organizational learning capability
and innovation efficacy; that is to say, the level of
innovation success, in more detail. The table shows that
five of the independent variables are significant
predictors of the dependent variable: Failure detection
and correction, scanning, problem solving, variety of
ideas, and operation and implementation routines. These
variables have high levels of statistical significance
(p=0.00 and p<0.005). Dimensions of organizational
learning capability explain 60% of the variation in this
dimension of product innovation performance. In other
words, the model has a high predictive power. The ability
of an organization to solve problems quickly and
efficiently, to adapt to changes in its internal and external
environments and detect opportunities, to facilitate the
sharing of different ideas, to analyze the failures in

business processes and prepare action plans to address
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these failures, to make successful use of past experiences
and accumulated knowledge, and to make these part of
its operating routines positively effects the level of
innovation success. These findings provide partial

support to hypothesis 2.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

This study focused on an interesting topic in the
literature: The relationship between organizational
learning capability, and a performance indicator affected
by this capability, namely, product innovation
performance. The findings of the study have implications
both for the specific literature and for practitioners.
Overall, it was found that most firms who participated in
the study possessed organizational learning capability.
The average scores, out of 5, for the dimensions of
organizational learning capability were above 4.00. The
lowest scores were received for the dimensions of
problem solving and variety of ideas. The relatively
lower scores received for problem solving and variety of
ideas may be explained with reference to cultural factors,
or to the inability on the part of the firms to establish
flexible  organizational  structures. A  flexible
organizational structure facilitates knowledge sharing
through  informal  communication and  control
mechanisms, and requires individuals to adapt to
changing circumstances and positions rather than
adhering to rigid job descriptions. Failure to extend a
flexible organizational structure to all the processes in an
organization may have stunted the development of
variety of ideas, which requires free circulation of
knowledge, and problem solving capability, which
requires associating activities with one another. In

addition, the dominance of collectivism as opposed to
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individualism in Turkey, and high levels of power
distance may have presented obstacles to the free
expression of ideas by individuals.

In terms of product innovation performance,
firms that participated in the study perceived themselves
as having higher levels of innovation efficacy, also
known as the level of innovation success, and higher
levels of innovation efficiency, also known as the effort
put into successful innovation, compared to their rivals.
Almost all of the firms that participated in the study had
a formal R&D department. More than half of the
participating firms either cooperated with a technology
development institute in the past, or have ongoing
cooperation on various projects. The firms that
participated in the survey have registered a significant
number of utility model patents within the last five years.
Al of these factors are thought to have contributed to the
product innovation performance of the firms.

The multiple regression analysis conducted
showed that dimensions of organizational learning
capability have a positive effect on product innovation
performance. Failure detection and correction, scanning,
variety of ideas, problem solving, and operation and
implementation routines (organizational memory) were
found to affect the efficacy dimension of innovation. A
firm’s ability to detect failures in existing processes and
prevent the repetition of these failures in the future by
preparing action plans is relatively important for the
success of innovation activities. A firm’s ability to solve
new problems that are not covered by the action plans; to
perceive threats and opportunities in a timely manner and
take proactive action; to create knowledge, experience,
and lessons learned a part of the organizational memory;

and to have a structure and a culture that allow the
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expression of new ideas have a positive effect on the
level of success of a newly developed product.
Dimensions of organizational learning capacity that were
found to affect the second dimension of product
innovation performance, innovation efficiency were
scanning, operation and implementation routines, and
failure detection and correction. The ability of the firms
to effectively detect failures in their processes and
develop action plans to address them, to conduct detailed
analyses of their internal and external environments, and
to take proactive action to make good use of
opportunities were factors that positively affected the
effort to develop new products. Similarly, the ability to
make knowledge part of the organizational memory and
to make effective use of memory increased the effort put
into innovation and its efficiency. Findings of the present
study on the relationship between organizational learning
capability and product innovation performance are in line
with those of earlier studies in the literature (Jerez, 2005;
Alegre and Chiva, 2008; Sinkula et al. 1997; Calantone
et al. 2002).

After this brief recap of the main findings, the
contributions of the study to the relevant literature and to
business practitioners can be stated as follows:
Organizational learning has been the subject of many
discussions both in the academic literature and in the
business world, but the concept of organizational
learning capability has received relatively scant attention
to this day. In previous studies, organizational learning is
usually measured using dimensions of a learning
organization. The scale used in the present study
emphasizes, unlike other scales commonly used in the

literature, March’s (1991) perspective on organizational

learning capabilities (exploitative and exploratory
capabilities). Thus, the focus in the present study on the
dimensions of organizational learning capability, and the
use of a scale to examine organizational learning
capabilities constitutes an important contribution to the
wider literature on organizational learning. This study
provides an empirical measurement of organizational
learning capability, and examines its relationship with
product innovation, which has been the focus of many
studies in recent years. There are very few studies in the
literature that examine organizational learning capability
in the context of product innovation, and the few studies
that exist usually adopt a micro perspective and focus on
developed economies, with virtually no studies
conducted on developing countries (Calantone et al.
2002; Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Hsu and Fang, 2008).
The sample of firms examined in this study is
representative  of manufacturing companies in a
developing economy, adding to the significance of the
study. For businesses operating in developing economies,
possessing  organizational learning capability s
considered to be a must to be able to respond to changes
in the environment in a timely and effective manner
(Comlek et al. 2012; Dekoulou and Trivallas, 2015;
Vargas, 2015), indicating that further studies on this
topic, to be conducted in developing economies, would
be highly valuable. A notable finding of the study was
that continuous renewal, one of the dimensions of
organizational learning capability, did not have a
significant effect on product innovation performance.
This may be attributed to certain deficiencies in the
organizational structure and mode of operation of the

companies. As Kog and Ceylan (2007) argue, Turkish
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companies lag behind their competitors in terms of
teamwork, employee initiative, and organizational
learning. These deficiencies may be presenting obstacles
to achieving continuous renewal. The failure to detect a
significant positive relationship between dimensions of
product innovation performance and continuous renewal
may also be attributed to the characteristics of the
sample. Sectors represented in the sample vary in terms
of their innovation levels and other characteristics, which
may be responsible for the finding in question.

From the perspective of the business world, the
present study calls attention to the importance of
developing organizational learning capability and its role
in improving performance, and can serve as a guide for
companies willing to develop their organizational
learning capability, by helping them identify areas in
need of improvement. In other words, the findings of this
study can help companies develop their organizational
learning  capability, —and  achieve  sustainable

competitiveness through innovation.

7. Limitations of the Study

A standard questionnaire form was used to
collect the data in this study, and attitude scales were
used to measure firms’ organizational learning capability
and product innovation performance. Executives’
responses to the items in the questionnaire may have
been affected by their current statuses, value judgments,
beliefs, or expectations. In addition, this study examined
the relationship between variables using a sample that
consisted of large companies, and the relationship may
not be the same in the case of SMEs (small and medium

enterprises).
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8. Future Research

Future studies may examine the relationship
between organizational learning capability and
innovation by including various mediating and
moderating variables in the model, such as culture,
structures, and social networks. To examine whether the
relationship between organizational learning capability
and product innovation varies by firm size, similar
studies can be conducted with the participation of small

and medium sized enterprises.
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