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Abstract - This study focused on the
relationship between organizational learning
and organizational success in Thailand’s
higher education institutions. Moreover,
this study also investigated the effect of
organizational learning on different aspects
of organizational performance. The results
were based on secondary data collected
from CHE QA database consisting of 675
higher education faculties’ academic quality
assurance data. Structural Equation Model
(SEM) w as used to examine the
hypothesized relationships. Results revealed
that organizational learning in higher
education institutions significantly impacted
on their performance. Furthermore, the
findings reveal that organizational learning
impacted on internal process perspective
performance, customer perspective
performance, and innovation performance.
Keywords - Organiz ational Learning ,
Organiz ational Success, Balanced
Scorecard, Higher Education Institutions
I. INTRODUCTION
Organizations are becoming increasingly
competitive as uncertainty rises in both the
task and general environments. Various
scholars argue that organizations which
attempting to enhance their processes must

focus on learning as the source of sustainable
competitive advantage [1, 2]. Recent studies
argue that organizational learning is necessary
for institutions [3, 4]. Superior performance is
associated with organizational knowledge
which spreads through organizational learning
strategies [5]. Organizational learning is not
only the learning of individuals but also is the
ability to continuously consolidate the
organization’s collective capacity to learn,
unlearn old ways of doing things and discard
inappropriate methods [6].
In 2015, the Southeast Asian countries
integrated their efforts through the
formalization of the ASEAN economic
community. Since, education is an important
factor in human resources development,
Thailand through its Ministry of Education
realizes the significance of improving the
quality of education. In 1996, the Office of the
National Education Commission (ONEC)
initiated an educational reform project in
Thailand. According to the Office of the
Education Council, one critical strategy
appearing in the master plan for reforming
higher education in Thailand was personnel
development and learning [7]. Thailand’s
higher education institutions are not only
supported to be the lifelong learning
organizations but also to speed up their own
competitive advantage to challenge other
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countries and make Thailand the educational
hub of the Southeast Asian region.
II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A. Organizational Learning
Organizational learning studies have
increased in number. Organizational learning
definitions have been attributed to various
concepts. Organizational learning was defined
by Argyris and Schön [8] as a process of
detecting and correcting errors. Considering
what we aim to achieve in this paper, we are
interested in the following definitions of
organizational learning. Organizational
learning is a change in the range of potential
behaviors of a process based on information
processing [9]. Huber considered that an
organization learns when knowledge spreads
out from one unit to others. Huber [9]
proposes organizational learning as having
four constructs: knowledge acquisition,
information distribution, information
interpretation and organizational memory.
Similarly, Crossan et al. [10] proposed three
levels of learning, these being individual,
group and organizational.

From the above literature this study has
adapted that the view that organizational
learning is a compendium of constructs for
processing information. Many studies have
claimed that the organizational context is the
indicator for the number of information
processes. Three aspects of organizational
learning that considered in this study:
knowledge acquisition and knowledge
interpretation; organizational memory; and
knowledge distribution.

B. Organizational Performance
Organizational performance is a concept
that has been subjected to many definitions
[12]. Performance can be defined as the
consequences of the organizational management
or accomplishment of organizational goals
[13]. Performance consists of the famous 3Es
which are economy, efficiency, and
effectiveness of an organization program or
activity [12]. Performance prism is another
performance measurement system that
comprises five perspectives: stakeholder
satisfaction, strategies, processes, capabilities,
and stakeholder contributions [14]. Different
studies measure organizational performance
use various factors, for example financial
Apart from these, organizational learning performance, process performance, market
can also occur in four processes; intuiting, performance, and innovation performance.
interpreting, integrating, and institutionalizing.
Intuiting appears at the individual level.
Kaplan and Norton [15] have proposed a
Interpreting appears at the individual and method for capturing and organizing the
group levels. Integrating appears at the group results that an organization generates, and this
and organization level. Institutionalizing known as the balanced scorecard. The
appear at the organization level. In a more balanced scorecard is an innovative and
recent study, Argote [11] has adopted Huber's holistic approach to organizational outcomes
[9] position. Organizational learning can be management. Through the balanced scorecard
comprised of three processes. These are it is possible not only to measure performance,
creating, retaining and transferring knowledge. but to manage it. The balanced scorecard
Creating occurs when organizations learn from incorporates four perspectives: financial
experience and new knowledge is created in perspective, customer perspective, internal
them. The retaining process happens when processes perspective and innovation and
knowledge is memorized for later use. learning perspective [16]. It is accepted that
Knowledge can also then be transferred within higher education institutions in all countries
and between units.
Through knowledge play a major role as knowledge conveyers and
transfer, one unit is affected by the experience seek to promote social development.
of another or learns from the experience of
other units.
This study considered three aspects of
organizational performance: internal process
perspective performance, customer perspective

International Journal of the Computer, the Internet and Management Vol.25 No.2 (May-August, 2017) pp. 121-127

122

Pornprom Prompes, Chanongkorn Kuntonbutr, and Natnarong Jaturat

performance, and innovation performance.
Internal perspective performance refers to a
faculty’s achievement of vital goals in
Thailand’s higher education institutions to
convey knowledge to learners [17].
Importantly, faculties’ processes focus on
lecturers who convey knowledge to learners.
The evidence of a successful organizational
process and operations is goal achievement.
Customer perspective performance is the level
success a faculty has in pleasing students, and
output relevant to their needs [18]. Innovation
performance is the faculty’s success in
creating new products, processes, or
inventions development [19].
III. HYPOTHESES
Hypothesis 1: Organizational learning
positively affects organizational performance.
Hypothesis 2: Organizational learning
positively affects internal process perspective
performance.
Hypothesis 3: Organizational learning
positively affects customer perspective
performance.
Hypothesis 4: Organizational learning
positively affects innovation performance.

Fig. 2 Research Model 2

V. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
A. Population and Sampling
Academic faculties in Thailand’s higher
education institutions were selected as the
research population. The participants were
chosen from the universities that have been
classified into five categories encompassing all
675 faculties. 32.44% were private sector
universities and institutions that come under
the supervision of the Ministry of Education
(MoE). 25.33% were the Rajabhat
Universities. 24.59% were the public
universities and institutions that are also under
the aegis of the MoE. 8.89% comprised
autonomous universities and finally, 8.74% of
all were the Rajamangala Universities of
Technology.

B. Research Instrumentation
This study used the quantitative method
Through a literature survey, we have where data were collected from CHE-QA
delimited the concepts that we are interested in online system on the standard of two
and established some possible connections institutions, namely OHEC and ONES. All
variables were gathered from an academic
between them as follows.
quality assurance control standard scale.
Therefore, the data were secondary data in
nature and assessed by the coding method to be
the proxies for each study variable. Research
exogenous and endogenous variables were
totally measured by the higher education
Fig. 1 Research Model 1
quality assurance codes.
IV. RESEARCH CONCEPTUAL MODEL

VI. RESULTS
The SEM was analyzed by investigating and
examining the direct effects between the latent
variables and the statistical significance of the
parameter estimates for the path between the
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latent variables. To validate all the variables,
this study employed both exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA). The model was based on the
modified measurement model using the MLE
method. The goodness-of-fit indices are shown
in Tables I and II.

Fig. 4 Structural Equation Model
for Research Model 2

TABLE II
MODEL FIT TESTING
FOR RESEARCH MODEL 2

Fig. 3 Structural Equation Model
for Research Model 1

TABLE I
MODEL FIT TESTING
FOR RESEARCH MODEL 1

When testing the research hypotheses, the
first step was to use CFA for research model 1.
The result of hypothesis 1 was that
organizational learning had a positive effect on
organizational performance. The next step was
using CFA for research model 2 testing. For
hypothesis 2 it emerged that organizational
learning had a positive effect on internal
process perspective performance, while
hypothesis 3 was that organizational learning
had a positive effect on customer perspective
performance. Finally, the find for hypothesis 4
was that organizational learning positively
affects innovation performance.
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desired results.

VII. DISSCUSSION
The main goal of the study was to
empirically examine the effect of
organizational learning on organizational
performance. Our findings suggested that
organizational learning had a positive and
significant effect on organizational
performance. This result is not surprising and
is consistent with many previous studies [13,
19, 20].
The other three results were that the effects
of organizational learning on organizational
performance aspects on BSC perspective. The
first finding revealed that there was a positive
and significant effect of organizational
learning on internal perspective performance.
This was confirmed in other studies [21, 22].
The second result indicated that organizational
learning had a positive effect on customer
perspective performance. This result agreed
with previous studies [3, 21]. The third result
found an positive and significant of
organizational learning on innovation
perspective, which agrees with previous
analyses [23-25].

IX. LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS
The paper contributes to the existing
literature in a number of ways, but there are
some limitations. First, this study focuses only
on higher education institutions, and hence the
results may not be generalized to all other
education sectors. Second, it is a crosssectional study in that the data was collected at
one point in time. The third limitation of the
study is that data was collected only from
secondary data. Future research should be
conducted on other kinds of organization. In
order to transform quality certifications into
effective learning paradigms, changes in the
data should be monitored regularly
(longitudinal study). Future researchers should
collect primary data to compare results to
secondary data. They can do this by
implementing a questionnaire or in-depth
interviews. These could include focus groups
to obtain more relevant information and
details.
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