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Empirical study on the relationship between organizational learning capability
and firm performance

MAO Jianjun, WU Dekun, GAO Junshan
University of Science and Technology Beijing: Beijing 100083, China
ABSTRACT  The relationship between organizational learning capability and firm performance was quantificationally examined based

on reviewing the theories on organizational learning and its qualitative relation with firm performance- The sample of this study had

394 companies in China- Data analysis showed that organizational learning capability has positive direct significant impact on adminis~

trative and technical innovation, but indirect significant impact on performance by administrative and technical innovation-
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Fig-1 Concept model between organizational learning capability and

performance
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Table 1 Scale of organizational learning capability

5 R TR Se 25 e Cronbach s
P Cronbach s Alpha Alpha

0Bl 3.59 0.946 0.947
OB2 3.32 0.945
OB3 3.32 0.945
0OB4 3.33 0.946
OB5 3.15 0.945
OB6 3.19 0.945
OB7 3.12 0.945
LEL 3.21 0.945
LE2 3.10 0.944
LE3 3.16 0.945
LE4 2.93 0.944
LES 3.04 0.944
EX1 3.44 0.946
EX2 3.39 0.945
EX3 3.26 0.945
EX4 3.40 0.945
EX5 3.16 0.945
syl 2.93 0.945
SY2 2.98 0.945
SY3 3.27 0.945
SY4 3.18 0.945
SYS 3.24 0.944
SY6 3.13 0.945
SY7 3.12 0.945
col 3.12 0.944
co2 3.20 0.945
co3 3.31 0.945
TEL 3.40 0.945
TE2 3.43 0.945
TE3 3.43 0.945
scl 3.29 0.945
SC2 3.41 0.945
SC3 3.46 0.946
Sc4 3.57 0.945
SCo 3.54 0.946
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Table 2 Scale of organizational innovation

5 (14 T e 557 i Cronbach 's
SFI{E Cronbach 's Alpha Alpha
INLL 3.07 0.909 0.915
IN12 3.14 0.909
IN13 3.09 0.909
INL4 3.05 0.908
IN15 3.09 0.907
IN16 3.21 0.909
IN17 3.05 0.909
IN21 3.32 0.912
IN22 3.41 0.910
IN23 3.31 0.912
IN24 3.32 0.910
IN25 3.46 0.912
IN31 3.18 0.911
IN32 3.25 0.909
IN33 3.21 0.911
IN34 3.21 0.910
IN35 3.03 0.911
x3 USTERGEE
Table 3 Scale of performance
T R e 290 Cronbach 's
FH{E  Cronbach’s Alpha Alpha
PEL 3.32 0.896 0.905
PE2 3.39 0.897
PE3 3.25 0.895
PE4 3.36 0.895
PES 3.56 0.900
PES6 3.17 0.898
PE7 3.42 0.897
PES8 3.42 0.894
PE9 3.45 0.894
PEL0 3.39 0.896
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Table 4 Rotated component matrix of organizational innovation

. K T2 A7
1 2 3

IN14 0.782 0.119 0.282
IN11 0.762 0.002 0.333
IN12 0.731 0.267 0.145
IN15 0.715 0.292 0.250
IN13 0.702 0.272 0.142
IN18 0.586 0.209 0.355
IN16 0.569 0.399 0.174
IN211 0.215 0.744 0.174
IN213 0.236 0.694 0.204
IN212 0.100 0.693 0.266
IN214 0.109 0.673 0.238
IN210 0.341 0.638 0.038
IN317 0.228 0.105 0.769
IN319 0.163 0.290 0.677
IN321 0.313 0.136 0.674
IN320 0.176 0.317 0.654
IN318 0.371 0.213 0.603
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Table 5 Rotated component matrix of organizational learning capability
T (K1 28 fif

H 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
syl 0.717 0.102 0.091 0.178 0.097 0.200 0.105
SY2 0.670 0.030 0.417 0.116 0.106 0.029 0.024
Sy4 0.651 0.238 0.222 0.130 0.136 0.065 0.115
SY5 0.591 0.201 0.086 0.285 0.256 0.087 0.192
SY6 0.569 0.108 0.184 0.109 0.168 0.356 0.039
SY7 0.530 0.148 0.034 0.131 —0.024 0.389 0.368
Sy3 0.510 0.219 0.163 0.072 0.214 0.197 0.088
OB4—0.090 0.698 0.093 0.088 0.115 0.192 0.193
0OB3 0.237 0.676 0.199 —0.009 0.141 0.15 0.103
OB5 0.186 0.664 0.101 0.092 0.078 0.148 0.109
OB6 0.262 0.641 0.276  0.090 0.160 —0.070  0.081
oBl 0.15 0.553—0.230 0.505 0.085 0.253 —0.033
OB2 0.140 0.552 0.104 0.336 0.235 0.268 —0.132
OB7 0.280 0.517 0.258 0.215 0.267 0.074 —0.096
LE2 0.257 0.267 0.633 0.132 0.114 0.254 0.100
LE3 0.165 0.330 0.583 0.170 0.079 0.021  0.321
LE4 0.415 0.168 0.562 0.335 0.205 0.064 0.020
LES 0.362 0.076 0.534 0.330 0.154 0.164 0.091
LE1l 0.123 0.317 0.506 0.129 0.069 0.440 —0.023
EX2 0.110 0.260 0.214 0.667 0.162 0.090 0.114
EX3 0.356 0.117 0.090 0.637 0.091 0.185 0.173
EX4 0.308 0.043 0.128 0.619 0.170 0.200 0.173
EX5 0.185 0.076 0.267 0.523 0.238 0.307 0.030
ExX1 0.18 0.108 0.334 0.491 0.184 —0.068 0.318
sc3 0.164 0.152 0.023  0.046 0.738 0.058 0.173
s¢5 0.170 0.152 0.018 0.223 0.713 —0.114 —0.038
sc4 0.091 0.099 0.238 0.181 0.658 0.108 0.294
sc2 0.080 0.196 0.135 0.185 0.573 0.280 0.088
scl 0.269 0.190 0.303 0.064 0.544 0.312 0.021
co2 0.211 0.161 0.146 0.242 0.075 0.683 0.178
co3 0.252 0.102 0.092 0.203 0.088 0.657 0.234
col 0.284 0.234 0.495 0.015 0.196 0.527 —0.063
TE2 0.148 0.122 0.082 0.215 0.185 0.165 0.788
TEl 0.301 0.131 0.042 0.170 0.208 0.417  0.520
TE3 0.263 0.069 0.462 0.121 0.177 0.100 0.501
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Table 6 Rotated component matrix of performance

B 3 A A T3 A

I H E— A -
1 1

PE9 0.770 PELO 0.732
PES8 0.759 PE2 0.729
PE4 0.759 PE7 0.723
PE3 0.756 PE6 0.720
PE1L 0.742 PES 0.673
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Fig-2 Model between organizational learning capability and perfor -

mance
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Table 7 Fit index between organizational learning capability and performance

2
e df %i_ GFI AGFI RFI IFI TLI CFI RMSEA
3014.02 1817 1.66 0.918 0.897 0.870 0.945 0.945 0.943 0.049
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