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!M~t~aet 
The success of an organization essentially reflects the 

organization's ability to adapt to environmental changes. In 
theuncertain environment, what is certain is the change itself. 

Organization's ability to change with the changing 

environment will be largely determinedby the readiness of 

the organization itself to change. Readiness for change will 

determine theorganization's ability to still exist in the future. 

One of the factors that determine organizational readiness for 

change is the knowledge possessed by the organization. The 

necessary organizational knowledge should be gained from 

learning and the learning process performed by the 

organization. Scholars argued organization that learns will 

have more readiness to follow and make changes than 

organizations that do not learn. Therefore, one of the biggest 

challenges is to create a learning culture within the 

organization. Survey was conducted at WidyatamaUniversity 

(UTama). Population and sample of this study are the 

lecturers of UTama. Of the 150 questionnaires distributed, a 

total of 106 questionnaires returned and processed. The 

results showed that the instruments are val id and reliable. 

This study found out that learning organization is positively 

and significantly influenced organizational readiness for 

change. Weaknesses of this study and some suggestions for 

future research are also disclosed. 

Keywords:Learning Organization, Organizational Readiness 

for Change, UTama 

INTRODUCTION 
The dynamic of the competitive environment in an industry 

requires organization to be open and adapt to change (Ma, 

1999; Staniforth, 1996), as well as UTama organization in the 

midst of a competition between universities which is very 

tight (Sutoko, 2005). These changes are intended to enable an 

organization to improve effectiveness, efficiency, and 

creativity that leads to innovation as the key driver to deal 

with competitive pressures (Bogler and Somech, 2005). The 

efforts that aim to improve the effectiveness, efficiency, and 

creativity is certainly very dependent on how an organization 

manages all aspects of a change that should be done 

(Appelbaum&Wohl, 2000). This research is based on the 

works of Haque (2008) who tested the relationship between 

organizational learning and organizational readiness for 

change. 

Brahmana&Sofyandi (2006) found that learning orientation 

is the main organization is relatively weak. Weak learning 

orientation can result in poor organizational's response to 

environmental changes. Weak learning orientation 

indicatesweak culture to accumulate the necessary 

knowledge to create new knowledge needed to cope with the 

changing environment in a creative way (Baker &Sinkula, 

1999; Day, 1994, Narver& Slater, 1991). 

Change is a big issue for an organization that can affect all 

individuals, groups, and the organization itself (Staniforth, 

1996). Organizations investing in reengineering, total quality 

management, downsizing, mergers and acquisitions, 

restructuring, and other interventions in order to be 

successfully make changes (Pellettiere, 2006). Peak (1996) 

refers to a study conducted by American Management 

Association that found out that 84 percent of American 

companies are doing at least one fruitful! changes, and about 

46 percent made three or more changes. Interestingly, some 

statistics indicate that the successful rate of management of 

change ranged from 20 to 50 percent (Haque, 2008). In fact, 

the term of change has become a term that describes the 

turmoil in the business environment. However, it is 

understood that the ability to make a change, adaptation, 

evolution, and the ability to do this better than the competitor 

is believed to be one of the most important source of 

sustainable competitive advantage (Mariotti, 1998). Tn line 
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V\ ith Mariotti (1998). Szamusi& Duxbury (2002) argues that 

an understanding of how to manage thcse chang.es \vil l be 

increasingly important for organi zational success in the 

fut ure . 

Bas ica lly the source ' to ma ke a change are varied, however 

most organization st il l ha\ e diffic u lty and barri er 111 

managing these changes. Burnes (1996) indicate that the lov, 

Sllcces rate in manag ing ch ,mge indic ates the p 'rs is tence of 

the \veakness or lelici ency for a good fram ework necessary 

for implem enting and managing ·llange . It can be infcrred 

from the m any contradictions between acad('mics and 

practitioners on the theories and approaches that exist 

(Burnes, 1996). 

The ability of an orga niLa tion in making changes e sentiaJiy 

depends on its read iness for change. Readiness for change 

illustr ates the extent to 'vvhi ch an organization is ready to 

make a change (Balogun& Hai ley, 2004; Beer &Nohria, 

2000; Iving, 2005). The problem is that many organizations 

are realizing the importance of making changes, but in fact 

they do not have suftici nt readiness to make changes, and 

this is believed to be the main cause of failure in making a 

change (lIaque, 2008; Val & Fuentes, 2003) . 

Some studie._ revea led that the main cause of the 

unpreparedness of the organizations to make changes is the ir 

resi stance to change (Cummings & Worley, 200 I; \1abin, 

Forgeson, & Green, 200 I; Val & Fuentes, 2003; Waddell 

&S ohal, 1998). Scholars ~tressed the importance of the 

influence of tms resistency in an organization's efforts to 

make change (Mabin et aI., 2001 ; Maurer, 1996). 

Interestingly, accordi ng to Maurer (1996 ) resistance is very 

signi ficant for the SLlccess of an organization's changes. but it 

turns out that many do not understand it. (Block (2000) 

de fi nes resistance as an expression of rejection of doing a 

change . Re. istance is often associated \vith negative attitudes 

or cOLlnterproducti ve behavi ors of the organization's 

members ( Waddell &Sohal, 1998). Resi stan ce for change is 

essentially due to the fee ling of threat for the status quo, r ar 

or anxiety over the possible ad.ven~ comcquences resulting 

frum a change (Haque, 2008). 

Readiness for change is believed to be a precursor for the 

fonn ation of cognitive behavior that is res istant to both good 

behavior and behavior that supports the conversion 

( rm enaki, & Harris, 2002). Rega rding to changes, it is 

likely to occur disparity of behavior in the organization, there 

may be a positive behavior, and perhaps also a negati ve 

behavior (Beer, 1980). The fundamental of the concept of 

readiness for change is to find the antecedents or factors that 

are pfls itively associated with readines~ Cor change. 

One of the important factors that can enhance an 

orga niza ti on's readiness for change is the level of an 

organiLat ion's learning. The relationship between learnillg 

and c hange can be traced to the ~tream o f ,tudies on the 

changes, \vh ic:h gen r Ily follo \\ the steps of Le\\in (1 947. 

19:5 1, 1997 ), which states that the changes initiat d by 

altering the behavio r into the openness for changes . Le\\ in 

(1997) indicates that thi s pro(;css is intended to cncollrage 

learnin g which wi ll result in a ne\' learning acti v ity with in 

the organi zatio n. In this process the individ ual \\ i11 attempt to 

restructure their way of thinking, feeling. and behav ior 

related to the change (Schein, 1999; Senge, 1993 ). f hu , at 

thi s . lage of lea rning, it is exp cted the indi\ ic uals ha\'e 

passions to leave their ~ taluS quo, and adap t lo a new minds ·t 

of a new learn ing process (Haque, 2008). Some scholars 

argue that learning is something lhat is conducive to the 

ll ccess of changes in the organiLation (Argyris, 1982; 

Chonko, D ubinsky, Jones, & Roberts, 2003; Macdonald, 

1995; Schein, 1992 ; Senge, 1990a, 1993). Furth mlOre , 

scholars a lso expr ssed the v iew that learn ing is a nlcto r in 

the planning and implementation of proacti ve fforts to mak 

changes effec ti vely (Zajac& Bru hn, 1999) . In li ne 'v\ ilh thi s 

argu ment, Antonacopoulou& Gabriel (2001) stated that 

lea rning ha.'> the abi lity to reli v an>.iety, di scomf0l1, 

confusion, and to foster the emerg ing of brill iant ideas and 

thoughts. Sc he in (1993) bel ieves that organizations that learn 

faster \vill have the ability to adapt t changl::s more quickly. 

LEARNING ORGANIZATION 
Givenits complexity and dispari ty, a complete and clear 

deti n ition of learning, or a so lid theory of learning has not 

becn established (Gar in, 1993). As a result. learning was 

interpreted 10 d ifferent ways. Accord ing to 

Merriam-We bster' s Collegiate Dictionary, learning is defi ned 

as the act or ex perience of a person who learn where 

knowledge or ski lls acquired through in tructi on or study, or 

tendenc ies of behavior modification through experience .Kim 

(1993) deve lops fo nnal characteristics of learning on the 

basis of Lhe same opinion, argui ng that the concept of 

learning tends to consis t of two sides: the acquisition or skill s 

or physical abili ty to do ajob, a nd the acquisition of concepts 

or the ability to articulate a conceptual understand ing of a 

part icu lar e X[1erience. According to White (1994), learning 

can be defined as a greater ability to proces:> and synthesize 

new information tha t lead s to an understanding and 

condusive wisdom in dealing and adapting to the increasing 

complexity and pace of change. Organizational learning is 

al so known as a crit ica l process in an effort to improve 

organizational ac tions through knowledge and better 

understanding (Dodgson , 1993; I iol& Lyles, 1985) that 

influence the d[ec tivencss of persuasio n to the changes 

(Templeton, Lewis, & Snyder, 2002). Organizational 

learning processes will lead to changes, o r enabk potcntial 

for change (Tsang, 1997). Organizational learning is a way in 

developing knowl edge or new perspective that will 

pOlmtia II yin fl uence org~mizational b,:h,l.\ ior (Slater 

& arver, 1995). 
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Michael (I 9n) init iate the idea of organizational learn ing 

Argyris and Schon (1 978) c )i ned the term organizational 

learn ing, emphasizing learning by the organization in the 

con t Xl o f change. They argued that: organ iza tional learning 

occ urs hen m~mb~rs of the organ izurion act as an agent for 

organizati onal learning, in response to changes both inside 

and outside the organization through the de l ction and repair 

errors in organizational theory that is be ing used, and put lhe 

learning outcomes in the map of the organization. 

The concept of organizational learning is dcn:loped by a 

deep-rooted phi losophy to anticipate, react, and respond to 

changes, comp lexity, and uncertainty (Khadra& Rawabdeh, 

2006). According to Watkins and Marsick (1993), 

organizati onal learning objective is to enhance totally the 

abilit of th e organization to dealing with change.Bierly, 

Kess ler, & Christensen (2000) stated that learning is a 

process of linking, e ' panding, improving data, infornl ation, 

knowledge, and wisdom. Cyert& March (1963) defines 

organizational learning as a process 111 which the 

organization as a collectivity of individual learning through 

interaction with its environment. Da ft & Weick (1984) 

observed that organizational learning is a procc.:ss in which 

knowledge about the relationship between organizational 

actions and outcomes and the environment are developed. 

Duncan & Weiss (1979) stated that organizational learning is 

a process in which knowledge about the relationship of 

action and outcomes, and environmental e flccts that 

influence this relationship is developed. 

Confessore and Kops (1998) defines organizational learning 

as an environment where organizational learning is 

structured in such a way that teamwork , collaboration, 

creativity, and knowledge processes have meaning and value. 

Dixon (1994) detines organizational learning as the 

organization's ability to use the amazing mental abilities of 

its members to create processes that will lead to performance 

improvements. Senge (J 993) desc ri bed organizational 

learning as a condition in wh ich people continuously develop 

its capacity to create the results they want, where the new and 

expansive patterns of thinking is developed. 

Senge (1990a) suggested a learning framework based on five 

key areas or disciplines: firstly, Systems thinking ­

understan ding the whole, not just the parts of thinking and 

organizational behavior; secondly, Personal Mastery ­

readiness for continuous updating of individual learning, and 

relate it to jobs in the organization; thirdly. Shared vision ­

linking belief or conviction, commitment, and clarity of 

purpose that brings out the need to learn; fourthly, Mental 

model - helps managers to challenge assumptions and their 

\ iews on reali ty; fifth Iy, Team leami ng - encourage 

teamwork to engage in dialogue. 

Those five disc iplines are the key element in most efforts of 

learning in the organization. Furthermore, Watkins & Marsick 

( 1999) suggested that organizational learning proces' IS 

based on se 'en essential bas ic action that m utually 

complementary and dependent ly bind organizational 

learn ing both at ind ividual, team, organizat ion, or 

community leve l. Th se seven actions are : create con tinuous 

learning opportunities, promotes inqui ry and dialogue, 

encourage collaboration and team learn ing, create systems to 

cnpture and share learning, empower people toward a 

collective vision, connect the organization its environment, 

and provide st rategic leadership for learning . 

ORGANIZATIONAL READINESS FOR 

CHANGE 


Literature tends to distingu ish the two types of individual 

responses in situations of change: r adiness for change, and 

reluctance to change (Arnlenakis& Bedeian, 1999; 

Arnlenaki!'& Harris, 2002). When confronted for change, 

people tend to observe the . hapes and effects of the changes. 

In general, the observation will dete rmine whe ther they 

accept or reject the change (Bovey &H~de, 200 I ; Sell~ 

2007) 

Most studies of this area found out that indiv idual and 

organizational factors significal1Lly influence individual 

response for change (Armenakis& Harri s, 2002). Although 

resistance to change is seen as something that can not be 

avoided and is a natural behavioral response of a fear or 

threat, basically the reason why organization fail to chang~s 

is mainly derived from the reluctance for change itself 

(Bovey &Hede, 200 J; Spiker& Lesser, 1995; Washington & 

Hacker, 2005)_ The literature often assume that this 

reluctance as being problematic (\'Jashington & Hacker, 

2005). As a resu lt , management and e[]0cts to reduce the 

rejection is become the main challenges in the success of a 

process of change. (A rmstrong & Stassen, 1994; Washington 

& Hacker, 2005). Jansen (2000) stated that while the concept 

of resistance to change is debatable, opinions on the 

readiness for change have emerged. Judson (1991) stated that 

the reluctance or resistance to change can be approached in 

two ways: first , increasing the pressure to suppress behaviors 

that reject (reactive approach), and second, m inimize or 

reduce the forces that affect the reluctance or refusal 

(proactive approach). Some experts claim that the second 

approach is better than the fi rs! approach (Judson, 1991 ; 

Lewin, 1951). They argue that a pers uas ive approach not 

only can reduce or eliminate factors th at may lead to 

rejection, but also can create more pos itive outlook and 

approach to change. In other \vords, th is approach can create 

condi tions or foundation of readi ness for change. 

The experts seem to agree that in the absence of readiness 

fac tors, passivity or resistance to change will emerge 

(Bridges, 1986; Chreim, 2006). Pasmore and Fagans (1992) 

noted that the inte ention may not yi Id the expected 

cbanges if the people involved are not ready for it. Holt 

(2002) emphasizes that the concept of readin 55 for change 



reJlectcd in the conle, t or e llort by managers to avo id 

workers' reluclam;c to cilange. In a seminal ~ l uJy. Coch& 

French (1948) who li rst sugge tcd the term t avoid 

rej ect ion, and thus creating a readiness for change. Much of 

fu rther studies in this fie ld adopt the conception of the Coch 
and French (e.q. Berry, 1983; Kotter. 1995 ; LawTence, 1954; 

Morrow, 1999; O'Connor, 1993; Palmer, 2004; Powell & 

Posner, 1978; Recardo , 1995 ; Taylor, 1998). Howe c r, in 

general, these studies emphasize on the aspects of managing 

or efforts to avoid rejection. Jacobson (1957) for the first 

time indicate that the conception of Coch and French is not 
really just talking about the management' s reluctance or 

rejection, but also implies the emergence of the construct of 

readiness for change. Research conducted by Lewin (1947, 

1951, and 1997) throughout the past 60 years found out that 

a multi-step processes should be implemented if the 

organization'S leaders want to make changes. Lewin suggests 

that change can occur in the following three stages: 

unfreezing, change, and refreezing. Lewin found out that the 

process of change is influenced by two opposite forces, 

namely: the forces that resist change and the forces that lead 

to the desired situation (accept change). 

Unfreezing starts with eliminating the forces that inhibit 

readiness for change (Duberley, Johnson, Cassell, & Close, 

2000). Lewin describes unfreezing as the key stages and a 

critical first step towards the achievement of change. 

According to Dawson (2005), unfreezing process indicates 

the need for change, and requires the imposition to question 

the context, content, and the politics of change efforts to 

understand the issues involved. The main purpose of the 

unfreezing stage is to prepare people for change; as a result, 

many experts equate unfreezing as the creation of readiness 

for change (Beer & Walton, 1987; Cummings & Worley, 

200 I; Klein, 1996, Kotter, 1995; Smith, 2005). 

While the importance of the concept of readiness has been 

recognized, but not much research operational ized readiness 

as a unique construct, and adopt it in the perspective of 

preparing for and facilitating the management to make 

changes as appropriate. Armenakis& Harris (2002) was the 

first to emphasize the perspecti ve of the parties affected by 

the change. They argue that the leader of changes should be 

able to inspire and guide the mem bers of the organization to 

make changes, and not reject it. Furthermore, they emphasize 

the importance of readiness as the trigger of behavior that 

reject or accept the changes. The focus is on trying to create 

readiness, and not on an attempt to avoid resistance to 

change. 

Readiness for change is a cognitive condition that emerges 

when organizations' members have positive attitudes, beliefs, 

and intentions towards change (Armenakis&Bedeian (1999). 
When the development of attitudes, beliefs, and relevant 

intention successfully lead to the creation of cognitive 

condition, the individuals involved in the process will 

gradually adopt changes and tends to behave as expected. 

When the process to\·\ ards change is com pleted and tbe 
change is fully integrated in the organ iza tion' trm:ture, it> • 

could be stated that the change has been in titutionalized. In 

line with this argument, Dunham, Gru be, Gardner, 

ummings, & Pierce (1989) argued that the change process 

should consecutively develop cognitive reaction, affective 

reaction, and behavioral tendency. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

LEARNING ORGANIZATION AND 


ORGANIZATIONAL READINESS FOR 

CHANGE 


Lewin (1947,1951) developed a model which explains that 

change is a process that involves three stages, namely: 

unfreezing, changing, and refreezing. Lewin (1951) argued 

that unfreezing is a process replace the old knowledge 

deri ved from the old learning process with the new 

knowledge as a result of the new learning process. Lewin's 

argument justified the views that stated that the 

organization'S ability to learn and the organization'S 

readiness for change are related. 

The learning organization is an organization that is 

consc iously placing learning as a vital basis, where it should 

be implicitly seen in the values, vision, goals, and daily 

activities of an organization (Haque, 2008). Therefore, the 

dimensions and characteristics of the learning organization 

will highly determined the development of the readiness for 

change within an organization. Armstrong & Foley (2003) 

convinced that a learning organization will facilitate 

mechanisms that will enhance the organization's learning 

process (Armstrong & Foley, 2003). Learning mechanism is 

involving organization's aspects, such as culture and 

structure. A cultural as pect consists of a set of shared values, 

norms, beliefs, attitudes, roles, assumptions, and behaviors 

that make learning happen. A structural aspect consists of 

formal structures and procedures, operational routine 

behaviors, and actions that allow the learning activities are 

supported and implem ented in the work environment. 

Schneider &Rentsch (l988) equate the concept of structural 

aspects with organizational climate concept. McNabb 

&Sepic (1995) convinced that the combination and the 

integration of both cultural and structural aspects will foster 

the creation of organizational readiness for change. 

Furthermore, Hyatt &Haque (2007) argued that learning is a 

key success fa ctor for a change, and in reducing the 

resistance for a change as well. An organization must learn to 

change, which means that an organ ization should develops 

readiness to learn organizationally (Redding &Catalanello, 

1994). An organization that learns will have the ability to 

develop strategic readiness needed in responding to the 

continuously changing environment. Thus, the discussions 

above lead to the following research framework (Fig.!.). 

From this research framework, it could be stated that learning 

organization with all of its seven dimensions will detennined 



the degree of an organizational readi ness for changL:. 

FIgur e 1 - Re.'J.earch Framework 
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METHODOLOGY 
Researcb Object 
The object of this research is the perception of UTama 

lecturers on learning organization and organizational 

readiness for change ofUTama. 

Unit Analysis, Population, and Sample 
The unit of analysis of this research is individuals, which are 

Utama's lecturers. This study population included all the one 

hundred and sixty lecturers of Utama. Since the number of 

the population 's members is considered reachable and 

manageable, the questionnaires are sent to all of the 

population's members. The number of respondents who 

responded to this study, and completely fill out the 

questionnaire is considered as this study sample. 

Measurement 
The questionnaire designed with 7-point Likert Type Scale is 

used to capture the respondent 's perceptions on learning 

organization and organizational readiness for 

change.Learning organization consists of seven dimensions 

is measured by adapting the 21 items scale (three items for 

each dimension) used by Haque (2008). Organizational 

Readiness for Change which consists of three dimensionsis 

measured by adapting the instrument developed by Dunham 

et aI., (1989), which consists of 18 items. 

Findings 
A total of 150 questionnaires were sent to one hundred sixty 

lecturers of UTama. A total of 124 questionnaires were 

returned, and of that number there are 18 questionnaires that 

are not completely filled out. Therefore, the number of 

questionnaires that are feasible for use in the subsequent 

analysis is 106. Thus the response rate is 71%. 

The result of reliability test show's that the measurement of 

learning organization and organizational readiness for 

change are valid since the magnitude of Cronbach Alpha is 

above 0,70, that is .973 for learning oragnization and .883 for 

organizational readiness for change. 

D scriptiYe stati st ics shows that the mean value of learning 

organization ranged from 3.4528 to 3. 858 5, and 

organizational readiness for change ra ngL:d from 3.97 17 to 

4.5943. On a scale of seven it could be concluded that most 

of ama's lecturers perceived that learni ng organization 

and organizational readiness for change of ama are not yet 

well develops. 

Hypothesis Testing 
Since the aim of this study is to examine the impact or the 

influence of organizational learning on organizational 
readiness for change, the research hypotheses are tested 

using multiple regressions. There are several assumptions 

that must be met inorder to obtain the results of the 

regression using the BLUE (Best Linear Unbiased 

Estimator). This assumption is known as the classical 

assumption that consists of: multicollinearity, 

heteroscedasticity, normality, linearity, and auto correlation. 

In this study the auto correlation test is not conducted since 

the data of this study is cross-sectional. The classical 

assumptions test found out that all of the assumptions met the 

criterion. 

Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5 shows the results of hypotheses 

testing using multiple regressions. From Tables 3 and Table 

4, it can be seen that the regression model was significant (at 

I percent), and the adjusted R square value of 0.343 indicates 

that this regression model can explain 34.3 percent of the 

variation in the dependent variable (organizational readiness 
for change). 

Table 5 shows that all of the regression coefficients are 

significant at 5 percent, which means that the whole 

hypotheses of this study are accepted. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that the learning organization and all of its 

dimensions is positively influence organizational readiness 

for change 

Table:3 • Model Summary 

Table 4 ·Anova 
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Df CUS IO N 
Descri pti ve fi ndi ngs indicate that the perception of tama' 

leclur r ' on learning organization and organizational 

read iness for chan a t! o t Tamaas an organ ization is til l Jow 

(not yet wel l deve l ped). Considering the hig h level of 

cOllllPtition among private universiti es today, ane! are 

exp cted to increasingly stringent in the future, then these 

findings are certainly alarming enough. These fi ndings reveal 

the perceptions of lecturers who think that UTama's 

organizational readiness for change in line with changes in 

the env ironment will not sufficient enough to deal with its 

environment turbulence. One of the facto rs that detennine an 

organization's readiness for change is the ability of the 

organization itself in accumulating the kno'vvledge possessed 

and dispersed within the organization. Descriptive findings 

also reveal that Utama's lecturers also perceived that 

tama's knowledge accumulation derived from the process 

of learning organization is not good enough , especially in 

driving organizational readiness for change. Percept ions of 

the respondents on each of the seven dimensions of learning 

organization can b explained as fo ll ows: 

I. 	 Lack of management effort in empowering people 

towards an understanding and acceptance of a collective 

vision, which related to values and beliefs ; 

2. 	 The absence ofa system that cancapture, accumulate, 

store, and disseminatethe knowledge gainedfrom 

thel eam ingorgan iza tion; 

3. 	 The absence of strategic leadership that can stimulate and 

enhance learning process within the organization; 

4. 	 Have n ' tcreated an atmosphere that canstimu la tethe 

gro\vth otleamingthrough aprocess ofdialogue; 

5. 	 No effort directed to build collaboration and groups of 

learning within the organizatio n; 

6. 	 HaVCJ1'1. created a complete and clear structure that can 

bridge the organi7ation with its environment; 

7. 	 >0 clear and systematic efforts that directed to create a 

continuous learning oppot1unitics. 

: his study aimed to exam ine the impact or the influence of 

learning organization on organizational readiness to change. 

The results ofmuItiple regression analysis revealed that all of 

the seven dimensions of teaming organization are positively 

and significantly impacted or influenced organizational 

readiness for change. 

These find ings confinn previous findings \vhich found that 

leaming is one of the important factors that will detennine 

the organization's readiness for change. 1n the context of the 

UTama, these findings clearly indicate the need for top 

management to build a learning culture in the organization so 

that UTama can be continuously learn, and ill its learning 

process ' can create knowledge tl,at is needed to deal with 

environmental uncertainty which tend to be more turbulent 

than ever. 

Kno wJ dge possessl!d by the organization will determi ne 

whether the organi zation is ready or not yet read)- to make 

changes. Often the fai lure of the organ i7ation to do the 

change is not caused b_ the inability or the organization, but 

becau,'e of linpre par dness of the organization its Irto make 

changes. 

In the conkxt of inten t.: competiti (1n among established 

private universities in Indonesia, and in the great effort to 

mak their universities internationally recogni7cd, it is cll:ar 

that private universities in Indonesia should develops the ir 

readiness for change. Thei r readiness for change will in turn 

detL:m1 ine their ability to expand their environment into 

global boundaries. 

These research fi ndings with ine itably highlight s the 

importance of building a learning organization so that the 

organization has the organiza tional readim:ss for change, 

which in tum will enable the organization to adapt to 

environmental changes. Learning organization a! a cu lture 

can be built by, among others: 

1. 	 Bui lt the same perception among members of the 

organization to the vision of the organization so that the 

vision becomes a collective v ision; 

2. 	 Develop a system that can capture, documented, and 

di sseminated a knowledge resulted from learning; 

3. 	 Develop strategic leadership that focus on lea rning; 

4. 	 Deve lop a sense of curiosity and a need to do dialogue; 

5. 	 Empower and fostering co llaboration and learning 

groups; 

6. 	 Connect the organization to its environment; 

7. 	 Create continuous learning opportunities. 

LIMITATION 
The study is cet1ainly not free from limitations. Several 

lim itations of this studycan be expresscdas follows: 

I. 	 This research is a cross-sectional shldy which only 

capture a cet1a in moment, thus this re earch could not 

revealed the changes of va ri ables under study; 

2. 	 This research only captured the perception of Tama's 

lecturers, which means that the results cou ld not be 

generalized to other industries or other objects; 

3. 	 The scale used in this researc h is adapted from the scale 
which developed and mostly used in developed countr ies. 

There is a possibility that the use of the scale resulted in 

some biases due to the some differences in the social 

conditions, culture, and economics conditions; 

4. 	 The ability orthe resp ondents to understand statements in 

the questionnaire may not be the same because of the 

differences in educational level. 

CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMM ENDATIONS 

T his study aimed to examine the relationships between 

Jearning organization and organizational readiness for 



ch ang~ . Th.; obj ec t of th is st udy is the percep tions or Urama 

!ccturers. Desl:ripti\ e findings sho wed that based on the 

pe rcept ion of UTama's lectu rers, learn ing organization of 

UTa ma as an organilation is not yet ,\·e ll deve lops, and as 

wel l as its organizational readiness for change is also still 

weak. lI ypot iles is te stingshow dthat allhypothesesaccepted, 

thus the study foundthat the learning organization and all of 

its d ime nsions positive ly and s ignificantly affects the 

organizat ion's readiness for change. 

The findings of this study indicate that in faci ng the changes , 

where the changes itse lf is a surely thing in the uncertain 

environment, U tama as an organization need to create a 

readiness for change .O ne important factor that will 

de termine the read iness of this is learning organization, thus, 

Tama need to develop strategic; and policies to become a 

learning organization. 

Based on the findings and the above discussions, some 

suggestions can be stated as follows: 

I. 	 The findings s uggest tbat learning organization of UTama 

is not yet well develops. Learning organi zation is a 

learning proce s. wher.; in as an environment, 

organizational learning is structurized so as the 

teamwork, collaboration, creati, ity, and knowledge have 

value and meaning (Confessore& Ko ps, 1998). Learning 

organization desc ribed the abil ity of an organiza tion to 

use the knowledge and skill of its m embers in a creative ly 

way to find new ways and methods to improve 

performance. Knowledge accumulated from a good 

learn ing p rocess will triggered organizational creativity 

that can exceed confined mmd that could hamper 

organ ization's readiness for change . T his knowledge 

accumulation will determine organizat ion's readiness to 

deal with changes through its ability to un derstand bettcr 

its em ironm ent, and its ability to bert r p redict the future 

accurately. Considcring the importance of learning 

organization for organizational readiness for change, 

Utama's management must build Utama into a learning 

organization, where all its members active ly do 

continuous learning process within boundaries of its 

organizational collective vision. 

2. 	 T he sample of this study lS limited to only 

Utama'slectuters; therefore the results could nor be 

generalized. To overcome this issue, future research is 

strongly suggested to replicate this study with broader 

populationl and or samples. 

3. 	 To better understooel the concept of organi zational 

readiness for change; future research is suggest.;d to 

explore the antecedents that might have in Iluence on 

creating organization's readiness for change, sLich as (but 

not limited): organi zational culture , leadership style, and 

risk-management. 
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