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ABSTRACT 

Organizational learning has the potential to improve organizational performance. For any organization 

to sustain long term benefits it requires to establish a mechanism to tap the knowledge and use this 

knowledge in taking future decisions. This study tries to capture the role of Organizational Learning and 

Employee Motivation and its impact on the Employees’ Performance. The study is exploratory and 

descriptive in nature. The questionnaire used for primary data collection has its items collected and 

derived from various standardized questionnaires available. The analysis of the primary data shows that 

there is a positive correlation between Organizational Learning and Organizational Performance. On 

understanding Herzberg theory of motivation the study came to conclusion that employees consider 

hygiene factors of motivation more significant than the motivator factors. The motivation level of 

employees in an organization has positive impact on the overall performance of any organization. The 

study helps the organizations to understand the relationship between learning and performance 

considering motivation as a mediating variable.  

Keywords: Organizational Learning, Employee Motivation, Organizational Performance. 

1. Introduction 

         It is strongly believed that organizational learning has the potential to improve organizational 

performance. For any organization to sustain long term benefits it requires to establish a mechanism to tap 

the knowledge and use this knowledge in taking future decisions. The organization is facing lot of 

problems when their experienced and skilled employees are poached by competitors. So understanding 

the aspect that human capital is unstable the organizations must try to lay down such mechanism that 

could allow organizations to be prepared for future. Organizational learning is an effective and flexible 

way to conduct training and adaptation to new process in a team. Employee motivation has been topic of 

continuous research and various studies have been conducted to study its impact on the organizational 

performance. The present research is based on Herzberg‟s motivation theory to understand impact of 

motivator and hygiene factors on performance of employees.   

1.1 Organizational Learning 

           Organizational learning involves creating, acquiring and integrating knowledge aimed for the 

development of resources and capabilities that will contribute for enhanced organizational performance. 

Hoy (2008) explored that there is a relation between the performance of employee and his experience 

curve. The concept of organizational learning gained its significance from experience curve of employees. 

Lipshitz and Friedman (2007) stated that organizational learning allows organizations to learn from 

experience, to examine and to adopt new ideas into policy and action plans in order to gain competitive 

advantage. Chen (2005) researched that organizational learning is a continuous process through which the 

organizations change themselves to adapt in the external and internal environment by utilizing 

organizational knowledge resources. Researchers observed that outputs increased relative to inputs as 

workers gained experience over time Argote (2001). According to Huber (1991) organizational learning 

process can be sub classified as sequence of steps like knowledge acquisition, distribution of information, 

information interpretation, and organizational memory. The knowledge further consists of five sub-

constructs or sub-processes- drawing knowledge which is available at the organization's birth, learning 

from experiences, learning by observing other organizations i.e. from competitors, grafting on to itself 

components that possess knowledge needed but not possessed by the organization, and searching for 

information related to organization's environment and performance.  
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Experimental Learning is a process that organizations go through to acquire learning by various 

experiments. So it can be acquired unintentionally or unsystematically. The experimental learning include 

the following:  

Organizational experiments:  Experiential learning can be enhanced by the analyzing feedbacks. 

Organizations must create a cause effect relationship between organization‟s actions and outcome. So 

experiential learning can be beneficial if feedback accuracy is maintained. 

Organizational self-appraisal: It is other form of experiential learning. It includes gathering information 

about problems and requires changes within organizational members, organizing information, sharing it 

with the organization‟s members. To allow members to choose and correct the actions to address problem 

Experimenting organization: The organizational experimenting is generally directed towards enhancing 

adaptability of an organization. So such organization would be less resistant to try new approaches and 

work under new environments. Thus organization will be adaptive. 

Unsystematic Or Unintentional Learning: We chose to analyze more number of alternatives and should 

strive to bring more accurate selection so that the decision taken is best. Post feedback outcomes are 

mostly positive. 

Learning from experience: A desirable learning from experience is that the studies to employ multiple 

methods example mathematical analysis, simulations, analysis and laboratory experiments of 

organizational events). 

       Jones (2000) emphasizes the importance of organizational learning for organizational performance. 

He defined it as „a process by which managers understand organizational environment and change their 

actions accordingly be enhance organizational performance. He proposed through organizational learning 

an organization expands its members. Sohaib, Ihsaan, Yousaf and Majeed (2012) suggested that 

organizations can learn from environment by carefully analyzing the stimuli present in environment. 

Organizations can improve their learning capabilities by bringing changes in its systems strategy, 

structure and its ideologies.   

1.2 Performance 

According to Rao (2012),”Performance is what is expected to be delivered by an individual or set of 

individuals within a time frame”. Here the term „expected‟ refers to results achieved, quality of work, 

meeting specifications, generating required quantity of output. Performance of an employee in 

organization can be stated as the output delivered in relation to the role of individual and in defined 

timeline. The performance of an employee can only be measured keeping in mind its dimensions. The 

dimensions are as follows: 

Input Dimension: Whether the employees have required skills and competency to perform the job or not. 

The employee is accomplishing all the activities required for performing task or not. 

Result Dimension: The employee is able to generate final outcome or not. The quantity of output achieved 

meets the targets as defined by organization. 

Quality Dimension: This refers to the quality of work done, whether all specifications defined by 

organization are met or not. Depending upon the nature of work, different tasks have different degree for 

error tolerance. 

Cost Dimension: If the performance of employee is not cost effective it doesn‟t add value to its 

organization. Therefore checking upon the cost factor is essential parameter to measure performance of 

employee. 
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Time Dimension: In today‟s world when there is cut throat competition the time has great value. The task 

completed after time deadline has no meaning. 

 

        Škerlavaj and Dimovski (2006) explained in their research that business environment is 

characterized with customers, employees and society mostly. So for performance assessment one should 

not overlook these stakeholders. It is also supported in Freeman‟s Stakeholder theory (1984, 1994). 

Considering these stakeholders is important because they have particular interest in organization and will 

be with it till their goals are met. Brush and VanderWerf (1992) examined thirty-five completely different 

measures of performance in different studies indicating that researchers perceived many alternative 

dimensions of performance, which there was no agreement on what measures truly represent overall 

structure performance. The most frequently used measures of performance were changes in sales, 

structure survival, changes in range of staff, and gain. Multiple objective measures were rather more 

frequently used than were subjective or sensory activity measures of performance. Further, the primary 

suggests that of information assortment was mail surveys, and therefore the primary sources of 

performance information were managers, executives, founders or homeowners. 

Murphy, Trailer and Hill (1996) examined the variables accustomed live structure performance in 

entrepreneurship analysis within the years 1987 through 1993. They found, consistent with Brush & 

VanderWerf (1992) and Cooper (1993), that there was no consistency within the variables accustomed 

live new venture performance. In total, they known seventy one completely different dependent variables 

accustomed live performance in their sample. They later on categorized these variables into eight separate 

dimensions of performance. They conjointly found that 75% of the sample articles used primary 

knowledge sources, twenty ninth used secondary knowledge sources, and only 6 June 1944 used each. 

The high dependence upon primary knowledge sources is typical in Entrepreneurship analysis, since there 

square measure typically no in public out there money knowledge sources for personal firms. Another 

finding was that the performance variables used were primarily money rather then operational. It ought to 

be noted that some may dispute a number of white potato et al.‟s classifications. for example, asset, 

inventory, and assets turnover square measure typically thought of potency measures, whereas come back 

on investment, come back on equity, come back on assets, come back on internet price (generally thought 

of the same as come back on equity), and internal rate of come back square measure all thought of profit 

measures, even though white potato et al. classified them as potency measures. Similarly, measures like 

return to shareholders, market-to-book price, and stock worth appreciation square measure all thought of 

market measures (Brealey, Myers & Marcus 2001) even if white potato et al. classified them as profit 

measures. Therefore, whereas the particular measures and dimensions given by white potato et al. square 

measure meaty, their classifications square measure suspect and should make a case for why their results 

of their factor analysis failed to adjust to the hypothesized dimensions. 

 

1.3 Motivation 

         As pointed by Vroom (1964), motivation is derived from the Latin word “movere”, which means 

“to move”. It is an internal force which may vary according to an individual‟s needs which drive him/her 

to achieve. Schulze and Steyn (2003) affirmed that in order to understand people‟s behavior at work, 

managers or supervisors must be aware of the concept of needs or motives, which will help „move‟ their 

staffs to act. According to Robbins (2001), motivation is a needs-satisfying process which means that 

when an individual‟s needs are satisfied or motivated by certain factors, the individual will exert superior 

effort toward attaining organizational goals. Theories of motivation can be divided to explain the behavior 

and attitude of employees (Rowley, 1996; Weaver, 1998). The content theories are based on the 

assumption that people have individual needs that impacts their actions, and theorists such as Maslow 

(1954), McClelland (1961), 

         Herzberg‟s motivation-hygiene theory, also known as the two-factor theory was given by analysis of 

feelings of around 200 engineers and accountants working in nine companies of the United States. 

Respondents were asked to describe their job experiences either extremely bad or exceptionally good and 

rated their feelings on the basis of these experiences. Responses about good feelings were generally 
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related to motivators, and responses about bad feelings were associated with hygiene factor. Motivators 

identified as achievement, recognition, responsibility and advancement. Hygiene factors were extrinsic 

part of the job, such as salary, supervision, interpersonal relations and company policies Herzberg (1966). 

Ball (2003) explained that Herzberg‟s motivation theory is one of the content theories of motivation. This 

attempts to explain the factors that motivate individuals through identifying and satisfying their individual 

needs and desires. This theory of motivation is known as a two factor content theory. It can be 

dichotomized into hygiene factors and motivation factors and also referred as a „two need system‟. These 

two separate needs are to avoid unpleasantness and discomfort and, at the other end the need for personal 

development. The absence of the motivational factors that positively encourage employees will impact 

employees to focus on „hygiene‟ factors. 

            Understanding Herzberg‟s theory recognizes the intrinsic satisfaction that may be obtained from 

the work itself. It attracts attention to job style and makes managers aware that issues of motivation might 

not essentially be directly related to the work issues will usually be external to the task. When managers 

can understand what factors can de-motivate the employees a better understanding can be created 

regarding with employees. Therefore, employee‟s motivation can be enhanced through analyzing 

motivators and de-motivators at work place and thereby creating a better work satisfaction for employees.  

 

2. Review of Literature 

2.1. Organizational Learning and Performance 

Akhtar, Arif, Rubi, and Naveed (2011), focused on strong relationship existing between organizational 

learning and organizational performance because the performance of organization increases with the rate 

of organizational change which leads towards improvement of organizational performance. The 

organizational learning plays significant role in improving performance in educational institutes. 

Organizational learning produces high returns on investments as it raises the bar of performance. 

 

Škerlavaj and Dimovski (2006), explored relation between organizational learning and 

organizational performance from the employee perspective. They tested the hypothesis that 

higher-level organizational learning leads to improved organizational performance from the 

employee perspective. They used the sample data gathered by a self-administered questionnaire 

from top management members of 197 Slovenian companies with more than 100 employees in 

June 2004. The results show significant and positive impact of organizational learning on 

performance from the employee perspective. He described organizational learning on the basis of 

3 dimensions i.e. information acquisition, interpretation and cognitive changes. According to his 

research he suggests that organizational learning is of great importance in industries specifically 

where information plays a crucial role and where information becomes the basis of getting 

competitive advantage. So in such industries the organizations must employ double loop learning. 

 

The organizations have to continuously learn in order to cope up with external threats and 

to explore opportunities. Therefore, they acquire new knowledge and skills that will improve their 

existing and future performance Child, Faulkner and Tallman (2005); DiBella (1998); Ortenblad 

(2001). They proposed that the only competitive advantage of any company in future will be the 

ability of its managers to learn faster than the competitors Geus (1988). Many other researchers 

suggest that the effective strategy for sustaining and improving a firm‟s competitive edge and 

performance is organizational learning as stated in Mavondo, Chimhanzi, and Stewart (2005); 

Senge (1990) ; Sinkula, Baker and Noordewier (1997). 

 

Senge (1990) poposed generative learning which  is analogous to Argyris and Schon‟s 

(1978) double-loop learning as well as Fiol and Lyles‟s (1998) higher-level learning. Generative 
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learning emphasizes the use of feedback from past actions to create a transformational change 

that challenges the prevailing status of the organizations. It encourages changes in values and 

beliefs that motivates employee to achieve goals, strategies and policies Rahim (2001). In this 

level of learning, questions are not only focused on objective problems of the organizations, but 

the reasons why these problems occurs Argyris (1994). 

 

2.2. Employee Motivation and Performance 

       Dobre (2013) in his paper analyzed relationship between motivation of employees and organizational 

performance. It states that if organization works on improving recognition and empowerment of 

employees then it will increase employee motivation to perform which thereby will improve 

organizational performance. Low motivation at work can cause various problems like increases 

absenteeism, low client satisfaction. Organization must work on strategies to improve motivation level of 

employees if organization wants to compete. 

 

     Asim (2013), suggested that there is a positive correlation between employee motivation level and the 

organization‟s performance. The study was carried out in education sector. 118 respondents participated 

in the survey performed in Pakistani universities. Solomon, Hashim, Mehdi and Ajagbe (2012), also 

suggested that there is a significant impact of employee motivation on organization‟s performance. Their 

study shows that there is a positive correlation between motivation and organizational performance.  

        Latt (2008) suggested in his research that organizations are applying different strategies to facilitate 

employee motivation which thereby impacts the performance of an organization. If the motivation of 

employees is taken into account and strategies in an organization are formulated to facilitate the 

motivation of employees. Different employees are motivated through different medium. Some regard 

recognition, accomplishment as motivation while some regard working condition, salary as motivating 

factor. So Herzberg beautifully described the two factors of motivation. That is motivator and hygiene 

factors for employees. Motivating factor if are present in an organization will bring satisfaction to 

employees while hygiene factors if not present will make employees feel dissatisfied. 

        Organizations are using different approaches like rewards, recognition, team-based methods for 

overall motivation and performance of employees. Strategies must be chose carefully. The organization 

must select the strategies considering the employee needs and organizational needs.  

 

3. Research Methodology 

Hypotheses 

  H1 : Organizational learning does not impact the organizational performance. 

  H2 : Employee motivation does not impact organizational learning. 

  H3 : Organizational learning does not impact employee motivation. 

  H4: Employee motivation does not impact organizational performance. 

 

Objectives 

1. To examine the impact of organizational learning on the organizational performance. 

2. To examine impact of organizational learning on employee performance and vice versa.  

3. To examine impact of employee motivation on organizational performance. 

Research Design 

      Both the Exploratory research and the Descriptive research has been conducted which includes review 

of literature and survey which is executed through structured questionnaire. The questionnaire is filled by 

215 IT professionals (middle level) in National Capital Region. The selection of respondents has been 

done on the basis of convenience sampling (Non- Probability).  
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4. Data Analysis 

4.1. Reliability 

Table 1: Reliability Analysis 

S.no Dimension No of Item Cronbach Alpha 

1 Organizational Learning 6 0.77 

2 Motivator Factor 10 0.911 

3 Herzberg Factor 12 0.89 

4 Motivation 22 0.937 

5 Organizational Performance 18 0.793 

 

Interpretation: The value of Cronbach‟s alpha for instrument is above 0.7. So the instrument is 

highly reliable for the study.  Motivation dimension is combination of motivating and hygiene factor. 

 

4.2.  Descriptive Statistics 

Table 2: Group Statistics 

 Gender N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

OL mean Male 189 3.52 .521 .038 

Female 26 3.81 .341 .067 

Herzberg‟s Motivating 

Factor 

Male 189 3.57 .650 .047 

Female 26 3.53 1.082 .212 

Herzberg‟s Hygiene 

Factor 

Male 189 3.33 .645 .047 

Female 26 3.20 .619 .121 

OP mean Male 189 3.44 .395 .029 

Female 26 3.68 .327 .064 

 

Interpretation: The above table shows the different means for males and female employees who 

participated in the research study.  

 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Herzberg‟s 

Hygiene Factor 

2

15 

2 5 3.

32 

.642 

Organizational 

Performance 

2

15 

3 4 3.

47 

.395 

Organizational 

Learning 

2

15 

2 4 3.

56 

.511 

Herzberg‟s 

Motivating Factor 

2

15 

2 5 3.

57 

.713 

Valid N 

(listwise) 

2

15 

    

 

Interpretation:  Here Herzberg‟s motivating factor dimension has highest mean which refers that 

it dominates the employees. While Herzberg‟s „hygiene factor‟ have least significance on the employees. 

So, all dimensions have different degree of impact on employees. 
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4.3 Correlation 

Table 4: Correlation 

 Pearson 

correlation 

Organizational 

Learning 

Herzberg's 

motivator 

factors 

Herzberg's 

Hygiene 

factor 

Organizational 

Performance 

Organizational 

Learning 

r 1 .315
**

 .300
**

 .482
**

 

Herzberg's 

motivator 

factors 

r  1 .727
**

 .603
**

 

Herzberg's 

Hygiene factor 

r   1 .714
**

 

Organizational 

Performance 

r    1 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Interpretation:  

Organizational learning has moderate positive correlation with organizational performance, motivating 

factor and hygiene factor. There exist 0.315 correlation with motivating factor, 0.300 correlation with 

hygiene factor and 0.482 with organizational performance. Motivating factor have moderate positive 

correlation with organizational learning. There exist high positive correlation with hygiene factor and 

organizational performance. There exist 0.315 correlation with organizational learning, 0.727 correlation 

with hygiene factor and 0.603 with organizational performance. Hygiene factor have moderate positive 

correlation with organizational learning. There exist high positive correlation with motivating factor and 

organizational performance. There exist 0.300 correlation with organizational learning, 0.727 correlation 

with motivating factor and 0.714 with organizational performance. There exist high positive correlation 

with motivating factor and organizational performance. There exist 0.300 correlation with organizational 

learning, 0.727 correlation with motivating factor and 0.714 with organizational performance. 

 

4.4 Regression 

4.4.1 Regression Analysis between Motivation and Organizational Performance 

Table 5: Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .724
a
 .524 .520 .274 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Hygiene Factor mean, Motivating Factor mean 
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Table 6: ANOVA 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 17.470 2 8.735 116.721 .000
a
 

Residual 15.865 212 .075   

Total 33.335 214    

a. Predictors: (Constant), Hygiene Factor, Motivating Factor   

b. Dependent Variable: Organizational 

Performance 

    

 

Table 7: Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1.923 .104  18.472 .000 

Hygiene Factor mean .359 .042 .584 8.462 .000 

Motivating Factor 

mean 
.098 .038 .178 2.573 .011 

a. Dependent Variable: OP mean     

 

Interpretation:  

Here standardized coefficient Beta value of is 0.584 for Hygiene factor. It means Herzberg‟s hygiene 

factor has 58.3 % on the dependent variable that is organizational performance. While Herzberg‟s 

motivating factor has 17.8 % impact on the performance. The sigma value (0.00) from the ANOVA table 

is less than 0.05; hence the model is a good fit. 

 

4.4.2 Regression Analysis between Organizational Learning and Organizational Performance 

Table 8: Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .482
a
 .232 .229 .347 

a. Predictors: (Constant), OL mean  

Table 9: ANOVA 

Model 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 7.746 1 7.746 64.481 .000
a
 

Residual 25.589 213 .120   

Total 33.335 214    

a. Predictors: (Constant), OL mean    

b. Dependent Variable: OP mean 
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Table 10: Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.142 .167  12.860 .000 

OL mean .372 .046 .482 8.030 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: Organizational Performance    

 

Interpretation:   

Here standardized coefficient Beta value is 0.482 which signifies that independent variable impacts 

dependent variable by 48.2 %. Organizational learning has 48.2 % impact on the organizational 

performance. 

 

5 Findings 

 

 Organizational learning has moderate positive correlation with organizational performance, 

motivating factor and hygiene factor. There exist 0.315 correlation with motivating factor, 0.300 

correlation with hygiene factor and 0.482 with organizational performance. 

 

 Herzberg‟s motivating factors have moderate positive correlation with organizational learning. 

 

 There exist high positive correlation with hygiene factor and organizational performance. There 

exist 0.315 correlation with organizational learning, 0.727 correlation with hygiene factor and 

0.603 with organizational performance. Hygiene factor have moderate positive correlation with 

organizational learning. 

 

 There exist high positive correlation with motivating factor and organizational performance. 

There exist 0.300 correlation with organizational learning, 0.727 correlation with motivating 

factor and 0.714 with organizational performance. 

 

 There exist high positive correlation with motivating factor and organizational performance. 

There exist 0.300 correlation with organizational learning, 0.727 correlation with motivating 

factor and 0.714 with organizational performance. 

 

 Herzberg‟s hygiene factor has 58.3 % on the organizational performance. While Herzberg‟s 

motivating factor has 17.8 % impact on the organizational Performance. 

 

 Organizational learning has 48.2 % impact on the organizational performance. 

 

6 Conclusion   

The study shows that according to employee‟s perception, organizational learning has positive impact on 

the performance of organization. That is if organization works on the learning aspects it simultaneously 

improves the employees‟ performance. On understanding Herzberg theory of motivation the study came 

out with conclusion that employees consider hygiene factors of motivation more significant than the 

motivator. The motivation level of employees in an organization have positive impact on the overall 

performance of any organization. 



IRA-International Journal of Management & Social Sciences 

 

 365 

References 

1. Asim, M. (2013). Impact of motivation on employee performance with effect of training: specific 

to education sector of Pakistan. International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications , 3 

(9)., 143-152 

2. Ball, J. (2003, october 3). Understanding Heerzberg Theory Of Motivtion. 

3. Bernthal, P. R., Rogers, R. W., & Smith, A. B. (2003). Managing Performance: Building 

Accountability for Organizational Success. Development Dimension International HR Benchmark 

Group , 4 (2), 13-20. 

4. Bocaneanu, S. (2007). Assessment of organizational learning with teams. Journal Of Applied 

Quantitative Methods , 2 (4), 409-417. 

5. Dobre, O.I. (2013). Employee motivation and organizational performance. Review of Applied 

Socio- Economic Research , 5 (6), 53-60. 

6. Gavrea, C., Ilies, L., & Stegerean, R. (2011). Determinants of organizational performance : The 

case of Romania. Management & Marketing Challenges for the Knowledge Society , 6 (2), 285-

300. 

7. Huber, G. P. (1991). Organizational Learning: The Contributing Processes and the Literatures. 

Organizational Science , 2 (1), 88-115. 

8. Latt, K. A. (2008, February 2). Motivating people on the way towards organizational 

performance. Covalence Analyst Papers. Australia. 

9. Opoku, A., & Fortune, C. (2011). Organizational learning and Sustainability in the Construction 

industry. The Built & Human Environment Review , 4 (1), 98-107. 

10. Salim, I. M., & Sulaiman, M. (2011). Organizational Learning, Innovation and Performance:A 

Study of Malaysian Small and Medium Sized Enterprises. International Journal of Business and 

Management , 6 (12), 118-125. 

11. Škerlavaj, M., & Dimovski, V. (2006). Influence of organizational learning on organizational 

performance from the employee perspective: The case of Slovenia. Management , 11, 75-90. 

12. Sohaib, M., Ihsaan, M., Yousaf, J., & Majeed, A. Factors Affecting the Organizational Learning: 

A Study of Banking Sector of Pakistan. International Journal Of Organizational And Mangement 

Studies , 2 (2), 16-22. 

13. Sohaib, M., Ihsaan, M., Yousaf, J., & Majeed, A. (2012). Factors Affecting the Organizational 

Learning: A Study of Banking Sector of Pakistan. International Journal Of Management and 

Organizational studies , 2 (2), 16-22. 

14. Solomon, O., Hashim, N. H., Mehdi, B. Z., & Ajagbe, M. A. (2012). Employee Motivation and 

Organizational Performance in Multinational Companies: A Study of Cadbury Nigeria Plc. 

International Journal of Research in Management & Technology , 2 (3), 303-3012. 

15. Stello, C. M. (n.d.). Herzberg‟s Two-Factor Theory of Job Satisfaction:An Intergrative Literature 

Review. 



IRA-International Journal of Management & Social Sciences 

 

 366 

16. Tan, T. H., & Waheed, A. (2011). Herzberg's motivation-hygiene and job satisfaction in the 

Malaysian retail sector: Mediating effect of love of money. Asian Academy of Management 

Journal , 73-94. 

17. U.S., M. (2013). The Impact of Employee Motivation On Organisational Performance (A Study 

Of Some Selected Firms In Anambra State Nigeria). The International Journal Of Engineering 

And Science , 2 (7), 70-80. 

18. Vasenska, I. (2013). Organizational learning and employee empowering increasing tourist 

destination performance. Management, Knowledge and Learning International Conference 2013 , 

615-624. 

 

 


