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Abstract of Dissertation
The Relationship Between Organizational Identification and Learning
Organization Dimensions in a Franchise Network:
An Exploratory Survey Research Study

This study explored the relationship between the perception of organizational
identification and perceptions of learning organization dimensions in a medium-sized,
U.S.-based franchise organization. The research questions were these: To what extent is
there a relationship between the franchise owner’s organizational identification with the
franchise network and that franchise owner’s perspective of the learning dimensions of
the franchise network? and to what extent is there a relationship between the franchise
owner’s organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise
owner’s perspective of the subscales of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

The study used a quantitative research design and a 35-item survey instrument.
The survey instrument consisted of three sections: (a) demographic questions, (b)
organizational identification questions from Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) instrument, and
(c) dimension of the learning organization questions from Watkins and Marsick’s (2003)
DLOQ. The organizational identification and learning organization sections of the
instrument remained unchanged from previous studies, which allowed for a relative
comparison of descriptive statistics from previous studies. Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated to determine reliability. The instrument was a self-administered Internet
survey. All 81 franchise owners within the franchise network received the instrument.

A total of 51 respondents completed the survey instrument. Descriptive statistics
and correlations using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were analyzed.
The findings suggested that the descriptive statistics from a franchise network were no

\



different from those from previous studies in numerous different business formats, which
indicated that the relationships within the franchise being studied were similar to those
within an integrated organization. The study also indicated a moderately strong positive
correlation between organizational identification and learning organization dimensions (R
=.468). Similarly, the study suggested that the strongest correlations existed between
organizational identification and encouraging collaboration and team learning (R = .551),
and between organizational identification and strategic leadership (R =.473). Finally, the
study suggested the weakest correlations existed between organizational identification
and systems to capture and share learning. The study concluded that this franchise was
no different from integrated organizations and that a correlation did exist, which leads to

new areas for further theoretical exploration and practical application.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Overview of the Study

Changes in the economic and political environment since the turn of the last
century have created an ever-growing need for organizations to quickly adapt. We are
both fortunate and unfortunate to have witnessed the increasing impact of intertwined
global networks from the financial markets meltdown of 2008 to the geopolitical
environment turbulence of 2011. Both events created ripples throughout all levels of the
global economy that eventually came to rest in the United States. As Michael Marquardt
(2011) wrote, “globalization and technology have forced companies to transform
themselves significantly in order to survive in a new world and its new economy” (p. vii).
Marquardt pointed to learning as the solution: “Organizations must learn even faster and
adapt more seamlessly to changes in the environment or they simply will not survive” ( p.
vii).

Peter Senge (1990) first wrote of a method to view large problems and learn of
the system as a whole, a method likely worth revisiting in our increasingly more complex
and intertwined environment. In The Fifth Discipline, Senge called for “destroying the
illusion that the world is created of separated, unrelated forces” (p. 3).

Building from Senge’s writing, Watkins and Marsick (1993) pointed to learning
as a social process whereby learning progresses “at successively complex, collective
learning levels in organizations: individuals, groups and teams, larger business units and

networks, the organization itself, its network of customers and suppliers, and other



societal groups” (p. 9). Per Marsick and Watikins, learning is a system process that
begins at individual interaction.

If learning is promoted through social interactions as described by Watkins and
Marsick (1993), a relationship with other organizational theories may exist. As one
example, organization identification also occurs in a social context as an individual in the
organization attempts to understand his or her relationship to the collective group. Or as
Ashforth and Mael (1989) have described the phenomenon, organizational identification
is the creation of oneness with an organization. The promotion of organizational
identification creates many consequences supportive for both the organization and the
individual (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Barker & Tompkins, 1994; Cheney, 1983; Dutton,
Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; Pratt, 2000). The concept of a learning organization is one
such organizational theory that may be related to organizational identification. However,
there is limited empirical exploration of a relationship between organizational
identification and learning organization dimensions in the literature. And, in certain
business contexts, these organizational dynamics have been underexplored. One such
business context is franchising.

In a September, 2010, news release, the United States Census Bureau (2010)
reported that franchise businesses accounted for nearly $1.3 trillion in annual sales
revenue during 2007. The 2011 Franchised Business Economic Outlook prepared by
PricewaterhouseCooper for the International Franchise Association’s Educational
Foundation predicts continued U. S. franchise growth through 2011 with job growth of
2.5 percent to 7,808,000 full-time and part-time employees. The 2011 Franchise
Business Economic Outlook also points to U. S. franchise establishments increasing from
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765,723 to 784,802. These figures illustrate that franchise business is big business in
sales revenue, employment, and number of establishments and that franchise businesses
are poised for continual growth within the United States.

Franchise networks are predominately service related and designed under a
business format franchising agreement which Watson, Stanworth, Healeas, Purdy, and
Stanworth (2005) have succinctly described as an agreement where “the franchisor is to
provide the franchisees with the necessary know-how to operate the business” (p. 25).
The franchisee in turn provides various levels of start-up capital, local management talent,
employee base, and local market knowledge (Rhatullah & Raeside, 2008).

The business format agreement between the separate business entities creates a
relationship complexity that Norton (1988) has described as maintaining both a firm-like
quality of a hierarchical organization and a market-like quality of trade separation. The
firm-like quality as described by Norton “often resembles full vertical integration” (p.
199), whereas the market-like qualities “arise from the existence of trade between two
entities” (p. 198).

The franchise business relationship, consisting of the firm-like and market-like
paradox, is an interesting relationship that may challenge traditional theories of
organizational identification and learning organization. This relationship complexity
between separate organizations operating as one network creates a context not
traditionally analyzed under learning organization theories or organizational
identification. By analyzing the franchise through these theories, we may learn more
about the relationship between the individual’s perception of the learning organization
and that individual’s perception of organizational identification. Ultimately, we may

3



learn more about the franchise relationship itself and new practical methods to improve
essential franchise relationships.
Statement of the Problem

Considering that franchise businesses accounted for nearly $1.3 trillion in annual
sales revenue, they are very much an influential portion of the United States’ economic
engine. However, the franchise business structure of maintaining both a firm-like quality
and market-like quality may hamper the relational interactions important to both the
perceptions of organizational identification and the perceptions of learning organization
dimensions. This barrier represented by the unique entrepreneurial and dependent
network may prevent the franchise network from perceiving a sense of oneness and
maximizing interaction to promote learning. The entrepreneurial owner may be too
independent from the franchise network to interact.

Edwards and Peccei (2007) described organizational identification as including
both the affective and cognitive elements that create the linkage between the individual
and his or her organization. An individual’s identification with the organization has been
shown to create a benefit for both the organization and the individual (Asforth & Mael,
1989; Barker, 1993; Barker & Tompkin, 1994; Cheney, 1983; Dutton et al., 1994; Pratt,
2000; Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002; Edwards, 2005). Although the benefit of
identification has been explored previously, limited use of the theory has been applied to
the franchise network, which leads to an opportunity to further investigate. Meek, Davis-
Sramek, Baucus, and Germain (2011) did utilize social exchange theory to study the role
of collaborative communication and commitment on franchisees’ propensity to leave the
network. However, they concluded that “the future of franchising research is ripe with
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opportunity to examine the franchisor-franchisee relationship by grounding it in
theoretical frameworks offered in both marketing and organizational behavior” (p. 575).

From a learning organization perspective, the franchisor learns from the
franchisee’s local knowledge (Watson et al., 2005), and the franchisees learn from the
franchisor’s operational and business practice knowledge (Knott & McKelvey, 1999).
Studies have explored the development of knowledge within the franchise network and
migration of that knowledge throughout the network both among the franchisees and
between a franchisee and franchisor (Darr, Argote, & Epple, 1995; Hoy, 2008; Knot &
McKelvey, 1999; Watson et al., 2005; Sorenson & Sorensen, 2001; Lindblom &
Tikkanen, 2010; Kalnin & Mayer, 2004). These studies have shown how information
originates and flows throughout the network; however, the perception of a presence of the
dimension of a learning organization across the franchise network has been
underexplored. It is these learning organization dimensions that Watkins and Marsick
(1993, 1999) described as the imperatives for an organization to create learning
strategically into the system. And, it is in new contexts of smaller and medium-sized
organizations that Song, Joe, and Chermack (2009) described as the site for future
learning organization research as they stated, “size of the organization could pull out
practical, interesting, and worthy results” (p. 60).

The availability of limited research in both organizational identification and
learning organization dimensions within a franchise network alone does not constitute the
full extent of this study. This research extends these two areas to understand if a

relationship exists between the perception of both organizational identification and



learning organization dimensions within a franchise network afflicted with an interplay
between the firm-like and market-like qualities.
Purpose and Research Questions

Through an examination of the franchisees' perceptions of identification with the
franchise network and the franchisees’ evaluations of the learning dimensions of the
franchise network, this study explores methods to understand both learning and
identification within the complex relationships of a U. S.-based franchise system. The
objective is to answer Meek and his colleagues’ (2011) request for researchers to “tease
out the relationship nuances, paying particular attention to relational variables that will
create more insight about the potential benefits gained from stronger relationships” (p.
575).

The purpose of this exploratory research study is to expand the current
understanding of the relationship between organizational identification and learning
organization dimensions in the context of a franchise network. The study will occur in
the context of a medium-sized franchise located in the United States. The study will be
limited to operations within one country and one medium-sized franchise to limit the
impacts of relationship inconsistency within the network. The medium-sized franchise
network consists of fewer than 100 franchisees that receive guidance from a single
franchisor point of contact, which will further limit communication inconsistency across
the network. The franchise will consist of franchisees that have relatively few,
technically trained employees with low turn-over. The objective is to focus on the
franchisee owner’s perception because, in the scenario described above, the owner will
play a pivotal role in the operation of the franchisee and interaction with the franchisor.

6



There are two research questions that guide this study.

RQ1: To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s
perception of organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise
owner’s perception of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

RQ2: To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s
perception of organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise
owner’s perception of the subscales of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

The specific hypotheses to be studied are:

H1: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Dimensions of a Learning Organization Scores

H1a: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Continuous Learning scores

H1b: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Inquiry and Dialogue scores

Hi1c: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Collaboration and Team Learning scores

H1d: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Learning Systems scores

Hle: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Empowering People scores

H1f: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores

and Connect the Organization scores



H1g: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores

and Strategic Leadership scores
Statement of Potential Significance

The 2010 United States Census Bureau reported that franchise businesses
accounted for nearly $1.3 trillion in annual sales revenue during 2007. The importance of
franchising to the domestic economy is unquestionable. To a single franchise network,
any improvement to the network’s market appeal will result in the increased desire of
entrepreneurs to enter the network through acquisition of franchisee locations. This
improvement can create a rippling financial impact throughout the network. As the
franchisor becomes increasingly valuable, the franchisee locations similarly become more
appealing, thereby raising their value. Therefore, if a franchise network can understand
methods to overcome the market-like qualities by increasing the full vertical integration
of firm-like qualities, financial benefits are assumed to follow.

It is both firm-like qualities and market-like qualities that prevent direct
application of prior studies on organizational identification and learning organization
dimensions. Studies in traditional, vertically integrated organizations lack the
entrepreneurial influences presented by the independent franchisee owners with
significant capital investment in the local franchise operation. The franchise network has
just too many different impacts to relational interactions to blindly apply existing studies.
So, although existing research has uncovered various benefits of both organizational
identification and the dimensions of the learning organization to a company, a franchise

network creates a new platform to expand research.



Prior studies have shown the difficult interaction in franchisee to franchisee
learning (Darr et al., 1995). Other previous studies have called for better understanding
of relational variables such as organizational identification (Meek et al., 2011).

In addition to advancing these theories in isolation, this study advances the
theories under which franchise system interactions are viewed by the linking of two
separate streams of research and applying them to a franchise setting. The study
introduces an exploratory survey instrument that can aid franchisors in understanding the
learning, performing, and identification impacts among franchisees within the
franchisor's network.

Conceptual Framework

Organizational identification and the dimensions of a learning organization are the
theoretical foundations of this study. Both theories have literature dating back over
twenty years.

Organizational Identification

Organizational identification has been described as inclusive of both the cognitive
and affective elements in defining the linkage between the organization and the
individual. Edwards (2005) defined organizational identification as “a psychological
linkage between the individual and the organization whereby the individual feels a deep,
self-defining affective and cognitive bond with the organization as a social entity” (p.
227). Pratt’s (1998) study described two paths to identification as “recognition of an
organization deemed similar to one’s self, or through changes in one’s self to become
more similar to an organization” (p. 173). These paths result from the identification
process. Edwards and Peccei (2007) conceptualized organizational identification as

9



being comprised of three subcomponent constructs: a) categorization of the self and self-
labeling, b) integration of organization goals and values, and c) sense of organizational
belonging and membership.
Dimension of a Learning Organization

Watkins and Marsick (1993) observed that “learning in the learning organization
is highly social” and “individuals help other individuals learn” (p. 9). To foster the
learning process, Marsick and Watkins described seven action imperatives that cross the
three levels of the learning organization. Table 1 illustrates Watkins and Marsick’s seven

dimensions across the three levels of learning.

Table 1
Watkins and Marsick’s Seven Dimensions of a Learning Organization Divided into Three

Levels

Individual level Team/group level Organization level

Continuous learning  Collaboration and team learning  System
Empowerment
Inquiry and dialogue Environment connection

Strategic leadership

10



Research Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework stems from the individual’s perception of interaction
between him- or herself and the collective. Both organizational identification and
learning organization constructs are built upon an individual’s perception of those within
the collective. This individual’s perception will be described further when organizational
identification and learning organization concepts are explored in chapter 2. This
perception is of significant importance within the franchise context because it must
overcome the market-like qualities of the relationship and guide the relationship toward a
firm-like structure where the franchisee perceives organizational identification and
learning dimensions within the network with which he or she is only contractually

affiliated.

Proposed relationship between organizational identification
and Learning Organization Dimensions in a Franchise
Organization J Continuous Learning ‘

Inquiry & Dialogue ‘

Collaboration &
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Learning
Organization
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Strategic Leadership |

Figure 1. The conceptual framework: proposed relationship between organization

identification and the dimensions of a learning organization in a franchise organization.
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Summary of Methodology

To answer the research question and explore the hypotheses, a correlation design
was selected. Correlation analysis will determine the direction and strength of the
relationship between organizational identification and dimensions of the learning
organization.

For this study, the organizational identification variable was defined as the
individual’s perception of a linkage between the organization and the individual and
includes both a cognitive and affective element (Edwards & Peccei, 2007). Under this
definition of organizational identification, the stronger the identification, the greater the
feeling of oneness between the individual franchisee owner and the franchise network as
either the organization is considered similar to the individual or the individual has
adjusted his or her self to align with the organization (Pratt, 1998).

The dimensions of a learning organization perception were defined as an
individual’s cognitive process intertwined with the collective structures that influence the
individual and group. Under this definition, the individual and the collective learn
together in a reciprocal interaction. Therefore, with stronger individual perception of a
learning organization dimension, it is assumed that the organization is “one that is
characterized by continuous learning for continuous improvement and by the capacity to
transform itself” (Marsick & Watkins, 1999, p. 10).

An exploratory quantitative study was selected because previous franchise-based
research was predominately qualitative and focused on a few franchisee locations. The
results of these studies provided significant depths in analysis of interactions between a
few franchisees in a much larger network. However, this study breaks from the
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qualitative studies in the franchise literature with an aim to obtain responses from a
significant number of franchisee owners within a medium-sized franchise network to gain
breadth in understanding the entire franchise network. The understanding of breadth
aligns with system thinking. Also, conducting a qualitative study would have been too
costly and time prohibitive to meet the criterion of capturing responses from the entire
network or a large proportion of the network.

Additionally, since both organizational identification and learning organization
theories had been quantitatively study in other contexts, the decision to use a survey was
based upon evaluation of prior studies. Prior studies could be used as a reference to
understand the relative strength or weakness of the franchise relationship. A survey
research methodology was finally selected after researching existing instruments. The
review of instruments is discussed in later chapters.

The decision to use Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) organizational identification
instrument and Marsick and Watkins’ (2003) dimensions of the learning organization
questionnaire are further described in chapters 2 and 3. Neither of these instruments has
been previously utilized in a franchise network.

This exploratory research study will be conducted in a U. S.-based franchise
network containing approximately 80 franchise owners covering over 200 major markets.
The size of the franchisee network, in this case only 80 owners, is important because the
study aims to understand the franchisee’s perceptions of the interactions, and larger
franchise networks typically have multiple interaction points with the franchise
headquarters, which may create different perceptions simply based upon the headquarters
contact. ldeally, the franchise within the study will have one point of contact within the
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franchise headquarters who manages consistent communications because, as Meek et al.
(2011) concluded, communication method had significant impact on franchisee
relationships with the franchise.

The unit of analysis for this study is the individual franchisee owner. Each
individual owning or operating a franchisee will be requested to complete a survey
instrument using his or her perception of organizational identification with the franchise
network and dimensions of the learning organization within the franchise network.
Employees of the franchise headquarters will not complete the survey, as the study
focuses on the franchisee owner’s perception of the franchise network.

Participants will be administered the Organizational Identification and
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire in a survey instrument with
separate sections for each. The Organizational Identification instrument uses a five-point
scale, and the Dimensions of the Learning Organization uses a six-point scale. Both
instruments are administered unchanged from previous applications to aid in relative
comparison of results with prior studies. The change in scale between the two
instruments is clarified within the section breaks of the instrument. Demographic
questions will also provide general information about the franchise network’s employee
turn-over, ownership, and network interactions.

The survey will be administered via an Internet tool. No identifiable information
will be gathered. The Internet survey will remain active for two weeks. After data
collection, all responses will be entered into SPSS for analysis using Cronbach’s alpha,

bivariante scatterplots, and Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient.
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This study both introduces two existing instruments into a new context—franchise
networks—and explores the relationship between the two theories, organizational
identification and learning organization.

Delimitations

First and foremost, this exploratory research study is being conducted within only
one medium-sized franchise network within the United States. Although the franchise
may include sufficient locations to meet the requirements for a correlation study, the
generalizability is limited to this one franchise because respondents were limited to this
select group. The selection of one franchise was made because the assumption is made
that the dimensions of the learning organization are less homogeneous across multiple
organizations. The homogeneity from one franchise assumption stems from two aspects
of the organization. First, the franchisor of selection will have one single point of contact
administering franchisee business development, which creates a more consistent
communication. Second, using a medium-sized franchise allows for frequent interactions
at owner meetings and network meetings. Increasing the sample beyond one franchise or
to a large-sized franchise would increase the differing impacts of more diverse
interactions and relationships within the network. Since both organizational
identification and learning organization theories build from interactions, isolating that
variable and ensuring consistency in the study was considered critical.

Limitations

Survey participants were limited to owners of the franchise locations because they
have the greatest interaction with the entire franchise network. Therefore, study results
cannot be generalized to all franchisee employees within the franchise network.
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However, this is not a concern because understanding all franchisee employees’
perception is beyond the scope of this study. The franchise selected for this study will be
one with relatively few, highly technical employees with low turnover. Therefore, the
franchisee owner will have an impact on the franchisee operations.

The second limitation of the study is the linkage of two separately developed
survey instruments. The effect of combining these instruments is not known, and it is
impossible to determine if separate administration would alter the response from the
decision to administer the instruments together. To alleviate the impact of the survey
instruments upon one another in a merged format, the instrument used in the study will
introduce the survey instrument with separate sections that clarify the different concepts.

Another key limitation is that the research is based upon self-reported perceptual
data. The individual is being asked to respond to his or her impression of the dimensions
of the learning organization and his or her identification with the organization. The
response options are on a Likert scale. The self-reported perceptual data are a declared
preference, and the study lacks any references to revealed preferences occurring through
action.

A final limitation originates from the use of a survey instrument. Surveys not
adapted to the context can possess inherent limitations in question ambiguity. Surveys
leave no opportunity to clarify answers, and surveys are a point in time assessment, not
exploring beyond the point of survey inquiry.

Definition of Key Terms

Business Format Franchising is the franchising structure wherein the franchisor

supports the franchisee with franchisor's products, services, trademarks, and a complete
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method to conduct the business to include marketing plans and operations manuals
(http://franchise.org/franchiseesecondary.aspx?id=52625)

Franchise: The International Franchising Association defines a franchise as the
agreement or license between two legally independent parties which gives: (a) a person
or group of people (franchisee) the right to market a product or service using the
trademark or trade name of another business (franchisor); (b) the franchisee the right to
market a product or service using the operating methods of the franchisor; (c) the
franchisee the obligation to pay the franchisor fees for these rights; and d) the franchisor
the obligation to provide rights and support to franchisees.

(http://franchise.org/franchiseesecondary.aspx?id=52625)

Table 2

Franchisor and Franchisee Comparison

Franchisor Franchisee

Owns trademark or trade name Uses trademark or trade name

Provides support through advertising, marketing Expands business with franchisor’s
and training support

Received fees (usually as % revenue) Pays fees

Knowledge “is socially constructed reality, influenced by personal beliefs and
values, forged in the rhythms of daily work, and visible in a company’s products and

services” (Marsick & Watkins, 1999, p. 82)
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Learning Organization is an organization that learns continuously and transforms
itself within strategic bounds as organizational capabilities are enhanced based on
embedded systems creating learning at the individual, team, and the organization levels.
Learning climate and culture underpin the learning organization. The learning
organization is measured through Marsick and Watkins' Dimensions of the Learning
Organization Questionnaire. The DLOQ explores seven dimensions of the learning
organization.

Organizational Identification is "psychological linkage between the individual
and the organization whereby the individual feels a deep, self-defining affective and
cognitive bond with the organization as a social entity" (Edwards, 2005, p. 227).
Organizational identification is measured through Edwards and Peccei's (2007)
instrument that is comprised of six questions in three subcomponents: self-labeling,
values and goals, and belonging and membership.

Summary

Chapter 1 provided an overview of the importance of franchise business to the U.
S. economy and the firm-like and market-like qualities that create a paradoxical
relationship between the franchisees and the franchisor. The chapter also outlined the
problem that the franchise relationships create in franchisees’ perceptions of
organizational identification and learning organization dimensions. Research questions
and hypotheses were outlined, and the significance to both the theories of organizational
identification and learning organizations were described. A conceptual framework was

introduced. An exploratory survey research method was described as the method to
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further research. The chapter concluded with limitations, delimitations, and an outline of
key terms.

Chapter 2 will expand on the literature supporting organizational identification
and learning organizations. The conceptual framework will be further explored. Chapter
3 will expand on the methods used in the study and expand on the rationale for selecting
the franchise. Chapter 4 will outline results from the study, and Chapter 5 will provide

interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Overview
The theory upon which the exploratory survey research study’s conceptual
framework is developed is outlined in this chapter. The literature review is divided into
three independent sections of research. The first section introduces a definition for
organizational identification and explores the organizational identification literature and
prevalent theories. A distinction between organizational identification and organization
commitment is introduced because the overlap of commitment and identification has
created debate and limited theoretical usefulness (Edwards & Peccei, 2007). The first
section concludes with an overview of multiple measurement theories and a selection of a
measurement theory that aligns with the literature and definitions used in this study. The
second section explores the distinction between the learning organization and
organizational learning, introduces the learning organization concepts, and concludes
with an overview of multiple measurement theories and the selection of the measurement
theory that aligns with the literature and definition used in this study. Throughout these
sections the perception of social interactions are described as the foundation to both
organizational identification and learning organization. The final section outlines the
context of the study, a franchise network. This section describes previous research in
organizational identification and learning organization within the franchise context and
further explores the firm-like and market-like paradox.
In defining terms and searching the literature, key terms such as organization
learning, learning organization, organization commitment, and organizational
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identification were used. To understand these theories in the franchise context, franchise

network and franchisor were added to the search terms. Search databases included

Business Source Premier, ProQuest, and dissertation publication databases. To limit

scope, generally theories in the last two decades were explored in greatest detail.
Organizational Identification

How do | come to know who | am in relation to you?
—Pratt, 1998, p. 171

Organization identification includes both the cognitive and affective elements in
defining the linkage between the organization and the individual. Edwards (2005)
provided a useful organizational identification definition in his description of “a
psychological linkage between the individual and the organization whereby the individual
feels a deep, self-defining affective and cognitive bond with the organization as a social
entity” (p. 227). This linkage between the individual and the collective is the basis of
organizational identification.

Many other descriptions were explored as foundation to this study; however,
those listed below lacked both a cognitive and affective component. Table 3 provides
alternative conceptualizations of organizational identification.

Although at its basis, organizational identification can be described as the extent
to which the organization member’s definition of him or herself aligns with what he or
she perceives the organization presents (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004) or “the degree to
which a person defines him or herself as having the same attributes that he or she believes
defines the organization (Dutton et al., 1994, p. 239), the theoretical background differs.

Generally, definitions of organizational identification include the individual’s perception
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Table 3

Descriptions of Organizational Identification differing from Edwards and Peccei

Author(s) Manifestation of organizational identification

Tompkins Decision maker identifies with an organization when he or she desires

& Cheney  to choose the alternative which best promotes the perceived interests or

(1985) the organization (p. 194)

Patchen When an employee identifies him- or herself with the organization, the

(1970) employee develops emotional ties with the organization as a result of
the effects of loyalty, similarity, and membership feelings

Dutton, Person is strongly identified with an organization when (a) his or her

Dukerich & identity as an organization member is more salient than alternative

Harquail identities, (b) his or her self-concept has many of the same

(1994) characteristics he or she believes define the organization as a social
group

Mael & Identification with a psychological group or organization is defined as

Tetrick the perception of sharing experiences of a focal group and sharing

(1992) characteristics of the group's members

Mael & Organizational identification is the perception of oneness with or

Ashforth belongingness to an organization where the individual defines him- or

(1992) herself in terms of the organization(s) of which he or she is a member.

Milton & Organization identification is the degree to which a member defines

Westphal him- or herself by the same attributes which are believed to define the

(2005) organization and can be positive and negative (shame associated with
affiliation)

Morgan, J Organizational identification can be explained as the degree to which a

(2004) member defines himself or herself by the same attributes that he or she
believes defines the organization.

Pratt (1998) Identification is a cognitive perceptual construct reflecting the extent to
which the organization is incorporated in the self concept

Kreiner &  The extent to which the organization member's definition of him or

Ashforth herself aligns with what he or she perceives the organization presents

(2004)

Cheney Organizational identification is an active process by which individuals

(1983) link themselves to elements in a social sense (p. 342)
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of a linkage between the organization and the individual; however, the perception creates
the theoretical path split between the cognitive and the affective component of linkage
(Edwards & Peccei, 2007).

Cognitive Elements: “What We Know or Believe As Oneness”

The cognitive elements of organizational identification center on shared values
and goals between the individual and the collective that create the cognitive structure of
the self-concept in relation to the group. Dutton et al. (1994) best described the person's
self-concept when defining identification as the cognitive linkage of attribute similarities
between the individual's perception of the organization and him- or herself.

Exploring the phenomena from the communication theorists perspective,
Tompkins and Cheney (1985) linked the process of identification and rational decision
making, “a decision maker identifies with an organization when he or she desires to
choose the alternative which best promotes the perceived interest of that organization (p.
194). Similarly, Barker (1993) described how identification creates a negotiated
consensus of value-based behavior around ideas, norms, and rules of interaction. From
the communication theorist’s standpoints, identification derives from rhetoric that the
organization can influence such as goal, objectives, and rules (Ravasi & van Rekom,
2003). The impact is on communicating with the individual to form an administrative
management method whereby the individual accepts the organization identity. Or, as
stated by Cheney (1983), “organizational identification is an active process by which
individuals link themselves to elements in a social sense” (p. 342).

Many of the studies utilizing communication theories link organizational
identification with control, socialization, and organization communication (Cheney,
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1983; Barker & Tompkins, 1994; Barker, 1993). Pratt (1998) described this process as
one of “changing one’s self-concept so that one’s values and beliefs become more similar
to the organization’s (emulation)” (p. 175).

A similar and more predominant cognitive theory comes from the social identity
theorists (Tajfel & Turner, 1985; Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Similar to the communication
theorists, social identity theorists define identification as the individual’s perception of
oneness between him- or herself and the organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Where
the communication theorists point to rhetoric as the means to create the sense of
intertwined fate, the social identity theorists point to the impact of value congruence in
the “perception of oneness with or belongingness to” the organization (Ashforth & Mael,
1989).

Cognitive elements of identification relate to an individual's perception about the
group based upon the information available to him or her about the group. Pratt (1998)
best summarized the cognitive elements in his definition of identification as a cognitive
perceptual construct reflecting the extent to which the organization is incorporated in the
self concept. In addition, as reiterated by van Knippenberg & Sleesbo (2006), the more
people identify with an organization, the more the organization’s values, norms, and
interests are incorporated in the self concept.

Affective Elements: “Feelings of Oneness”

Affective elements of identification focus upon belonging and membership. The
decision is less cognitive and more emotionally based. Where the cognitive elements
focus on values and norms, the affective elements focus more upon pride, joy, shame, and
guilt (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008). Affective elements are the emotional
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elements of the organizational identification process centered around the feelings that are
valued. Often, affective elements are overlooked. As Pratt (1998) stated, “although most
treatments of identification recognize the cognitive aspects, they do not explore in detail
the emotional aspects” (p. 180)

The use of affective elements in identification is not always positively received.
Ashforth et al. (2008) warned against overly analyzing identification based upon affective
elements because of the negative impacts drawn from emotional ties. Emotions are
strong and run both positive and negative. Another concern with affective elements,
discussed later in detail, is the linkage it creates between organizational identification and
organization commitment. Utilizing affective elements create major problems in clear
distinction between organizational identification and organization commitment theories
because the affective elements are so very similar to commitment variables (Edwards,
2005).

Patchen (1970) was one of the earlier adaptors of affective elements in
organizational identification. He grouped organizational identification phenomena into
(1) feeling of solidarity with the organization; (2) support of the organization; and (3)
perception of shared characteristics with other organizational members” (p. 155). These
defining characteristics reflect the affective elements basing the identification decision on
attraction and desire to align with characteristics. Patchen’s definition was instrumental
in Cheney, Tompkins, Barker, and other communications theorists. Patchen’s focus was
self-referential, meaning the individual recognizes a collective similar to one’s self and

gains in affection toward the group.

25



Organizational Identification versus Organizational Commitment

The lines between commitment and organizational identification are blurred by
the similarities in many variables brought about by the affective elements contained
within both. As Pratt (1998) stated, both organizational identification and organization
commitment refer to the relationship between the individual and the organization.
However, although similarities between identification and commitment create difficulties
in definition clarification between the separate phenomena, Ashforth et al. (2008) and
Edwards amd Peccei (2007) agreed that affective elements are important in shaping one's
identification process. Therefore, simply focusing on the cognitive elements of
identification may overlook significant identification aspects brought forth by affective
elements.

The lines between organizational commitment and organizational identification
are blurred because commitment definitions overtly describe identification as a
component of the construct. For example, Meyer and Allen (1997), who are often cited
in the commitment literature, used identification as an aspect of their commitment
definition. This linkage led Edwards (2005) to assert that “organizational identification is
usually one of, or part of, the organization commitment subcomponents” (p. 218). As
Edwards continued, “it seems more sensible to distinguish between the two by saying that
organizational commitment includes in some form organizational identification (p. 218).

Although organizational identification may be a sub-component of commitment
or linked through a similar view of affective elements, many have attempted to clarify the
distinction between commitment and identification. Communication theorists point to
identification as a process or action whereas commitment refers to the outcomes. Or,
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stated differently, commitment is an outcome of one's identification (Pratt, 1998). This
distinction also leads to a more clear separation whereby identification can arise within
one's self at different times or in different ways than commitment to interaction, action,
or cohesion occurring solely outside one's self (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).

The internal versus external discussion is often used to define the difference
between commitment and organizational identification. The blurred lines become much
less when identification is viewed through the social identity theory whereby the
individual's self-definitions generate the identification. This self-generation intertwines
the internal (self) and external (organization) (van Knippenberg & Sleesbos, 2004).
Conversely, commitment represents the attitude toward the organization and does not
merge or intertwine the self and organization in the reciprocal manner such as social
identity theory.

Pratt (1998) best described the difference by providing examples of questions.
Organizational commitment answers “How happy or satisfied am | with my
organization?” whereas organizational identification answers “How do | perceive myself
in relation to my organization?” (p. 178). The questions clearly illustrate the internal and
external concept described by van Knippenberg and Sleesbos (2004).

Organizational Identification Theories and Measures

Although the measures of organizational identification and organizational
commitment tend to strongly correlate (Edwards, 2005), the measures have also been
shown to be conceptually distinct (Mael & Tetrick, 1992; van Knippenberg & Sleesbos,
2004). And, similar to the description of differences above, researchers have shown that
organizational commitment is a broader construct than organizational identification
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(Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Pratt, 2000). Riketta (2005) in his meta-analysis of
organizational identification research indicated that researchers have seen
interchangeable similarities, relationships, and distinct differences in the identification
and commitment constructs. Until consistency is reached and concept redundancy is
removed, many continue to point to the difficulty in exploring the identification construct
(Edwards, 2005; Riketta, 2005).

As shown, the concept of organizational identification is defined as containing
both a cognitive and an affective element. As the definition of organizational
identification is refined, earlier instruments that progressed the initial studies in
organizational identification are being analyzed in terms of organizational commitment.
For example, the two most widely used instruments, Cheney’s (1983) Organizational
Identification questionnaire (O1Q) and Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) identification
instrument, have been found to either overly focus on the affective element at the expense
of cognitive elements or completely focus on the cognitive elements at the expense of the
affective elements.

Cheney’s Measurement and Theory

Cheney’s (1983) original research with the organizational identification
questionnaire (OIQ) argued that the measurement built from the theory of organizational
identification has components of membership, loyalty, and similarity. Much of Cheney’s
theory drew on Patchen’s (1970) definition of organizational identification. His analysis
indicated that the components were not analytically distinct and one factor accounted for

86% of the variance.
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Johnson, Johnson, and Heimberg (1999) conducted a component analysis on
Cheney’s OIQ and found similar results. The three theoretical components of
membership, loyalty, and similarity were equally distributed across the questions. More
interestingly, a single component, organizational work attitude, composed 14 items of the
25 measurement questions. The second first-order component comprising 5 items was
organizational loyalty. Both of these components more directly align with theories of
affective elements of organizational identification than cognitive elements and possess
strong alignment with theories of affective commitment. This led the authors to point to
a strong overlap of Cheney’s OI1Q with affective commitment theories and measures.

Miller, Allen, Casey, and Johnson (2000) found similar results in their analysis of
the O1Q. Results of their factor analysis found the instrument to be unidimensional with
12 of the 25 questions contributing. Also similar to Johnson et al. (1999), Miller et al.
(2000) found that the instrument primarily measured affective aspects that more closely
align with organizational commitment theories. As a result of the unidimensionality and
similarity with organizational commitment theories, Miller et al. (2000) recommended
discontinuing the use of Cheney’s OIQ in organizational identification studies.

The alignment between Cheney’s OIQ and commitment theories was also
described in Riketta’s (2005) meta-analysis of the organizational identification field.
Riketta found that the OIQ overlapped directly with both the Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire and Affective Commitment Scale in eight of the 25 questions. Riketta
also found a 62% shared variance between commitment and identification measurements.

As a result of the evaluations of Cheney’s O1Q measurement, his tool has been
shown to be more directly grounded in theories supporting organizational commitment

29



than a separate measurement of theories tied to organizational identification. Although
Cheney’s OIQ was created to measure organizational identification theories, the over-
reliance on affective elements of organizational identification have created an overlap
with organizational commitment.

Mael and Ashforth’s Measurement Theory

Mael and Ashforth’s measurement theory reduced the affective elements. When
they designed an instrument in support of organizational identification theory, Mael and
Ashforth (1992) introduced a six-item questionnaire based upon Mael and Tetrick’s
(1992) assessment of identification with a psychological group (IDPG). The IDPG study
explored the “perception of sharing experiences of a focal group and sharing
characteristics of the group’s members” (Mael & Tetrick, 1992, p. 813). The study stated
that “psychological group identification, which is perceptual rather than affective,
describes only the cognitive perception of oneness with the group (Mael & Tetrick, 1992,
p. 814). This definition clearly illustrates that Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) measurement
draws heavily on the unidimensional focus of a cognitive aspects and ignores the
affective elements.

Riketta’s (2005) meta-analysis pointed to the difference between Cheney’s O1Q
and the Mael and Ashforth measurement in his description of the Mael and Ashforth
measurement as a narrowly focused instrument whereas Cheney’s instrument creates a
broad conceptualization. The narrow focus of the Mael and Ashforth (1992) scale did
reduce the overlap with affective commitment theories; however, the scale
simultaneously reduced the measure of affective elements important in organizational
identification conceptualization. As a result, the Mael and Ashforth scale focuses more
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on organization image or perception and the individual’s cognitive impression on that
perception (Edwards & Peccei, 2007).
Edwards and Peccei’s Measurement Theory

Edwards and Peccei (2007) called for a new measure of organizational
identification theories that does not ignore the affective element like the Mael and
Ashforth (1992) scale and simultaneously does not overlap with commitment theory like
the Cheney (1983) instrument. Edwards and Peccei created their measurement
instrument to integrate the separate theoretical streams of organizational identification
found in literature. In doing so, they integrated the affective and cognitive elements.
Edwards and Peccei (2007) proposed the introduction of a measurement comprised of
three subcomponents of identification that expands to include both theories with
cognitive and affective bond between the individual and the organization.

Self-categorization and labeling. The first subcomponent of the Edwards and
Peccei (2007) instrument relates to self and self-labeling. This component links to social
identity theory and the reciprocal impact of the organization on the individual and the
individual on the organization in the creation of identification. The self-labeling
component aligns with Pratt’s (1998) self-defining method whereby the individual
emulates the group and adapts to fit. This component aligns with cognitive aspects of
identification theory and attempts to understand how an individual categorizes him or
herself with the organization. The aim of self and self-labeling is to understand the
strength of the individual’s sense of self aligns with his or her perception of the

organization (Edwards & Peccei, 2007).
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Sharing of organizational goals and values. Edwards and Peccei’s (2007)
second subcomponent also draws upon cognitive aspects of identification. The sharing of
organizational goals and values also aligns with the communication theorist in the
integration of goals and values with the individual. This subcomponent evaluates what
Pratt (1998) describes as self-referential where one recognizes a collective similar to
one’s self. The aim of sharing organizational goals and values is to understand if the
individual identifies with those items proclaimed by the organization.

Sense of organizational belonging and membership. The final component in
Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) conceptualization is affective attachment. Similar to prior
identification descriptions, this component focuses on sense of belonging, attachment,
and membership with the organization. However, Edwards and Peccei (2007) warned
against the attachment component being inclusive of “individual’s evaluative reactions to
the organization, such as pride. Nor does it include intentions to act or actual behaviors,
such as intention to stay or putting oneself out on behalf of the organization” (p. 32). The
removal of reference to evaluation of reactions and intentions further separates Edwards
and Peccei’s (2007) conceptualization from organizational commitment theories.

By focusing on both elements of organizational identification, the use of Edwards
and Peccei’s (2007) conceptualization of organizational identification better clarifies
organizational identification boundaries by reducing the affective element and
organizational commitment theory overlap. Edwards and Peccei’s conceptualization
moves the focus toward a merged cognitive and affective element of identification often

overlooked in prior instruments but prevalent in the literature. By focusing on three
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subcomponents that equally define organizational identification, Edwards and Pecceli
remove the unidimensionality present in prior measurement instruments.
Organizational Identification Benefits

Positive consequences of organizational identification have appeared throughout
the literature. Benefits congregate in two interrelated clusters. The first cluster contains
the benefits to the employee and the second, more prevalent cluster defines the benefits to
the organization. Employee benefits generally highlight social classification, demand
coping, behavior classification, decision making, sensemaking, psychological attachment,
emotional ties, self-worth, and feelings of belonging (Asforth & Mael, 1989; Barker,
1993; Barker & Tompkins, 1994; Cheney, 1983; Dutton et al., 1994; Pratt, 2000).
Organization benefits tend to align with the outcomes resulting from the aforementioned
employee benefits. In general, the arguments have gone that employees who identify
with the group tend to better enact organizational interests in work-related decisions,
agree more with organizational goals and objectives, and possess stronger motivational
ties that result in increased output (Asforth & Mael, 1989; Barker & Tompkins, 1994;
Cheney, 1983; Dutton et al., 1994; Pratt, 2000). Organizational identification manifests
as reduced turn-over, improved job satisfaction, increased organizational citizenship
behavior, increased cooperation and participation, improved effort, aligned cognitive
decision making, and possible employee control (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Dukerich et al.,
2002; Barker & Tompkins, 1994; Edwards, 2005).

Although organizational identification studies are numerous with antecedents and
outcomes both evaluated to show centrality to organizational behavior, organizational
identification suffers from multiple different term definitions (Riketta, 2005). The
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differences result from the differing theoretical backgrounds that materialize in different
measurement methods. One consistent aspect is congruence between the individual and
the group obviously begins with social interactions. This congruence begins with the
individual’s perception of the group.
Learning Organization
Learning in the learning organization is highly social. People learn as they work together
toward the achievement of clear goals that they help to create.
—Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. 9

As Watkins & Marsick (1993) stated, "the learning organization is not a
prescription, but rather a template for the examination of current practices” (p. 354).
They pointed to the learning organization template as a critical support structure for
organization learning theories. As such, the learning organization includes multiple level
interactions, promotes integration with the environment, and encourages individual
inquiry. The learning organization contains a people and structure orientation in support
of the organizational learning process (Song, Joo, & Chermack, 2009). Under these
conditions, the learning organization is a system that learns in successively more complex
levels through social interactions, toward clear goals (Watkins & Marsick, 1993;
Marquardt, 2002). Marquardt (2002) describes the benefits of learning organizations as
an offset to eight significant forces:

globalization and the global economy, technology, radical transformation of the

work world, increased customer influence, emergence of knowledge and learning

as major organizational assets, changing roles and expectation of workers,

workplace diversity and mobility, rapidly escalating change, and chaos. (p. 5)
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This statement clarifies the benefits of a learning organization. However, even with
criticality of the learning organization, it has been underexplored in the context of a
franchise network.

In the linkage between people and structure, the learning organization merges the
cognitive elements of the individual and the systems perspective of the collective. As
Marsick and Watkins (2003) proclaim, “there is an increased awareness that much
valuable learning happens informally on the job, in groups, and through conversations.
To support such learning, one needs to build a learning climate and culture” (p. 134).
The origination of learning may begin with the individual; however, it is enhanced and
proliferated through interactions with the collective. And, as Marsick and Watkins
(1993) described the learning event, interaction with the collective can be molded
through “an environment of expectations that shapes and supports desired results” (p.
134). Therefore, a learning organization culture is an individual’s cognitive process
intertwined with the collective structures that influence the individual. The individual
and the collective learn together in a reciprocal interaction. As Watkins and Marsicks
described the phenomenon, “Learning enhances long-term results, because it builds
individual and organizational capacity. Learning enables people to transfer new
knowledge and skills to other problems and situations” (p. 118). It is the influence of the
interaction between the collective and the individual that acts as the foundation or initial
step to the learning organization. Marsick and Watkins (2003) continued their
observations, noting that “organizations often expect that learning and knowledge
creation will take place constantly for individuals and that they will share what they know
in ways that promote learning in groups and throughout the organization” (p. 132).
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For purposes of this study, the learning organization is defined using Watkins and

Marsicks' (1993) definition “the learning organization is one that learns continuously and

transforms itself. Learning takes place in individuals, teams, and the organization.

Learning is continuous, strategically used. Learning results in knowledge beliefs and

behavior” (p. 8).

Table 4 outlines definitions from key theorists in the learning organization

literature that were considered for this study. Each of these definitions are explored in

more detail.

Table 4

Definitions of the Learning Organization

Author(s)

Definition of the learning organization

Watkins & Marsick
(1993, p. 8)

Marquardt (2002,
p.247)

Senge (1994, p. 6)

Garvin (1993, p. 80)

“The learning organization is one that learns continuously
and transforms itself. Learning takes place in individuals,
teams, the organization. Learning is continuous,
strategically used. Learning results in knowledge beliefs
and behavior”

“Learning organization: a company that effectively and
collectively and continually transforms itself for better
management and use of knowledge; empowers people
within and outside of the organization to learn as they
work; utilizes technology to maximize learning and
production”

“The core of learning organization work is based upon five
learning disciplines”: personal mastery, mental models,
shared vision, team learning and systems thinking

“a learning organization is an organization skilled at
creating, acquiring, and transferring knowledge, and at
modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge and
insights”
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Learning Organization versus Organizational Learning

Often the terms organizational learning and learning organization are used
interchangeably. Gorelick (2005) proposed that the two terms are reliant upon one
another: "components in a learning organization provide tools and methods that are
applicable and useful in the process of organizational learning” (p. 384).

The difference between learning organization and organizational learning may
simply reside in the theoretical approach taken. Organizational learning has tended to
reside in academic discussions where the focal point is observing and understanding the
actions of group learning. The approach to study organizational learning is one of
analysis and understanding (Easterby-Smith & Araujo, 1999). Learning organization
discussions differ in their views. Those conversing in the learning organization literature
are more focused on the aspects of the organization that promote learning.

One could say that the learning organization approach is more structural analysis
and an identification of models and methods to guide the organization. As Song et al.
(2009) have stated, "learning organization has to do with the contextual mechanism that
transforms external knowledge into internal knowledge" (p. 47). Marquardt (2002)
further clarified the distinction between organizational learning and learning organization
in his assertion that the learning organizations focus on the “what” and organization
learning focuses on the “how.” The “what” encompasses the characteristic elements of
the organization such as learning systems and principles that result in a learning
collective, whereas the “how” includes the processes that enhance the building of

knowledge within the organization. The differences generally manifest with the
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organizational learning theorists’ view being that of the verbs or actions while learning
organization theorists’ view being that of the nouns or things.

Because organizational learning is the process occurring and the learning
organization is the structure within which the learning can or cannot occur, this study
evaluates the existence of a learning organization. Just as described by Watkins and
Marsick (1993), the presence of a learning organization promotes the advancement of
organizational learning. And, this study carries forward the assumption that the presence
of a learning organization is an influential step in organizational learning within the
franchise network.

Learning Organization Theories and Models

Peter Senge is considered the author who brought the learning organization
discussion into the mainstream. Senge (1990) originated the publishing of concepts that
defined methods to promote organizational learning. He also expanded the system to
encompass multiple levels and system thinking. In this expansion, Senge (1994)
introduced five disciplines that he posited were “the core of learning organization work”
and the methods to build a learning organization (p. 6). These five disciplines focused
heavily on the individual, the collective and the linkage between the two. In the linkage,
Senge’s (1990) model culminates with system thinking.

Senge’s Model and Theory

Senge (1994) described five disciplines as his “body of technique, based on some
underlying theory or understanding of the world, that must be studied and mastered to put
into practice” (p. 7). The disciplines incorporated the three levels of individual, group,
and collective. The levels interact throughout the process. As described by Senge, it is
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learning that “emerges from the collective experience of people working to increase
learning in a wide variety of settings” (p. 5).

The first of Senge’s (1990) disciplines is personal mastery. Personal mastery is
the development of individual desired learning results. Senge stated that personal
mastery does not only impact the individual; it also impacts the group. The organization
structure and the environment encourage the development of personal mastery toward an
established goal and purpose. And these structures often bring the people into close
interaction to learn. As Senge observed, “no one can increase someone else’s personal
mastery. We can only set up conditions which encourage and support people who want
to increase their own” (p. 193).

Senge (1990) offered mental models as the second discipline. Mental models are
the internal frames that guide an individual’s actions and decisions. As described by
Senge , “mental models are the images, assumptions, and stories which we carry in our
minds of ourselves, other people, institutions, and every aspect of the world” (p. 235).
Similar to personal mastery, the organization structures are influential in the individual’s
mental models. This discipline is embedded in the individual’s perception of interaction
between him- or herself and the collective.

With the interaction between agents, shared visions are developed. These shared
visions are the next discipline in Senge’s (1990) model. He described the shared visions
as, “sense of commitment in a group, by developing shared images of the future we seek
to create” (1994, p. 6). Shared visions are the central aspect of the learning organization
as it becomes the development of shared meaning, which is critical to the learning
environment.
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Team learning is the step in Senge’s model where the previous elements are
integrated to create a sum greater than the parts. Entering team learning, individuals may
have differences. Team learning manifests in familiar management terms such as
alignment and agreement. Team learning is the improvement of conversations as the
primary medium to build capabilities: “The discipline of team learning starts with
dialogue, the capacity of members of a team to suspend assumptions and enter into a
genuine thinking together” (Senge, 1994, p. 10).

The final discipline is system thinking. System thinking, as described by Senge
(1994) is “a large and fairly amorphous body of methods, tools, and principles, all
oriented to looking at the interrelatedness of forces, and seeing them as part of a common
process” (p. 89). The process of system thinking encourages the integration of all prior
disciplines into a learning organization.

Senge’s (1990) theory highlights the reciprocal involvement of interactions
between the individual and the collective. The perceived interactions advance Senge’s
(1990) theory through multiple levels. As Senge (1990),stated, “teams, not individuals,
are the fundamental learning unit in modern organizations. . . . Unless teams can learn,
the organization cannot learn” (p. 10).

Table 5 outlines Senge’s five disciplines of system learning.

Garvin’s Model and Theory

Garvin (1993) utilized Senge’s system thinking to create five main skills that a
learning organization must possess: (a) systematic problem solving, (b) experimentation
with new approaches, (c) learning from their own experience and past history, (d)
learning from the experiences and best practices of others, and (e) transferring knowledge
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Table 5

Senge’s Five Disciplines

Disciplines Definition

Personal mastery “The discipline of continually clarifying and deepening our
personal vision, of focusing our energies, of developing
patience, and of seeing reality objectively” (p. 7)

Mental models “Deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, or even
pictures or images that influence how we understand the world
and how we take action” (p.8)

Building shared “Shared picture of the future that fosters genuine commitment
vision and enrollment” (p. 9)
Team learning Dialogue between members of the team to create “thinking

together” (p. 10)

System thinking Conceptual framework to make the full patterns clearer, and to
help us see how to change the effectively” (p. 7)

quickly and efficiently throughout the organization. As Garvin stated, “many companies
practice these activities to some degree. But few are consistently successful because they
rely largely on happenstance and isolated examples” (p. 81).

Garvin (1993) promoted the creation of systems and processes to support the
activities as a method to more efficiently manage learning within the organization. This
management control of learning is what Garvin (1993) describe as a supportive element
in an organization’s ability to confront intensified competition, advances in technology,
and shifts in customer preferences (Garvin, Edmondson, & Gino, 2008)

Garvin et al. (2008) refined these original theories to create an instrument to

assess the depth of learning in an organization and its individual units. Garvin’s original
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theory is consolidated into three blocks: (a) a supportive learning environment, (b)
concrete learning processes and practices, and (c) leadership behavior that reinforces
learning .

Similar to Senge (1990), Garvin’s (1993) theory relies heavily on interactions. As
his skills illustrate, learning can occur from others. It is this learning occurring from
others that best illustrates the impact of social interactions on Garvin’s (1993) learning
organization theory.

Table 6 outlines the building blocks of the learning organization as outlined by

Garvin, Edmondson, and Gino (2008).

Table 6

Garvin, Edmondson, and Gino’s Building Blocks of Learning Organizations

Building blocks of the Definition

learning organization
A supportive learning “An environment that supports learning has four
environment distinguishing characteristics”: (a) psychological safety,

(b) appreciation of differences, (c) openness to new ideas,
and (d) time for reflection

Concrete learning A learning organization “arises from a series of concrete
processes and practices  steps and widely distributor activities not unlike the
working business”

Leadership that “Organizational learning is strongly influenced by the
reinforces learning behaviors of leaders”
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Watkins and Marsick’s Model and Theories

Watkins and Marsick (1993) introduced a design similar to Senge’s (1990) by
creating what originated as six complementary action imperatives for a learning
organization. Later, in 1996, the authors increased these to seven action imperatives with
the addition of overall leadership to implement learning. Similar to both Senge (1990)
and Garvin (1993), Watkins and Marsick (1993) viewed the learning organization
through multiple levels integrated toward a common path.

Watkins and Marsick (2003) built their theory based on informal and incidental
learning at the individual level; this informal learning, “explains how people shape their
climate and culture of learning” (p. 134). Individuals determine learning by filtering
triggers of learning and then taking action. Marsick and Watkins (2003) described
learning as an “interactive, interdependent process” (p. 135). The process builds from the
individual to the group or teams and from the group to the organization and eventually
external of the organization. From the interactions across these levels Marsick and
Watkins built their model. Figure 2 illustrates Marsick and Watkin’s model of the action
imperative across levels of the organization.

Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) creation of continuous learning opportunities is
similar with Senge’s (1990) description of the organization’s requirements in personal
mastery. As Watkins and Marsick (1993) stated, “they learn more effectively through a
process of questioning, reflection, and feedback from others that permits deeper
understanding to emerge from these otherwise everyday activities” (p. 27). This idea of
reflection directly links with Garvin et al. (2008) in their use of reflection as a sub-
element to their supportive learning environment block.
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Figure 2. Watkins and Marsick Watkins learning model.

Inquiry and dialogue, another of Watkins and Marsick’s (1993) imperatives,
aligns with Garvin et al.”’s (2008) openness to new ideas and Senge’s view on team
learning. Interaction, or talk, is the promoting element of inquiry. Good questions create
reflection and learning opportunities, and answers to good questions create the reciprocal
interactions.

Dialogue is the step where Senge’s (1990) team learning occurs. This element
includes the creation of collective vision through the sharing of mental models. Linked
to the interaction and dialogue element is the objective to capture and collect the
knowledge created in the system. This imperative aligns well with Garvin et al.’s (2008)
information transfer, where the authors discussed how information is transmitted

throughout the organization.
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Watkins and Marsick (1993) introduced empowering people in actions toward a
collective vision as an element that ensures the individuals are acting toward what Senge
(1990) referred to as personal mastery. Similarly, Garvin (1993) pointed to the creation
of experimentation. Or stated differently, Garvin (1993) is pointing to creation of
structures that allow employees the freedom to explore.

Lastly, Watkins and Marsick (1993) introduced the need for alignment between
the organization and the environment. This is similar to Senge’s (1990) system thinking
discipline.

Table 7 outlines the seven dimensions of the learning organization as
conceptualized by Watkins and Marsick.

Marquardt’s Model and Theories

Similar to Senge (1990), Garvin (2003), and Marsick and Watkins (1993),
Marquardt (2002) developed a system-learning organization model integrating five
elements. As he stated, “all five are necessary to sustain viable, ongoing organizational
learning and ensuing corporate success” (2002, p. 23). In Marquardt’s model, similar to
others, all elements are interrelated with and complementary to the others. Figure 3
illustrates Marquardt’s systems learning organization model.

Similar to other models, Marquardt’s (2002) model encompasses the individual,
group or team and organizational learning levels. Those levels are all included in the
learning subsystem. As such, skills in the learning subsystem include system thinking,
mental models, personal mastery, self-directed learning, and dialogue. The learning

subsystem aligns with Senge’s (1990) personal mastery and system-thinking discipline.
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Table 7

Marsick and Watkins’” Seven Dimensions of the Learning Organization

Dimension

Definition

Create continuous
learning
opportunities

Promote inquiry
and dialogue

Encourage
collaborative and
team learning

Create systems to
capture and share
learning

Empower people
toward a collective
vision

Connect the
organization to its
environment

Provide strategic
leadership for
learning

Learning is designed into work so that people can learn on the
job; opportunities are provided for ongoing education and
growth

People gain productive reasoning skills to express their views
and the capacity to listen and inquire into the views of others;
the culture is changed to support questioning, feedback and
experimentation

Work is designed to use groups to access different modes of
thinking; groups are expected to learn together and to work
together; collaboration is valued by the culture and rewarded

Both high- and low-technology systems to share learning are
created and integrated with work; access is provided; systems
are maintained

People are involved in setting, owning, and implementing joint
vision; responsibility is distributed close to decision making so
that people are motivated to learn toward what they are held
accountable to do

People are helped to see the effect of their work on the entire
enterprise; people scan the environment and use information to
adjust work practices; the organization is linked to its
communities

Leaders model, champion, and support learning; leadership
uses learning strategically for business results

Note. Adapted from “Demonstrating the Value of an Organization’s Learning Culture:
the Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire,” by V. Marsick and K.
Watkins, 2003, Advances in Developing Human Resources 5(2), pp. 132 -151.
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Figure 3. Marquardt’s systems learning organization model.

Another of Marquardt’s (2002) subsystems is the organization itself.

Incorporated in organization are vision, culture, strategy, and structure. The vision is the
company’s future direction; culture is the organization’s values, beliefs, and customs; and
strategy is the methods to enact the company’s visions and goals. Marquardt’s
organization subsystem links with Senge’s (1990) shared vision.

People are another subsystem of Marquardt’s (2002) model. People within the
system all take on differing responsibilities based upon roles; however, all have the
expectation of learning with planned future competencies and empowerment for action.
Marquardt’s (2002) people subsystem incorporates much of Senge’s (1990) personal

mastery discipline.

47



Marquardt’s (2002) knowledge subsystem includes acquiring and generating
knowledge in the organization. Ongoing and interactive components of the knowledge
subsystem include acquisition, creation, storage, analysis and data mining, transfer and
dissemination, and application and validation (Marquardt, 2002). These activities align
well with Senge’s (1990) team learning concept; however, since Marquardt (2002) does
not create a distinct subsystem for mental models as overtly as Senge (1990), he included
the mental model concept into the knowledge subsystem. Therefore, Marquardt’s (2002)
knowledge subsystem contains elements of Senge’s (1990) team learning and mental
models disciplines.

Linked to the knowledge subsystem, Marquardt’s (2002) theory introduces the
technology subsystem. This subsystem incorporates managing and enhancing learning.
The structures in this subsystem are not easily linked to Senge’s (1990) model; however,
they can act as an integral component of Senge’s (1990) team-learning discipline as they
provide methods for learning to occur in the modern world. The technology subsystem is
more directly addressed by Watkins and Marsick (1993) in their description of systems to
support learning.

Table 8 outlines Marquardt’s systems learning organization model definitions.
Learning Organization Summary

Although the learning organization may sound abstract, all four of these theories
have areas of alignment across their constructs. At the foundation of all is that a learning
organization incorporates multiple levels, and the levels interact in reciprocal manner

which results in a system of interrelated components. For a learning organization to excel,
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Table 8

Marquardt’s System Learning Organization Model Definitions

Elements of a
learning
organization

Definition

Learning
subsystem

Organization
subsystem

People subsystem

Knowledge
subsystem

Technology
subsystem

“Levels and types of learning that are crucial for organizational
learning and the relevant organizational skills” (p. 22)

Encompasses four key dimensions that create the learning
setting and includes vision, structure, culture and strategy

The empowerment of managers, leaders, employees, customer,
and suppliers to learn

The generation and acquisition of knowledge within the
organization

“Supporting, integrated technological networks and information
tools that allow access to and exchange of information and
learning” (p. 28)

interaction between the levels is imperative, and this interaction from the individual to the

group and the group to the individual is the first level to learning.

In addition, regardless of the learning organization theories reviewed here, all

began with Senge’s (1990) general system thinking theories. The sub-elements may vary

in name and description, but all of the models reviewed herein contain an individual

interacting with a collective and a collective being linked through a shared collaborative

view.

All of the learning organization theories described above have the same general

objective. Watkins and Marsick (1993) most clearly described the learning organization
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objective when they state that although a recipe is not possible, learning organizations
provide lessons to explore the following:
e How organizations are helping their employees learn continuously
e How individual learning can lead to team and organizational learning
e What steps are essential to the successful design of learning systems
e What needs to change to build organizational capacity for learning
(Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p. xiii)

Table 9 outlines each author and the elements of the learning organization
construct. Although similarities exist throughout the models, Table 9 is not intended to
be interpreted horizontally as the sub-elements are not directly related.

Learning Organization Benefits

Changes in the organization through the introduction of flatter structures and self-
organizing teams to manage the globalized environment within which the organization
operates are two of the many compelling reasons for a learning organization. Learning
organizations may be argued by many as evolutionary; however, the importance of a new
mind-set within the organization is more a revolutionary change. Marquardt (2002)
provided his list of the eight most significant forces that necessitate organizational
learning:

globalization and the global economy, technology, radical transformation of the

work world, increased customer influence, emergence of knowledge and learning

as major organizational assets, changing roles and expectations of workers,

workplace diversity and mobility, rapidly escalating change, and chaos. (p. 2)
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Table 9

Comparison of Learning Organization Theories and Listing of Constructs

Senge: Fifth Watkins & Marquardt: Five Garvin,
discipline Marsick: Action elements Edmondson, Gino:
imperatives 3 blocks
Personal mastery  Create continuous Learning Supportive learning
learning environment

opportunities

Mental models Promote inquiry Organization Learning processes
and dialogue and practices
Shared vision Collaboration and People Leadership that
team learning reinforces learning
Team learning Learning systems Knowledge

System thinking Empower people Technology

Connect the
Organization

Strategic
Leadership

Similarly, Watkins and Marsick (1993) pointed to three main reasons why we need
organizational learning: “changes in organizations; changing nature of work, and changes
in the workplace and in how people learn” (p. 5). If an organization is to compete, good
foundations in structures presented in a learning organization may prove to be important
keys to success.

Marsick and Watkins (2003) stated that “there should be little doubt that a culture
oriented toward supporting learning can lead to improved performance” (p. 142). And,

previous empirical studies of learning organizations have shed light on the positive
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impacts a learning culture create on organizational performance (Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang,
& Howton, 2002; Marsick & Watkins, 2003). Studies have also shown the impact of the
learning organization on motivation to transfer learning and job satisfaction (Egan, Yang,
& Bartlett, 2004; Dirani, 2009).

Identification and Learning in Franchise Businesses

In Norton’s (1988) empirical study of this “hybrid form of economic
organization,” he noted how the franchise organizational structure presents both a firm-
like and market-like quality. He described the firm-like qualities as the “bilateral nexus”
that occurs between two entities in a vertical alignment. The franchisor is expected to
provide the franchisee with the necessary business elements to generate success, and the
franchisee is expected to provide the franchisor with the necessary managerial expertise,
local know-how, and intellectual capital to enter new markets (Watson et al., 2005;
Rahatulla & Raeside, 2008). The firm-like relationship between the franchisor and
franchisee is not dissimilar to a geographically separate company outlet aligned through
economic interdependence with the company headquarters. In both the franchise and
company outlet, social interactions exist to influence knowledge interactions.

Although the firm-like qualities parallel a full vertically integrated corporation,
the market-like qualities between the franchisor and franchisee introduce the elements of
trade separation between the two entities where the economic interdependence becomes
clearly distinguishable (Norton, 1988). As a result of the entrepreneurial business
structure of the franchisee, the relationship with the franchisor can be more clearly
regulated by exchange relationships explicitly outlined in the economic contract (Inma,
2010).
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In the market-like relationship, the contractual not the social interaction may
govern learning structures. However, due to the firm-like impacts on the relationship, the
separate entities often operate beyond the confines of the contractual agreement (Watson
et al., 2005). As a result, the interactions between the franchisee and franchisor place the
relationship somewhere between a truly firm-like relationship that occurs in a vertically
designed entity and a market-like relationship that appears in contractual relationships.

The franchise organizational structure puts the franchisee and franchisor in a
“closely symbiotic relationship to one another” (Watson et al., 2005, p. 29). The
franchisor’s income is dependent upon the franchisees generating useful local knowledge
and transferring that tacit and explicit information to the franchisor (Watson et al., 2005).
Simultaneously, the franchisee’s income is dependent upon the franchisor’s operational
knowledge in the form of routines and general business practices (Knott & McKelvey,
1999).

Learning in Franchises

Although Watson et al. (2005) stated that “critical factors for a successful
franchise network are under explored” (p. 26), studies of franchise network effectiveness
have focused on multiple aspect of learning within and between the two entities. These
studies of learning within the network have focused on both the franchisor and franchisee
perspective to show that cooperative learning within the network promotes success for
the system.

From the franchisor perspective, Kalnins and Mayer (2004) studied how
franchisors codify knowledge from the franchisee network and disseminate that
knowledge to the network. Watson et al. (2005) and Lindblom and Tikkanen (2010)
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similarly viewed how franchisors capture the knowledge from franchisees. Sorenson and
Sorensen (2001) viewed the importance of exploitation in the franchise network by
comparing difference in knowledge creation and dissemination between franchise
systems and corporate-owned sites. In all instances, learning is viewed as a social
interaction between the entities.

From the franchisee perspective, Knot and McKelvey (1999) have described how
franchisees obtain superior organizational routines and managerial assistance from the
franchisor. Hoy (2008) builds on earlier studies by Darr et al. (1995) where the
interactions between franchisees and franchisor were found to reduce failure rates. Again,
because of the lack of embedded personnel crossing the market-like boundaries, the
emphasis of these studies has relied upon a social interaction between the employees
within the organizations.

Wang (2009) studied how managers within a franchise organization sought
knowledge within the system. Wang’s specific research question intended to understand
“how local managers choose whom to learn from inside the network” (p. 536).

From a management perspective, although learning has been studied in the
context of franchise organizations, those studies have focused on the development of
knowledge at the franchisee level and the transfer of that knowledge between the
franchisees and franchisor. These are elements of organizational learning. No studies
have explored the dimension of a learning organization to examine the strength of the
social forces within the system that drives toward learning within the franchise network,

and no studies of franchises exist that applied Watkins and Marsick’s model.
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Identification in Franchises

In a separate stream of study, researchers have explored the relational variables
that aid the interaction between the franchisor and franchisee to promote system
interactions beyond the contractual requirements (Wang, 2009; Meek et al., 2011; Ullrich,
Wieseke, Christ, Schulze, & van Dick, 2007).

Meek et al. (2011) examined how relationships between the franchisor and
franchisee impacted franchisee commitment to the franchisor. Meek et al.’s study found
that increased communication between the franchisor and franchisee did result in higher
affective commitment, which then resulted in stronger economic ties. However, due to
limited investigation into this area, Meek et al. called attention to the greater need to
explore the relationship between franchisors and franchisees in order to understand the
alignment between the separate organizations.

Ullrich et al. (2007) compared the corporate and organizational identification
using social identity theory within a franchise network. The aim of their study was to use
identity-matching theory to explore if the franchisee more closely identified with the
local organization or with the corporation. Their study, one of the first to directly apply
Mael and Ashforth's identification instrument to the franchise network, uncovered that
alignment in identitification did also result in alignment between the franchisor and
franchisee in corporate citizen behavior and customer focus.

These studies do indicate early introduction of affective commitment and
cognitive elements of organizational identification into the study of franchise network

relationships. However, as of yet, none has introduced both an affective and cognitive
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view of identification into the franchise context, a context which has been described as
needing greater exploration.

Although the franchise network relies upon social interaction and group dynamics
to both build a relationship between the market-like entities and to generate a learning
system, the relationship between the learning organization and system identification have
not been viewed together in the franchise setting.

Summary

Based upon the literature review, the incorporation of cognitive and affective
elements into organization identification creates a conceptualization that does not err in
being too broad as to overly align with affective commitment and not to narrow to focus
solely on cognition. Organizational identification has been associated with positive
outcomes to the organization such as work-environment cohesion, cooperative behavior,
and feeling of belonging (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Baker, 1989; Dutton et al., 1994, Pratt,
2000). Initial organizational identification studies in the franchise context have shown
similar results to multi-national corporations; however, further exploration of the
franchise network interaction is proposed in this study.

The dimensions of a learning organization have been shown to aid managers in
understanding the climate and culture that leaders can build to influence learning among
those within the group. And the benefits of this learning have demonstrated an impact on
business performance, motivation, and learning transfer. However, although the
development of a learning organization within a franchise network may offset the market-
like pressures that create delineation between the separate entities, the dimensions remain
underexplored. As Marsick and Watkins (1999) stated “no one person working alone,
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even if he or she is a CEO, can implement what is needed to create a learning
organization” (p. 15). Therefore, even an entrepreneur working in a local franchisee
needs the interaction associated with the three levels of the learning organization to
improve learning imperative to business success.

The franchise structure puts the franchisee and franchisor in a “closely symbiotic
relationship to one another” (Watson et al., 2005, p. 29). This franchise network
relationship has been studied through many different lenses, but identification theories
and learning organization theories have been underexplored. And, although the two
theories appear related in that they both reside in the interaction between the individual
and the collective, the empirical relationship between the concepts has been
underexplored. This study aims to understand the relationship between these two
theories. The study extends the relationship to the complexities of a franchise network.

The next chapter outlines the methodology used to explore the research questions.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Overview

This chapter describes the methodology used to explore if a relationship exists
between a franchise owner’s perceptions of organizational identification with the
franchise network and that franchise owner’s perspective of the learning dimensions of
the franchise network. The purpose of this exploratory research study was to expand the
current understanding of the relationship between organizational identification and
learning organization dimensions as expected by the social interaction foundation present
in both theories and to expand research into the franchise context. To investigate the
relationship, the study design used Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) organizational
identification instrument and Marsick and Watkins’ (2003) dimensions of the learning
organization questionnaire. Organizational identification was measured at the aggregate
level and dimensions of the learning organization were measured down to the subscale
level. Subscales of the dimensions of the learning organization were continuous learning,
inquiry and dialogue, collaboration and team learning, learning systems, system to
connect the organization, empowering people, and strategic leadership.

The unit of analysis for this study was the individual. Each individual completed
a survey instrument using his or her perception of organizational identification and

dimensions of the learning organization.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses

The study furthered existing research by examining the relationship between the
theories on organizational identification and learning organization in the context of a
franchise network.

RQ1: To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s
perceptions of organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise
owner’s perceptions of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

RQ2: To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s
perceptions of organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise
owner’s perceptions of the subscales of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

The specific hypotheses to be studied were:

H1: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Dimensions of a Learning Organization Scores

Hla: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Continuous Learning scores

H1b: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Inquiry and Dialogue scores

Hi1c: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Collaboration and Team Learning scores

H1d: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Learning Systems scores

Hle: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Empowering People scores
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H1f: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Connect the Organization scores

H1g: There is a positive relationship between Organizational Identification scores
and Strategic Leadership scores

Research Design

To understand the research question and explore the hypotheses, a correlation
design was selected to evaluate the relationship between organizational identification and
dimensions of the learning organization. For this study, the organizational identification
variable was defined as the individual’s perception of a link between the collective and
the individual and includes both a cognitive and affective element (Edwards & Peccei,
2007). The second variable, learning organization, was defined as “one that learns
continuously and transforms itself” through multiple levels (Watkins & Marsick, 1993, p.
3). Under this definition, the individual and the collective learn together in a reciprocal
interaction.

Previous franchise-based research was predominately qualitative and focused on a
few franchisee locations residing within a larger franchise structure. The results of these
studies provided significant depths in analysis of interactions between a few franchisees
in a much larger network. However, this study broke from the qualitative studies in the
franchise literature and obtained responses from a significant number of franchisee
owners in the franchise network. Therefore, a quantitative study was determined the best
approach to answering the research questions.

Additionally, a survey was selected because both the organizational identification
instrument (Edwards & Peccei, 2007) and dimensions of the learning organization
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questionnaire (Marsick & Watkins, 2003) have been previously deployed in research
studies through survey instruments. For example, the DLOQ was cited by Marsick and
Watkins (2003) as being used in over 200 companies.
Franchise Selection

A franchise setting was selected because it represents a new context for studying
both variables. Although studies of organizational identification and the dimensions of a
learning organization exist in multiple separate variations, no studies merged the
phenomena directly to a franchise setting. The unique franchise setting with both a firm-
like and market-like business structure added further complexity to the interaction
between the individual franchisee locations and the collective or franchise network.

Figure 4 illustrates the relationship to be studied.

Franchisor

Franchise
Network

Figure 4. Relationship in the study
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The study was conducted with one franchisor’s network operating in the United
States. The selected franchisor network contained approximately 80 franchisee owners
operating over 200 franchise units across the United States. The organization was
founded in 1991 and franchising of local markets began in 1994. Therefore, from a
franchise age perspective, the network was mature enough to have overcome the initial
stages of development yet young enough to have franchisees in early stages of
development.

The specific franchise was selected for four key reasons. First, the franchise was
a medium-sized, U. S.-based operation. The size is important because in this case, with
approximately 80 owners and one corporate contact at the franchise headquarters, the
message would be more consistent than a study of a much larger organization. Also,
since only the U. S. franchisees were studied and the franchise development director had
been in place since 2004, there was less chance of improper message interpretation.

Second, the franchise was also selected because it possessed a relatively small
structure at the franchisee level with relatively low turnover. Each franchisee had a small,
select group of employees that infrequently departed the organization. The franchisee
owner often also acted as the operator. With the franchisee owner actively involved in
the organization, he or she acted as the liaison between the franchisor and the highly
skilled workforce. Therefore the franchisee owner’s perceptions of the franchise network
were considered instrumental in the organization’s success.

Third, the franchise’s high regard for ever-changing knowledge was another key
selection criterion. As the corporate website states, only one of ten job applicants are
able to meet the rigorous standards of hands-on training. Also, the website states that the
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job tasks performed by the employees are ever-changing and increasingly more complex.
To survive and remain at the top of this industry, which this franchise network had done
since inception, the franchise prides itself on a strong knowledge structure. To illustrate
this pride, when describing itself on the corporate website, the franchise provides (a) our
state-of-the-art training facilities, and (b) technicians trained in the latest locksmith
technology as the top two reasons for what made them stand out from competitors. As the
website professes, “all technicians remain up-to-date on the latest technology and use the
latest and most effective tools to ensure that you receive the best service possible” (“Pop-
a-Lock,” 2011). To remain up-to-date in a ever-changing environment, the franchisor is
“closely allied with the leading researchers in automotive technology, ensuring that they
have the latest and most effective tools for programming keys, remotes, and immobilizer
technology” (“Pop-a-Lock,” 2011).

The final selection criterion was the franchise’s continual success. On external
measures it remained the top of its category in rankings by Entrepreneur Magazine and
continued to improve its ranking versus all franchises improving from an overall ranking
of 417 in 2008 to 131 in 2012. In addition to overall franchise ranking by Entrepreneur
Magazine, in 2011 the franchise was also ranked in the top 100 of fastest-growing
franchises and top 50 home-based franchises by Entrepreneur Magazine.

On internal measures conducted by FranSurvey® the network scored at the
highest level. Table 10 shows the three key questions and results that illustrate the

internal strength of the network as studied by FranSurvey®.
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Table 10

FranSurvey®.Questions

Question Score
My franchisor understands that if 1 am successful, they will ~ 95% (agree or
be successful strongly agree)
How would you rate the initial training supplied by the 94% (top 3 scores))

franchisor

My franchisor and | are committed to a positive, long term 91% (agree or
relationship strongly agree)

Note. http://www.popalock.com/popalockh108.html

Study Population

All 80 franchise owners received the instrument and were included as the
population for the study as it aimed to explore the perceptions of the franchisee owners
with regard to organizational identification and learning organization dimensions.

Hinkle et al. (2003) listed the following values in determining the appropriate
sample size: “1) the level of significance, 2) the power of the test, 3) directional nature,
and 4) standardized effect size” (p. 323). The study used a level of significance of .05, a
power of .80, two-tailed test, and effect size of .5. Hinkle et al. provided a table to
calculate sample requirement of 34. A 31% survey response was considered obtainable
within the selected franchise because as an example, the FranSurvey® study above
captured 72.8% of the franchisees.

Demographic questions were included in the survey to evaluate if the respondents

aligned with certain population criteria (see Table 11).
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Table 11

Demographic Questions

Reference Question
28 Are you an original owner of your
29 How many years have you owned or operated your
30 How do you communicate with your
31 How often do you communicate with
32 How do you communicate with other
33 How often do you communicate with
34 In your franchisee location, employee turn-over is
35 Whenyour __ franchisee is interested in learning, the first place you
turn is
Instrument

The study utilized a self-administered questionnaire with a total of 35 items. The
researcher designed the instrument using two established instruments. The questionnaire
consisted of three sections: (a) organizational identification, (b) learning organization
dimensions, and (c) demographic information. The following is a description of
organizational identification and learning organization sections of the survey instrument.
Organizational Identification Measurement

Edwards and Peccei (2007) proposed the introduction of an organizational
identification instrument comprised of three subcomponents of identification that
emphasize both cognitive and affective bonds between the individual and the

organization. This study drew upon the Edwards and Peccei instrument in the study of
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organizational identification. To fully understand the benefits of the Edwards and Peccei
instrument each of the three subcomponents are explored.

The first subcomponent of the Edwards and Peccei (2007) instrument relates to
self and self-labeling. This component links to social identity theory and the reciprocal
impact of the organization on the individual and the individual on the organization in the
creation of identification. This component aligns with cognitive aspects of identification
and attempts to understand how an individual categorizes him- or herself with the
organization. The aim of self and self-labeling is to understand the strength to which the
individual’s sense of self aligns with his or her perception of the organization (Edwards
& Peccei, 2007).

Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) second subcomponent also draws upon cognitive
aspects of identification. The sharing organizational goals and values also aligns with the
communication theorist in the integration of goals and values. The aim of sharing
organizational goals and values is to understand if the individual identifies with those
items proclaimed by the organization.

The final component in Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) conceptualization is
affective attachment. Similar to prior identification descriptions, this component focuses
on a sense of belonging, attachment, and membership with the organization. Edwards
and Peccei (2007) warned against the attachment component being inclusive of
“individual’s evaluative reactions to the organization, such as pride” (p. 32). They also
eliminated the intentions to act, “such as intention to stay or putting oneself out on behalf
of the organization” ( p. 32). The removal of reference to evaluation of reactions and
intentions further separates Edwards and Peccei’s conceptualization from organizational
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commitment, which the authors considered the downfall of previous organizational
identification instruments.

Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) conceptualization moves the focus toward a merged
cognitive and affective element of identification often overlooked in prior instruments.
Additionally, by focusing on three subcomponents that equally define organizational
identification, Edwards and Peccei (2007) remove the unidimensionality present in prior
measurement instruments. Table 12 outlines each of the questions as they appear in

Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) instrument.

Table 12

Edwards and Peccei Instrument

Sub-element Question
Self labeling My employment with ___is a big part of who I am
| consider myselfa __ person
Values and Goals What __ stands for is important to me

I share the goals and values of

Belonging and My membership with is important to me
Membership
| feel strong ties with

Note. Adapted from “Organizational Identification: Development and Testing of a
Conceptual Grounded Measure,” by M. Edwards and R. Peccei, 2007, European Journal
of Work and Organizational Psychology, 16(1) pp. 25 — 57.
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Edwards and Peccei (2007) conducted a two-part study to test their instrument.
The studies were within the same organization and spaced one year apart. The first study
included 621 nurses and professionals within National Health Services mental health trust
in southern England. The second study included 719 nurses and professionals. In this
study, Edwards and Peccei’s instrument was used in its full version outlined above. The
scale was unchanged from the original application and only the blanks illustrated above
were altered by adding the name of the franchise network.

Dimensions of the Learning Organization Measurement

Marsick and Watkins (1993, 2003) introduced their Dimensions of the Learning
Organization Questionnaire (DLOQ) to aid organizations in understanding the climate
and culture that leaders build to influence the learning of others. Watkins and Marsick
developed the DLOQ through an initial study of twenty-two organizations establishing an
organizational learning system. Since its inception, Watkins and Marsick (2003) stated
that more than 200 companies have completed the DLOQ and patterns are emerging. In
their initial study leading to the introduction of the DLOQ, Watkins and Marsick (1993)
uncovered that: (a) learning organizations focus on learning and transformation; (b)
learning has greater impact when widespread; and (c) learning is built into structures and
practices.

Watkins and Marsick’s (2003) model displays management’s involvement in the
organizational learning practices, which is distinctly different from organizational
learning. The learning organization questionnaire analyzes the organization from a
culture of learning perspective not a learning action perspective more traditionally used in
organizational learning of franchises. Learning organization, as defined by Watkins and
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Marsick (1993), is constructed from the organizational culture perspective, which aligns
well with management's influences upon the structures in place to promote learning
across the franchise network. The DLOQ was utilized in this study because the measure
closely aligned with management’s involvement in the learning process and helped the
researcher understand the perceived structures put in place to promote learning.

The DLOQ measures seven dimensions of the learning organization: (a) create
continuous learning opportunities, (b) promote inquiry and dialogue, (c) encourage
collaborative and team learning, (d) create systems to capture and share learning, (e)
empower people toward a collective vision, (f) connect the organization to its
environment, and (g) provide strategic leadership for learning. In a 2003 review of the
original instrument from 1997, Marsick and Watkins published an abbreviated instrument
for research purposes. The revised instrument resulted in 21 questions and is provided in
Table 13. The abbreviated 21 questions were implemented in this study.

In this study, Watkin and Marsick’s instrument was used in the abbreviated
version outlined above. The scale remained unchanged. The instrument and validity
results should hold in the context of this study.

Procedures

The franchise headquarters provided access to the entire population through
contact emails and mailing address information. To maximize response rates, the survey
was administered via the Internet during a two-week period in the last quarter of the year.
Generally, this period was considered down time for the franchisees in this network and

coincided with two other network-wide surveys. Use of the Internet reduced accessibility
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Table 13

Marsick and Watkins DLOQ Instrument

Dimension Question
Create In my organization, people help each other learn.
continuous In my organization, people are given time to support learning
learning In my organization, people are rewarded for learning

opportunities

Promote inquiry
and dialogue

Encourage
collaborative and
team learning

Create systems to
capture and share
learning

Empower people
toward a
collective vision

Connect the
organization to its
environment

Provide strategic
leadership for
learning

In my organization, people give open and honest feedback on each
other

In my organization, whenever people state their view they also ask
what others think

In my organization, people spend time building trust with each other

In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to adapt their
goals as needed

In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as a result of
group discussions or information collected

In my organization, teams/groups are confident that the organization
will act on their recommendations

My organization creates systems to measure gaps between current
and expected performance

My organization makes its lessons learned available to all employees
My organization measures the results of the time and resources spent
on training

My organization recognizes people for taking initiative

My organization gives people control over the resources they need to
accomplish their work

My organization supports employees who take calculated risks

My organization encourages people to think from a global
perspective

My organization works together with the outside community to meet
mutual needs

My organization encourages people to get answers from across the
organization when solving problems

In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those in need

In my organization, leaders continually look for opportunities to
learn

In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s actions are
consistent with values

Note. Adapted from “Demonstrating the Value of an Organization’s Learning Culture: the
Dimensions of the Learning Organization Questionnaire,” by V. Marsick and K. Watkins,
2003, Advances in Developing Human Resources, 5(2) pp. 132 -151.
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bias as it removed the ability to select participants based upon access (Alreck & Settle,
2004).

The first communication occurred when the survey was opened and was followed
by the second communication seven days after the survey opened. A final
communication occurred just prior to the survey closing date. All communications were
through use of the email distribution list provided by the franchisor. All participants
received all communications.

Nonresponse bias was measured to ensure that those not responding to the survey
were as independent of the survey content as possible (Alreck & Settle, 2004). To ensure
that the nonresponse did not impact the study, a series of qualifying demographic
questions were included within the survey.

The survey was administered via SurveyMonkey. The initial question, which
required response, contained consent authorization. All other questions aligned with the
instruments described above or the demographic questions.

Preliminary Data Handling

Survey data were collected and stored in SurveyMonkey Professional until such
time as the data were exported from SurveyMonkey to Microsoft Excel. System
functionality required the researcher to transfer data between Microsoft Excel and SPSS
via a system upload. Data uploaded into SPSS were visually reviewed to ensure that no
errors existed in the upload.

In the event of nonresponse to any question or otherwise missing data in a survey,
the entire survey was rejected from the study, which aligns with Rassler, Rubin, and
Schenker’s (2008) simple method of discarding incomplete responses. However, as
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Rassler et al. (2008) explained, list-wide deletion may lead to insufficient or biased
estimates. Therefore, if nonresponse significantly impacted response rate, nonresponse to
DLOQ questions would result in a single imputation procedure. Unconditional sample
mean methods were used to complete these incomplete responses so long as certain
criteria are met. For example, no more than one incomplete response for each
subcategory of the dimensions of a learning organization was permitted. Upon review of
the data, there were no instances where sufficient information was available to conduct
the unconditional sample mean method. When respondents did not respond to a question,
they ended the survey completely, which resulted in a participant’s survey that could not
be used in the study.
Data Analysis

Reliability of the Instrument

Reliability informs the researcher if an instrument measures the intended variables
in the context applied. Reliability is the accuracy and consistency of an instrument, or,
stated more specifically, reliability informs the user on the ratio of true variance to the
total variance of a measurement (Vehikalahi, Puntanen, & Tarkkonen, 2006). At its basis,
Cronbach’s alpha measures internal consistency by comparing measures of one condition
to another.

There are many different methods to measure reliability. However, reliability of
this study was assessed by calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for subscales of the
Dimensions of a Learning Organization questionnaire and the Organizational

Identification questionnaire. Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of multi-scale internal

72



consistency and “by far the most commonly used reliability coefficient” (Peterson, 1994,
p. 382).

Cronbach’s alpha measurement ranges from 0, which indicates no reliability, to 1,
which indicates perfect internal reliability. As described by Christmann and Van Aelst
(2006), the general cut-off for Cronbach’s alpha value has been 0.7. In this study 0.7 was
the cut-off score for acceptable reliability measurement using Cronbach’s alpha.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and other reliability measurements make two key
assumptions. First, an assumption exists that the items are independent and that the
performance of one item does not impact other items. Also, an assumption exists that the
results of the items are normally distributed and no small subset of the population has
influence over the measurement (Wilcox, 1992). These two assumptions are
fundamental to all reliability measurements. As Wilcox (1992) stated, “a slight departure
from normality can render the magnitude of coefficient alpha virtually meaningless, or at
best very difficult to interpret” (p. 214). Christmann and Aelst (2006) similarly pointed
to the fact that “Cronbach’s Alpha can be completely misleading as soon as some
mistaken observations are present” (p. 1661).

Organizational identification. Edwards and Peccei (2007) conducted two
separate studies to develop their organizational identification instrument. The first study
consisted of 621 participants and the second consisted of 719 participants. Both studies
were conducted within a health care sector. Table 14 reflects the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients from the tests.

Dimensions of a learning organization. Multiple empirical studies using the
DLOQ exist in the literature. Table 15 reflects Cronbach’s alpha coefficients with both
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Table 14

Organizational Identification Cronbach’s Alpha

Edwards, Peccei Edwards, Peccei

(2007) (2007)

Author Study 1 Study 2

Instrument 6 items 6 items
N 621 719
Self Categorization and Labeling 0.82 0.84
Sharing Goals and Objectives 0.69 0.87
Belonging and Membership 0.89 0.92
Overall 0.89 0.93

the original instrument and the abbreviated versions. The abbreviated version deleted
half of the original items. However, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients remain strong.
Reliability in this Study

In this study, respondents were asked to complete six items from the
organizational identification instrument created by Edwards and Peccei (2007), which
was grouped into one measurement, and to respond to 21 items from the DLOQ, which
were grouped into Marsick and Watkins’ (1993, 1997) seven action imperatives. To test
the reliability of the two survey instruments, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were
calculated.

Organizational identification. The Cronbach’s alpha for the perception of
organizational identification in this study was .938, which indicates strong reliability.

Dimensions of a learning organization. Table 16 contains the computed

Cronbach’s alpha for each of the seven dimensions of Marsick and Watkins DLOQ
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Table 15

DLOQ Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficients

Ellinger, Ellinger,
Yang, Yang, Ellinger, Ellinger, Yang, Yang,
Marsick, Marsick, Yang, Yang, Egan, Yang, Watkins, Watkins,

Watkins Watkins Howton Howton Bartlett Marsick Marsick  Song, Kolb

Author (2997) (1998) (2002) (2002) (2004) (2004) (2004) (2009)

Instrument 43 item 43 item 43 item 21 item 21 item 43 item 21 item 21 item

N 191 469 208 208 245 418 418 633

Continuous Learning 0.82 0.79 0.81 0.60 0.71 0.81 0.71 0.70
Inquiry and Dialogue 0.87 0.85 0.86 0.78 0.83 0.87 0.78 0.78
Collaboration and Team Learning 0.86 0.84 0.85 0.77 0.83 0.86 0.79 0.80
Create Systems 0.85 0.80 0.85 0.75 0.74 0.81 0.75 0.74
Empower People 0.85 0.75 0.87 0.80 0.86 0.80 0.68 0.77
Connect the Organization 0.86 0.82 0.84 0.72 0.83 0.84 0.75 0.75
Strategic Leadership 0.82 0.86 0.89 0.87 0.90 0.87 0.83 0.83
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instrument and the Cronbach’s alpha for the DLOQ overall. The results of the seven
dimensions ranged between .64 and .90. The overall DLOQ result was .97. Inall
dimensions except that of connect the organization to its environment the Cronbach’s
alpha is strong and aligns with the values in Table 16.
Validity of the Instruments

For quantitative data, instrument validity refers to the appropriateness of
measurement inferences (McMillan & Wergin, 2010). Or stated differently, validity
ensures that the measurement “is free of so-called extraneous or confounding variables”
(McMillian & Wergin, 2010, p. 61). In being free of these variables, strong validity
indicates a measurement that other factors that may account for the result are limited in

the measurement.

Table 16

Cronbach’s Alpha for This Study

Cronbach’s
Dimension Alpha
Continuous Learning 0.879
Inquiry and Dialogue 0.896

Collaboration and Team

Learning 0.828
Learning Systems 0.868
Empower People 0.812
Connection the Organization 0.634
Strategic Leadership 0.862
DLOQ Overall 0.966
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Validity in this Study

In this study, the instruments remain unchanged from previous applications. The
only change from prior applications is the use of instruments in a franchise context. To
validate that the instrument applied to this context, the full instrument was reviewed with
a previous franchise owner association president for the franchise in the study. The
review revealed that the instructions would need to clarify the relationships being
explored. The instructions were changed to make the instrument more clear. The
questions and scales were not changed from previous applications of the organizational
identification and learning organization instruments to aid in validity.

Descriptive Statistics

Mean, median, and standard deviation were used to summarize general trends in
the data. Descriptive statistics were also useful in comparing scores of each item in the
instruments to previous applications of the instruments. Analysis of the descriptive
statistics was useful to determine if the franchise context had significant scoring impact
versus previous empirical studies.

As a relative comparison, Table 17 contains the mean and standard deviation
values from Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) previous use of the instrument. Notice that in
all cases the scores in this study exceeded the results from Edwards and Peccei (2007).

Table 18 indicates descriptive statistics of previous use of the dimensions of the
learning organization questionnaire.

Correlation to Evaluate Relationship

The study used correlation to quantify the relationship between the franchise

owner’s perception of organizational identification and learning organizations dimensions.
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Table 17

Edwards and Peccei’s Study Mean and Standard Deviation

Edwards, Peccei (2007) Edwards, Peccei (2007)

Author Study 1 Study 2
Standard Standard
Mean Deviation Mean Deviation
N 621 719
Self Categorization and Labeling 3.21 0.97 3.4 0.94
Sharing Goals and Objectives 3.51 0.71 3.63 0.86
Belonging and Membership 3.25 0.9 3.44 0.95

Correlation was used to explore all hypotheses in an attempt to answer the research
questions.

Correlation is a statistical method to determine the degree of relationship between
two continuous variables (Coolidge, 2006). Correlation will be used to describe the
positive or negative direction and strong or weak degree of the relationship between the
variables. An assumption of correlation is the independence of observations and in this
study, it is assumed that the variables are independent. The instruments being used are
ordinal level scales. It should be acknowledged that these instruments were analyzed
using Pearson product-moment coefficient, r.

A Dbivariate scatterplot was viewed as the first step before calculating the
correlation. Scatterplots of the hypotheses illustrated the direction, degree, and shape of
relationship between the variables. The best-fitted line to the scatterplot, which illustrates
consistent relationship, was used to understand the direction, degree, and shape. The

illustrated scatterplots also aided in understanding homoscedasticity. Homoscedasticity

78



Table 18

Marsick and Watkins DLOQ Instrument Mean Scores

Watkins & Lien, Yang, Milton and
Marsick Selden McHargue and Li Hernandez Maria Ellinger Watkins

Continuous Learning 3.94 5.01 4.16 3.97 3.94 4.05 4.12 4.26

Inquiry and Dialogue 3.91 4.05 4.15 4.05 4.16 4.08 4.04 4.35
Collaboration and

Team Learning 3.98 4.09 4.33 4 4.01 3.84 4.13 4.32

Create Systems 3.5 3.44 3.78 4.13 4.09 3.96 3.7 3.13

Empower People 3.74 3.83 4.2 4.08 4.21 3.79 3.93 4.15

Connect the
Organization 4 4.17 4.35 4.01 3.96 3.98 4.19 3.99
Strategic Leadership 4.13 4.49 4.73 4.26 4.27 4.21 4.26 4.42

Note. Adapted from “Demonstrating the Value of an Organization’s Learning Culture: the Dimensions of the Learning
Organization Questionnaire,” by V. Marsick and K. Watkins, 2003, Advances in Developing Human Resources, 5(2), pp. 132 -
151.
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assumes that all points on the plot are equidistant from the linear fitted line (Coolidge,
2006).

Table 19 illustrates the relationship measurements that were used to determine the
positive or negative direction and strong or weak degree of the relationship between the

variables.

Table 19

Correlation Coefficient Relationship

R value Relationship
-1.0to-.5 Strong negative
-310.3 Weak
51t01.0 Strong positive

Note. Adapted from Coolidge, 2006.

Human Participants and Ethics Precautions

This research followed the guidelines set forth by The George Washington
University Institutional Review Board (IRB). All participants received an informed-
consent form as the initial step in the Internet survey. The informed consent outlined the
voluntary nature of the study, the study purpose, the expected benefits of the study, and
contact information of the researchers. Participants were required to complete the
informed consent prior to beginning the survey. Internet functionality would not allow
participants to enter the survey without providing consent. Once entry to the survey was

obtained, participants were informed that they could discontinue the survey at any time;
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seven participants did opt to discontinue during the survey. Participants provided no
identifiable information as part of the survey. No linkage occurred between the
participant and the responses. Further anonymity of participants was ensured through
aggregate reporting of the data.
Summary

This chapter outlined the methods to explore the research questions and
hypotheses set forth in this study. The population for this study was one medium-sized,
U. S.-based franchise network. All franchisee owners were part of the study population.
An exploratory survey was administered through an Internet portal. The Internet survey
instrument contained both Watkins and Marsick’s DLOQ instrument and Edwards and
Peccei’s organizational identification instrument. Cronbach’s alpha was conducted on
the data to measure reliability, and validity was discussed. Scatterplots were described as
the method to determine direction, degree, shape, and homoscedasticity. Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficient between organization identification and
dimensions of the learning organization were presented as the method to explore the
hypotheses.

The next chapter will outline the results from data collected during the study.

Scatterplots and Pearson product-moment correlations coefficients are outlined.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Overview

This chapter presents the results for data analysis and interpretation of the
hypotheses that guided the research. The chapter begins with an overview of the
demographic responses. The demographic information provides an overview of the
franchise network. Then, descriptive statistics are reported. The chapter concludes with
relations between learning organization practices and organizational identification being
explored with correlation analysis and illustrated through bivariant scatterplots. SPSS
18.0 was used to conduct the statistical analysis.

Summary of Demographic Information

Owners of the franchisees located within the United States were self-administered
a 35-item questionnaire. The target population consisted of all 81 franchisee owners
providing franchise support to over 200 target markets within the United States. Of the
81 target franchisee owners, 58 actually responded to the survey for an overall response
rate of 72%. Of those 58 responses, 7 were incomplete and removed from the study. The
resulting 51 responses provided a survey response rate of 65%.

A proportionate mix of owners of original franchise locations versus owners of
existing franchise locations in addition to a consistent range of ownership tenure is useful
to understand because it has been show to impact learning interactions. Tenure, for
example, is important because Wang (2009) found that, at different tenured stages, local
managers acted differently in gathering knowledge from network sources. Kuhn and
Nelson (2002) also pointed to the importance of tenure when they used a longitudinal
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case study to explore how the identification process unfolds over time. Therefore, a
mixture of tenure captures the impact of differing learning organization and
organizational identification perceptions that may result from participants having
consistent time in the network.

Of those who responded, 29 were original franchisee owner, which indicates that
they started the franchise versus the other 22 who purchased a franchisee already in
operation. In total, the franchisees have operated the franchise locations for varying

tenures. Figure 5 illustrates the reported franchisee ownership period.
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Figure 5. Franchisee ownership tenure in years.

Stability of the workforce at the franchisee locations in this study aligns with the
franchisor’s comments about the difficulty of training and developing new employees at
the franchise level. Figure 6 illustrates the reported franchise location turnover as a

percentage of the workforce.
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Figure 6. Franchisee location employee turn-over as percent of employees

Reduced turn-over has been discovered as a benefit of organizational
identification. Although organizational identification was not measured at the employee
level, it was useful to uncover the turn-over within the franchise locations to understand
if operations align with the franchisor’s expectations. Turn-over also has an impact on
the learning organization. A low turn-over franchise was purposefully selected and the
demographic results indicate that turnover is minimal.

Communication has been discussed as a critical antecedent to identification in
franchise networks. Ravasi and van Rekom (2003) described how “communication
theory is an often-underestimated source of insight on how issues of identity and
identification affect social interaction” (p. 122). Similarly, Ekmekci’s (2005) agent-
based modeling uncovered how temporal dimensions such as frequency of interaction
and frequency of information receipt developed identification through a longitudinal

study.
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In the franchise context, Meek et al. (2011) studied how collaborative
communication impacted a franchise location’s willingness to leave the greater franchise
network. Hardy, Lawrence, and Grant (2005) studied the relationship between discourse
and inter-organizational collaboration to find that collaboration emerges from a collective
identity.

Communication has also been discussed as a critical requirement for
organizational learning. Therefore, the franchisees were asked to self-report elements of
their communication with their franchisor at the frequency shown in Figure 7 and through

the methods shown in Figure 8.
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Figure 7. Franchisee-to-franchisor communication frequency.
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Figure 8. Franchisee-to-franchisor communication methods.

Since the franchise network consisted of more than the dyadic franchisee to
franchisor relationship, the franchisees were asked to report their communication with
other franchisees in the franchise network at the frequency shown in Figure 9 and through

the methods shown in Figure 10.
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Figure 9. Franchisee-to-franchisee communication frequency.
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Figure 10. Franchisee-to-franchisee communication methods.

Communication is important to this study because the dispersion of franchisee
locations limits physical interactions. It was assumed that a relationship existed through
phone, email, and other communication methods. The communication questions
validated that those methods were being used. Additionally, the communication between
members of the franchise network were occurring much more frequently than face-to-
face occurrences. Obviously for this study, an interaction must occur between members
of the franchise network. These questions validated that indeed there was
communication occurring throughout the franchise network at various frequencies.

Descriptive Statistics

In this section, mean and standard deviation are calculated for organizational

identification, learning organization dimensions and the subscales of the learning

organization dimensions.
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Organizational Identification

Table 20 shows the results for each question of the organizational identification
onalto5scale. Table 20 indicates that all averages were high. What the organization
stands for was the highest (4.24), and goals and value alignment was also high (4.16).
Scores under belonging and membership scored the lowest (4.12 and 4.02). Therefore, as
indicated in Table 20 the cognitive elements of self-labeling and of values and goals
scored higher than the affective elements of belonging and membership.

The total organizational identification scale mean was 4.15 and standard deviation

was .845.

Table 20

Descriptive Statistics of Organizational Identification Questions in the Study

Std.
Category Question Mean  deviation

Self-labeling My employment with isabig partof who  4.16 976

I am

I consider myself a person 4.20 .969
Values and What stands for is important to me 4.24 1.041
goals

I share the goals and values of 4.16 976
Belongingand My membership with is important to me 4.12 .982
membership

| feel strong ties with 4.02 915
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Learning Organization System

The mean for the Learning Organization system in total across all questions was
4.37 and the standard deviation was .96. The perception of systems to capture and share
learning was the lowest of the seven subscales. “My organization measures the results of
the time and resources spent on training” scored exceptionally low, indicating that
participants did not perceive the organization as measuring time and resources spent in
training. Similarly, “My organization creates systems to measure gaps between current
and expected performance” scored low, which also indicated low perception of system in
place to measure performance gaps. In addition to low mean scores, these questions had
very high standard deviations. Therefore, the range of responses on these questions were
the greatest.

Table 21 shows the mean and standard deviation for each of the seven dimension
of the Learning Organization.

The dimension that scored by far the lowest score was the creation of systems to
capture and share learning (M = 3.92). This subscale also had the greatest standard
deviation (SD = 1.266). Both provide strategic leadership for learning (M = 4.60) and
create continuous learning opportunities (M = 4.58) subscales were scored high by
participants.

To further explore the individual questions that impacted the subscale values,
Table 22 shows results for each question of the dimensions of the learning organization.

The scale was a 1 to 6 Likert scale. Table 22 indicates scores ranging from 3.51 to 4.9.
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Table 21

Descriptive Statistics of Learning Organization Subscales in the Study

Std.
Subscale Mean deviation
Create continuous learning opportunities 4.58 1.074
Promote inquiry and dialogue 4.29 1.109
Encourage collaborative and team learning 4.35 1.007
Create systems to capture and share learning 3.92 1.266
Empower people toward a collective vision 451 962
Connect the organization to its environment 4.37 1.007
Provide strategic leadership for learning 4.60 1.052

Research Question 1

To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s perception of
organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise owner’s
perception of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

Research question 1 examined organizational identification and learning
organization dimensions at the aggregate level. A bivariant scatterplot was produced to
determine direction, shape, and homoscedasticity. Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient between organization identification and dimensions of the learning
organization was calculated to determine the degree of relationship.

Figure 11 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and

learning organization dimension. The scatterplot contains a line illustration of the best fit
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Table 22

Descriptive Statistics of Learning Organization Questions in the Study

Std.

Category Question Mean deviation
Create In my organization, people help each other learn. 4.9 1.082
continuous  |n my organization, people are given time to support 4.47 1.255
learning  |earning
opportunities |n my organization, people are rewarded for learning 4.37 1.248
Promote In my organization, people give open and honest 451 1.255
inquiry and feedback on each other
dialogue In my organization, whenever people state their view 4.02 1.191

they also ask what others think
In my organization, people spend time building trust with  4.33 1.211

each other
Encourage In my organization, teams/groups have the freedom to 451 1.138
collaborative adapt their goals as needed
and team In my organization, teams/groups revise their thinking as  4.43 1.153
learning a result of group discussions or information collected
In my organization, teams/groups are confident that the ~ 4.12 1.211
organization will act on their recommendations
Create My organization creates systems to measure gaps 3.9 1.375
systems to  between current and expected performance
capture and My organization makes its lessons learned available to 4.35 1.454
share all employees
learning My organization measures the results of the time and 3.51 1.475
resources spent on training
Empower My organization recognizes people for taking initiative 4.43 1.188
people My organization gives people control over the resources  4.71 1.119
towarda  they need to accomplish their work
collective My organization supports employees who take calculated  4.39 1.078
ViIsion rlsks
Connect the My organization encourages people to think from a 4.06 1.448
organization global perspective
to its My organization works together with the outside 4.35 1.293
environment community to meet mutual needs
My organization encourages people to get answers from  4.69 1.225
across the organization when solving problems
Provide In my organization, leaders mentor and coach those in 4.49 1.332
strategic need
leadership  In my organization, leaders continually look for 4.67 1.125
for learning opportunities to learn
In my organization, leaders ensure that the organization’s 4.65 1.092

actions are consistent with values
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which indicated a positive correlation or direction in the relationship. The shape of the
scatterplot indicates that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses. The
outlier in this example, illustrated by one respondent scoring the highest on Learning
Organization Dimensions scale and below three on the Organizational Identification scale,
was an original owner with over 10 years in the network. Conversely, the outlier directly
opposite the best-fitted line on the organizational identification axis was also an original

owner but with over 20 years of engagement with the network.
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Figure 11. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and learning organization

dimension

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient indicates that the degree of
correlation between organizational identification and learning organization dimensions

is .468 and significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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Research Question 2

To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s perceptions
of organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise owner’s
perceptions of the subscales of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

Research question 2 examined organizational identification and learning
organization dimensions at the subscale level. Bivariant scatterplots were produced to
determine direction, shape, and homoscedasticity. Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient between organization identification and subscales of the dimensions of the
learning organization were calculated to determine the degree of relationships.
Figure 12 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and the
learning organization sub-element of continuous learning. The scatterplot contains a line
illustration of the best fit, which indicated a positive correlation or direction. The shape
of the scatterplot indicates that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses.
The lowest response value for the continuous learning subscale is the same individual
that above had the lowest value for the entire dimensions of the learning organization.

Figure 13 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and
the sub-element of promote inquiry and dialogue. The scatterplot contains a fitted line
which indicates a positive correlation or direction. The shape of the scatterplot indicates
that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses. Notice that fewer
outliers exist in this subscale than the previous subscale; however, again the lowest value
remains the same individual as in the previous two figures who continues to hold the

lowest subscale response value.
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Figure 12. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and continuous learning.
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Figure 13. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and promote inquiry and

dialogue
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Figure 14 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and
the sub-element of encourage collaboration and team learning. The scatterplot contains a
fitted line which indicated a positive correlation or direction. The shape of the scatterplot
indicates that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses. In this subscale
the dispersion around the fitted line has decreased which indicates a higher correlation

value. The one respondent remains the lowest score on the subsystem.
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Figure 14. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and collaboration and

teamwork

Figure 15 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and
the sub-element of create system to capture and share learning. The scatterplot contains a
fitted line which indicates a positive correlation or direction. The shape of the scatterplot

indicates that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses. In this subscale
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Figure 15. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification systems to capture

learning

the dispersion of points around the fitted line has increased greatly, which results in a
much lower correlation value. Many respondents scored the subsystem lower than
previous subscales indicating that many franchise owners perceive the network as having
limited systems to capture learning.

Figure 16 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and
the sub-element of empowering people toward a collective vision. The scatterplot
contains a fitted line which indicated a positive correlation or direction. The shape of the
scatterplot indicates that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses. In
the scatterplot, the same respondent discussed previously as an outlier scored the subscale

lower than the others.
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Figure 16. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification systems and empowering

people toward collective vision

Figure 17 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and
the sub-element of connecting the organization to its environment. The scatterplot
contains a fitted line which indicates a positive correlation or direction. The shape of the
scatterplot indicates that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses. The
one respondent remains the lowest score for the subscale.

Figure 18 illustrates the bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification and
the sub-element of provide strategic leadership for learning. The scatterplot contains a
fitted line which indicates a positive correlation or direction. The shape of the scatterplot
indicates that homoscedasticity was retained in the participant responses. The same

respondent remains the lowest score on the subscale; however, all others scored this
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Figure 17. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification systems and connect the

organization to its environment
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Figure 18. Bivariant scatterplot of organizational identification systems and strategic

leadership for learning
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subscale high, which indicates a strong perception of strategic leadership toward learning
within the franchise network.

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient indicates that the degree of
correlation between organizational identification and the subscales of the learning
organization. Table 23 outlines the correlation values for all seven dimensions. All
dimensions except for “create systems to capture and share learning” reflected
correlations significance at the level of 0.01 (two-tailed). That dimension had the lowest
correlation r = .317 and was significant at the level of 0.05 (two-tailed). Encouraging
collaboration and team learning had the highest correlation at .551. All other dimensions
ranged from .375 to .473.

Summary

In this chapter, data results were reported using demographic information,
descriptive statistics, bivariant scatterplots, and Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficients. Findings were provided to address the research questions.

Demographic information indicated that the participants were both original
franchise owners who started the franchise and owners who purchased the franchise from
previous operators. Additionally, demographic information indicated that the participants
ranged in tenure from new owners to those who have been with the franchise network
over 10 years. Demographic information also showed that the turn-over level within the
franchisee locations is low. The final demographic learning point was that the franchise

network communicates with the franchisor and amongst the franchisees. The franchisees
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Table 23
Correlation of Organization Identification to Seven Dimensions of the Learning

Organization

Dimension Organizational
identification

Create continuous learning opportunities 0.375**
Promote inquiry and dialogue 0.426**
Encourage collaborative and team learning 0.551**
Create systems to capture and share learning 0.317*
Empower people toward a collective vision 0.400**
Connect the organization to its environment 0.426**
Provide strategic leadership for learning 0.473**
*p <0.05

**p <0.01

communicate with one another more frequently than with the franchisor. Phone and
email were reported as the primary methods of communication.

Through descriptive statistics, the study found that participants had a high overall
mean score on organizational identification and cognitive elements scored higher than
affective elements. The learning organization mean scores were also high; however, one
respondent scored low on all subscales. It was also found that the creation of systems to
capture and share learning subscale was the lowest mean value and had the highest
standard deviation. Both provide strategic leadership for learning and create continuous

learning opportunities subscales were scored high by participants.
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Scatterplots and Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient found that a
positive correlation does exist between both organizational identification and learning
organization and the subscales of the learning organization. The strongest correlation
exists between organizational identification and encouraging collaboration and team
learning subscale. All subscales except creating systems to capture and share learning
were significant at a 0.01 level (two-tailed).

In the next chapter conclusions and recommendations are drawn from the data.
The final chapter will begin with an overview of the study, integrate the findings from

chapter 4 with the theory presented in chapter 2, and conclude with recommendations.
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS
Overview

This chapter begins with an outline of the study, reviews the study results, and
ends with the implications and recommendations. This study examined the relationship
between perceptions of organizational identification and perceptions of learning
organization dimension in a franchise network. The literature review outlined the
theories and the current gap in applying these constructs together in the context of a
franchise network. The complexities of the relationship within a franchise network,
especially its firm-like and market-like paradox, were outlined as the reason that prior
studies cannot be applied.

The design of the exploratory research study was quantitative because the study
attempts to understand the perceptions of a majority of the owners withina U. S.
medium-sized franchise network thereby providing an assessment of the entire
organization. The study analysis used Pearson product-moment correlation to analyze the
relationship outlined in the research questions and hypotheses.

Summary of the Study

There is a lack of research on the relationship between organizational
identification and dimensions of a learning organization within franchise networks.
Franchise networks contain an inherent complexity in their relationship. The paradox
between a firm-like and a market-like interaction often makes the relationship tenuous
throughout the network. This relationship precludes the application of previous
organizational identification and learning organization empirical studies because both
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theories are directly tied to the interaction of an individual with the group.

Understanding to what extent perception of organizational identification has a
relationship to perception of learning organization dimensions can aid franchise networks
in understanding their learning dynamic. And, improving learning can position a
franchise network for success in the ever-changing market. Conversely, understanding if
learning organization dimensions has a relationship to organization identification can aid
franchise networks in understanding antecedents creating a sense of oneness. This study
was designed to understand to what extent the perception of organizational identification
was related to the perception of dimensions of a learning organization within a medium-
sized, U. S. franchise network.

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions

The purpose of this exploratory research study was to expand the current
understanding of the relationship between organizational identification and learning
organization dimensions into the context of a franchise network.

RQ1: To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s
perceptions of organizational identification with the franchise network and that franchise
owner’s perceptions of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?

RQ2: To what extent is there a relationship between the franchise owner’s
perceptions of organizational identifications with the franchise network and that franchise
owner’s perceptions of the subscales of the learning dimensions of the franchise network?
Conceptual Framework

The theoretical framework for this study stemmed from the individual’s
perceptions of interaction between him- or herself and the collective. Both organizational
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identification and learning organization constructs are foundationally built upon the
interaction. Or as illustrated by Pratt (1998), organizational identification answers “how |
come to know who | am in relation to you” (p. 171). And, as Watkins and Marsick
(1993) stated, “people learn as they work together toward the achievement of clear goals
that they help to create” (p. 9).

Design and Methods

An exploratory survey design was employed in this empirical study. The study
used a quantitative approach to capture as many participants as possible within the
franchise network. The franchise network consisted of 81 participants, and 51 fully
completed the survey. Those participants represented franchise owners within a medium-
sized U. S. franchise.

The survey instrument consisted of three separate sections. The first section was
Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) organizational identification instrument. The instrument
was unchanged from previous applications. The instrument was composed of three
sections: (a) self-labeling, (b) values and goals, and (c) belonging and membership. Each
section contained two items for a total of six items in the survey instrument. As a result
of prior instrument application, organizational identification was only reported in the
aggregate level. The second section was Marsick and Watkins (1993, 2003) dimensions
of the learning organization questionnaire (DLOQ). The instrument was composed of
seven sections or subscales, each containing three items. The final section of the

instrument contained eight demographic questions.
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Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to determine reliability. Validity was based
upon prior use of the instruments and discussion with a member of the franchise network
with experience in a leadership position over the entire group.

To analyze the collected data, descriptive statistics, bivariant scatterplots, and
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated.

Interpretation of Results
Descriptive Statistics

Based upon the descriptive statistics, the mean and standard deviation of the
organizational identification scale were higher among participants of this study than
previous studies as Figure 19 illustrates. This indicates that the franchise context with its
relational complexities actually scored higher than initial studies. However, as will be
described later in this chapter, empirical studies with the Edwards and Peccei instrument
are limited and that limitation creates a gap for future studies.

Watkins and Marsick’s learning organization dimensions instrument is much
more prevalent in existing empirical studies than Edwards and Peccei’s organizational
identification instrument. The results from this study align with prior studies as Figure
20 illustrates. In this study, the perception of systems to capture learning was the lowest
of the seven subscales within the learning organization dimensions. However, that low
score on the subscale appears to be consistent with prior studies. As Figure 20 illustrates,
creating systems to capture learning is typically a low-scoring subscale or dimension. In
this study, that subscale also had the highest standard deviation among the subscales.

Based upon this analysis of prior studies and congruence of results in this study, it

105



® Edwards, Peccei (2007) ® Edwards, Peccei (2007) » Reese
Study 1 Study 2

15

0.5

Self Categorization and Labeling Sharing Goals and Cbjectives Belonging and Membership

Figure 19. Organizational identification mean comparison.

B Watkins & Marsick W Selden W McHargue

M Lien, Yang, and Li H Hernandez ® Maria

" Ellinger = Milton and Watkins H Reese
6 ﬁ\\
" « / o v \ A
4 1
3 ,
2 -
1 1
0 -

Continuous Inquiry and Collaboration Create Empower  Connect the  Strategic
Learning Dialogue and Team Systems People Organization Leadership
Learning

Figure 20. Learning organization dimensions mean comparison.
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appears that “systems to create learning” is often a perceived gap in organizations
regardless of the organizational business format. Later in this chapter, that gap will be
described as an opportunity for future research.

Creation of continuous learning opportunities and strategic leadership for learning
were the learning organization subscales with the highest mean. This result is not a
surprise based upon the specific franchise of this study, since, as described earlier, this
franchise described on its website the importance of learning in their ever-changing
knowledge environment.

In many of the subscales, this study produced higher results than prior studies
using the DLOQ, which again leads to questions about the impact of franchise
relationships on the perception on learning. This will be further discussed later in the
chapter.

The results of the bivariant scatterplots indicated that the assumptions of
homoscedasticity hold for the data. The scatterplots also indicated a positive relationship
between the variables.

Correlation

The results of the correlation calculations indicated moderately strong positive
correlation between perception of organizational identification and perception of learning
organization with a correlation coefficient of .468. The correlation of results indicates
one of three phenomena: (a) organizational identification could impact learning
organization perception; (b) learning organization perceptions could impact
organizational identification; or (c) both are impacted similarly by a separate unexplored
variable.
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At the subscale level, various levels of moderate to strong positive correlations
were calculated. A strong positive correlation existed between organizational
identification and the collaboration and team-learning subscale. This subscale had the
strongest correlation with organizational identification, which indicates that the franchise
owners perceive a high regard for team work throughout the franchise network.

Moderately strong correlations between .375 and .473 existed for all other
subscales to organizational identification except one. All were significant to the 0.01
level.

The weakest correlation at the subscale level existed between create systems to
capture and share learning and organizational identification where the correlation
coefficient was positive .317 and significant to the 0.05 level. This correlation was low
because the scores for the subscale were the lowest of all subscales. Basically, the
franchise owners’ perceive the franchise network with weak systems to capture learning;
however, it should be noted that the descriptive statistics also indicated this weakness
consistent in all business models of previous studies. Therefore, it is difficult to point to
the franchise network as the cause of the score.

Research Question 1

The purpose of research question 1 was to examine the relationship between
organizational identification and learning organization as perceived by the participants.
To examine the relationship, Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was
calculated. There was one finding to this research question. The correlation between
organizational identification and learning organization was found to be moderately strong
and positive at a correlation coefficient of .468 and statistically significant at a .01 level.
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The strength of correlation between organizational identification and learning
organization is to be expected. As described in earlier chapters, both theories are linked
through a perception of interaction between the individual and the collective.

For organizational identification to be strong, the individual must recognize both
cognitively and affectively a tie with the collective. And, one key aspect of this tie
between the individual and the collective is goals and values (Edwards & Peccei, 2007).
As Dutton et al. (1994) described identification, “when organizational identification is
strong, a member's self-concept has incorporated a large part of what he or she believes is
distinctive, central, and enduring about the organization into what he or she believes is
distinctive, central, and enduring about him- or herself” (p. 242). Strong organizational
identification indicates a sense of alignment between the individual and the organization
both at an affective and cognitive level.

As Hardy et al. (2005) described, collective identity is created and consequently
then translates into effective collaboration in an interorganizational context. Their study
concluded that “participants first need to produce a collective identity through the
establishment of both generalized and particularized membership ties” to create
collaboration (p. 73)

The correlation with learning organization occurs directly through collaboration
or inquiry and dialogue. As Watkins and Marsick (1993) stated, “inquiry is a dialogue in
which people mutually explore ideas, questions, and potential actions” (p. 73). Watkins
and Marsick also pointed to the strength of “talk” and “open minded inquiry” to the

learning organization process by illustrating how individuals make localized assumptions
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and groups convert individual assumptions into shared meanings. These shared meanings
inform the learning process.

Underlying the organizational identification theory are the cognitive and affective
elements, and, if those are strong, it follows that the individuals will actively turn to the
group when confronted with a learning stimulus. The group will then interact with the
individual in a reciprocal learning process. Similarly, underlying the learning
organization theory is the interaction between members.

Therefore, at the foundation, both organizational identification and learning
organizations occur through interactions of an individual with the collective.
Identification is the bond and this correlation may indicate that the learning organization
could build from that bond. Or conversely, strong dimensions of the learning
organization could result in strengthening of organizational identification. In this study,
the strength of organizational identification within the franchise network likely impacted
the learning organization perception or vice versa or impacted by another variable not
being explored, which is exactly what correlation indicates. This correlation will be
discussed later in this chapter as an opportunity for future research.

Research Question 2

The purpose of research question 2 was to examine the relationship at a subscale
level of a learning organization. Similar to research question 1, Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficients were calculated. There were many differing results from this
research question. Here the results varied from strong positive at a correlation coefficient
of .551 to moderate positive at .317. In all instances but one, the results were statistically
significant to a .01 level. The one instance where the scores were only statistically
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significant to a .05 level was also the lowest correlation at .317. This subscale also had
the lowest mean and highest standard deviation.

Organizational identification was most strong and positively correlated with the
subscale of encouraging collaborative and team learning. At the basis of this subscale is
the concept of crossing or spanning boundaries (Watkins & Marsick, 1993). This
boundary crossing is described by Watkins and Marsick (1993) as soliciting help,
collaborating with others or actively listening. They postulated that “when people cross
boundaries outside of their teams, organizational learning take place” (p. 102). Watkins
and Marsick described three factors that most influence team learning: (a) appreciation of
teamwork, (b) promotion of inquiry and dialogue, and (c) operating principles which
include support of operating teams and cross functional work.

Organizational identification has been shown to promote collaboration, so it
follows that a correlation could exist between organization identification and
collaboration and teamwork. But, organizational identification could go one step further.
Creation of a learning organization develops the culture of learning but does not promote
or elicit involvement. Organizational identification describes the degree to which people
may collaborate or be involved. Stronger organizational identification may beget greater
degree of collaboration. Organizational identification may be one variable that creates
the reason to collaborate and become involved in teamwork. The correlation between
organizational identification and encouraging collaboration and team learning subscale is
a possible future area of study that will be discussed later in this chapter.

Strategic leadership for learning subscale and organizational identification were
moderately strong in correlation with a correlation coefficient of .473 at a significance
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of .01. When looking at the concept of a franchise network, strategic leadership is very
fragmented. Each franchise owner can essentially create his or her own leadership
strategies and progress initiatives as desired. However, this aligns directly with Marsick
and Watkin’s (1999) description of leaders in the learning organization. As they stated,
“leaders must provide a safe space in which people can take on new behaviors and realize
that it is expected that they challenge the status quo” (p. 159). The design of a franchise
network could create that exact dynamic. The franchisor simply pulls the network toward
a common direction. In the case of this study, the franchisor points to a high regard for
ever-changing knowledge and increasingly complex tasks of employees. These
statements are described directly on the franchise website and they create a model of
learning for the entire franchise network. This leadership focus on learning may explain
why the subscale scored high.

However, why does the correlation exist? The correlation could exist because
strong identification indicates that the franchisee networks are listening to the message.
They listen because they align with the values and goals of the network, which was one
of Edwards and Peccei’s three sub-categorizations of organizational identification. The
congruence between the franchise’s strategic leadership with the values and goals can be
impacting the entire network, and this is a possible area of future focus.

Creation of systems to capture and share learning and organizational identification
were found to have the weakest correlation coefficient in the study with a coefficient
of .317 at a significance of .05. As Watkins and Marsick (1993) observed, “Learning
must be captured and collected in systems to keep what is learning in the organizational
memory” (p. 15). From a franchise perspective, this development of a system is a
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difficult undertaking. It is here in the organizational realm of the learning organization
model where strategy or vision interacts with practical tactics. These tactics or systems
to capture and share are typically difficult for a franchise network. Darr et al. (1995)
uncovered this complexity and the inability of knowledge transfer between franchisee
owners when they viewed the impacts of regular communications, acquaintances, and
meetings on one franchise owner’s pizza operations. Not surprisingly, knowledge flowed
between the locations under one owner but did not flow into the franchisor or other
franchisee owners at nearly the same speed. Sorenson and Sorensen (2001) also found
this lack of systems when evaluating the comparison between franchise and locally
owned locations in the same market. They found that “chains also monitored franchisee
behavior, but less stringently and less systematically” than company-owned locations (p.
715). So, it is not surprising that the franchise network scored low on the systems to
capture and share learning. The franchise business format has traditionally been weak in
this action imperative.

The low score on this subscale created the low correlation with organizational
identification because, although identification remained high, the tactical systems just did
not exist. The absence of systems, however, should not be too surprising. When
reviewing the information from previous studies using the DLOQ, these studies also had
lower scores on this subscale. So, maybe the franchise lack of systems is endemic of all
organizations, not just franchises, although prior studies would indicate that not just
franchise organizations have a weakness in this area. It appears many different business
structures have a weakness in creation of learning systems. This may be another possible
area of future focus.
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Returning back to Marsick and Watkins’ learning model for clarity on the
findings, it appears that the franchise in this study performed very well in strategic areas
such as connecting the organization to its environment and empowering people. The
franchise also scored well at less quantifiable activities such as creating opportunities and
promoting inquiry. These action imperatives align with organizational identification
categories such as sharing goals and values and a sense of belonging and membership.
Where the challenges arose in this study were the tactical application or establishing
systems to capture and share learning. This imperative creates a challenge for franchise
networks and has little or no linkage with organizational identification.

Other Interpretations of the Results

Two additional interpretations were generated from the results. First, it was
surprising that the franchise network scores on organizational identification were so
much higher than in prior studies. Edwards and Peccei (2007) studied within the
healthcare industry in United Kingdom, and this study focused on a branded franchise in
the United States. The differences in contexts may account for the scores. However, the
strengths of identification within this study are useful for this specific franchise network.

It was also surprising that the learning organization dimensions in this study
scored above most prior empirical studies using the DLOQ. The results in all seven of
the dimensions were among the higher scores of the prior eight studies.

Although the franchise business format is different from traditional organizations,
the firm-like attributes at this particular franchise network appeared to overcome the

market-like elements. The organizational identification and learning dimensions scored
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higher than expected based upon assumptions made from the previous literature
explaining the complexities associated with a franchised organization.
Conclusions
This study explored if a correlation existed using Edwards and Peccei’s
organizational identification instrument and Marsick and Watkins” DLOQ with a
franchise network. Seven primary conclusions alluded to during the interpretation of
results are outlined below.

1. The strength of organization identification in the franchise of this study is
stronger than in previous studies using Edwards and Peccei’s organizational
identification instrument. The differences in the context of these studies may
account for the differences in results because of the different business formats.
Edwards and Peccei’s (2007) study to validate the organizational
identification instrument occurred in the health care industry in Europe. This
study occurred in the United States within a commercial franchise business
format. Obviously, some future recommendations for research originate from
this conclusion, which will be discussed later in this chapter.

2. The strength of the dimensions of the learning organization in this study was
among the highest of eight previous studies across multiple business formats.
These results may illustrate that Watkins and Marsick’s DLOQ has little
negative impact associated with franchise business format; however, the scope
of this study, one medium-sized U. S. franchise does limit this assertion. Also,
the franchise studied had an overtly stated position on the importance of
learning, which may significantly impact the franchise locations’ perception.
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Future recommendations in expanding research using the DLOQ within
franchise business formats will be discussed later in this chapter.

Research question #1 pointed toward a moderately strong positive relationship
between organizational identification and learning organization dimensions.
This conclusion aligns with the similarities in the foundation of organizational
identification and learning organization. Both develop from the interactions
between individuals and the collective. Watkins and Marsick (1993) pointed
to the dialogue leading toward mutually explored ideas and actions whereas
Edwards and Peccei (2007) pointed to the affective and cognitive bond
between the individual and the group. Additionally, since in this study the
franchise presents a strong learning culture, it follows that, if a strong
organizational identification exists that ties the individual to the organization’s
goals and values, a similarly strong learning culture may exist. However, this
brings forward an area of possible future research within organizations where
a strong learning culture does not exist. Obviously, in this situation, not all
franchise owners had the perception of a strong learning culture and as the
correlation showed a relationship existed where those franchise owners also
showed a lower sense of organizational identification. However, future
research could occur in this area and will be discussed later.

The strong positive correlation between organizational identification and the
encouraging collaboration and team learning subscale aligns with earlier
studies where organizational identification benefits includes “a more cohesive
work atmosphere and greater levels of cooperation and altruism” (Edwards &
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Peccei, 2007, p. 26). However, additional questions may arise from this
strong relationship. For example, is a learning culture another benefit of
organizational identification? Or, does the converse occur? These and other
future research areas will be discussed later.

The moderately strong correlations between organizational identification and
the strategic leadership toward learning may not be surprising in this specific
franchise because the franchise has goals and values focused on a strong
learning culture. Therefore, since Edwards and Peccei’s instrument includes
subcomponents of integrated goals and values and this franchise has strong
goals and values focused on learning, it logically follows that strong
organizational identification equates to strong learning organization
perception. This leads to questions about a different context where goals and
values counter a learning culture. This situation will be discussed later.

The weakness of the systems to capture learning subscale of the Watkins and
Marsick DLOQ in this study aligns with previous studies. This leads to
further questions about the subscale. For example, what drives lower scores
in the development of systems to capture learning? It is understandable how
systems to capture learning may result in lower scores within a franchise. For
example, a franchise network with market-like elements may have difficulties
with the measurement of time and resources spent on training or creation of
systems to measure gaps between current and expected performance. Both of
these items were the lowest scoring within the franchise network. Further
exploration in the areas of systems will be discussed later.
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7. One of the most surprising outcomes of the study was that the market-like
impacts of a franchise network did little to change the results; therefore, the
paradox between market-like and firm-like qualities appeared to tilt toward
firm-like in the specific franchise of this study. It would be interesting to
further explore relationships in franchise businesses to understand more about
the impact of an independent yet bound organization

Recommendations for Practice

Many recommendations for practice could be drawn from this study. Five areas
specifically outline in this section should aid management in a franchise network move
toward a firm-like structure and improve both organizational identification and learning
organization dimensions. The medium-sized U.S. franchise in this study was able to
accomplish four of these recommendations. One recommendation, creation of systems to
capture learning, was highlighted in the research and results of this study as a weakness
across organizations attempting to create a learning culture.

1. When assessing a franchise, do not always expect the results of a franchise
network to differ from that of a different business format. In the event that an
organization contains both franchise and company-owned locations, expect
the different business formats to respond similarly. As the descriptive
statistics from this study indicated, a franchise can possess scores relative to
other business formats. This may be a surprising result considering the
relationship complexities inherent to the franchise business structure where
market variables have impact. However, the results of this study indicated
that in the case of one medium-sized U. S. franchise network, both
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organizational identification and learning culture measures can compare to
other very different business structures. Therefore, franchise management
should set expectations similar to those of company-owned outlets. Similarly,
in organizations where both company-owned and franchise outlets are
operated, the expectations should be similar.

Align the organizations goals and values toward learning throughout the
franchise network. Both goals and values are sub-components of
organizational identification and learning organization. Edwards and Peccei
explicitly created a sub-category to evaluation perception of goal and value
congruence. Similarly, Marsick and Watkins created two subscales that lead
toward the alignment of goals and values. The first is empowerment of people
toward a collective vision and the second is a strategic leadership toward
learning. As the authors stated, “the learning organization begins with a
shared vision” (1993, p. 195), and they went on to state that empowerment is
“helping them (employees) set and achieve goals” (p. 215). The
empowerment subscale allows the employees to take action in accordance
with the vision, and the strategic leadership subscale describes the alignment
between actions and values. These together create a learning culture, which
can also link to identification. The focus in practice is to align the goals,
values, and vision and to empower employees to take action. This seems easy
enough. However, often organizations fall short. In this one study, the

franchise was successful.
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3. Focus on methods to foster collaboration and team work. Creating a sense of
belonging and membership within the organization could enhance
collaboration. Belonging and membership are subcategories of Edwards and
Peccei’s identification measurement that would lead to that assertion.
Collaboration is identical to inquiry and dialogue, which Watkins and Marsick
(1993) described as “people mutually exploring ideas, questions, and potential
actions . .. [and] it (collaborative learning) is essential in high-performance
teams” (p. 73), and it “requires a climate of trust” (p. 74). This creation of
trust, inquiry, dialogue, and collaborative learning are obvious tools for any
organization to implement. Although these are easily stated as organizational
objectives, they often prove difficult to achieve. However, if they are
obtained, they can prove powerful in creating that interaction between the
individual and collective. And, that interaction is fundamental to both
organizational identification and learning culture.

4. Understand that the creation of systems to capture learning is a complex task
fraught with difficulties in any business format. As the descriptive statistics
from previous studies indicated, this subscale of the learning organization
traditionally scored well below others subscales. And, in this franchise
network the results were no different. Marsick and Watkins (1993) described
organizational learning as “changed organizational capacity for doing
something new” (p. 152). As O’Neil (2003) observed, practitioners can
follow a few steps to enhance this imperative. Some ideas are to (a) develop
system-wide measures such as balanced scorecards; (b) establish best practice
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networks, after action reviews, or communities of practice; and (c) use of
systematic method for evaluating training impact at both the individual and
organization level. These points may be useful in practice across business
formats because the descriptive statistics show a consistent weakness in this
area.

5. Understand that a correlation exists between organizational identification and
learning organization culture. Therefore, it may be possible that creating
learning organization systems could impact organizational identification. And,
with the many positive outcomes of organizational identification already
existing in the literature, creating a learning organization may be a way to
foster improved organizational identification.

Recommendations for Future Research
The results of this study revealed a moderately strong positive correlation
between organizational identification and learning organization dimensions and strong-
to-moderately strong positive correlations in six of the seven subscales. However, there
are many further research opportunities to further the exploration of franchise network
relationships.

1. What really guides the relationship seen in this study? It would appear that
empowerment of the franchise locations to create aligned goals and values
may have created a sense of collaboration toward a common vision that
overcame the market-like conditions. And the alignment between the
franchisor and franchisees could further support a sense of belonging and
membership within the organization. However, this specific study did not set
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out to understand these specific areas or level of depth. Possible future
research could explore more specifically how the correlation came into
existence. Since it is not possible to step back in time and understand how the
current situation came to being, another idea may be a qualitative longitudinal
study of a new franchise location. Following the process by which the new
franchise location enters into the group may aid in an understanding of how
newer organizations are indoctrinated into the group with a feeling of
empowerment.

Does this finding hold for other franchise networks? This study limited the
exploration to one medium-sized U. S. franchise network. Obviously this
limitation created a study with limited generalizability. However, that limited
generalizability offers an opportunity for other studies in other franchise
networks. Although changing the business context from prior studies, this
study found limited differences in the learning organization measure. Future
research into learning organization dimensions and organizational
identification with franchise networks may be a useful next step. This study
merged two existing instruments that may aid in such research.

Is a franchise business format really different from a corporate-owned outlet?
Or stated differently, is there a difference between firm-like and market-like
relationships? The question of differences between franchise and corporate
owned was not addressed in this study. However, within the correct
organizational structure this would be an easy study to create. If an
organization operated a hybrid structure where some local locations are
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company owned and others are franchise owned, an immediate comparison
could occur. The merged instrument in this study could facilitate such a
future study. A study of differences within one organization would enhance
an understanding of the impacts of market-like elements on organizational
identification and learning organization dimension.

How do the sub-elements of organizational identification such as belonging
and membership and goals and objectives impact the learning organization?
Obviously, in this case they seem to align well. But, that may result because
the organization has a strong focus on learning that is clearly articulated for
the network. What occurs when the organization has a strong sense of
belonging and membership and the goals and objectives do not support a
learning culture? In such a case, the results could be a negative correlation.
Although it would be difficult to envision such an organization being
successful in current economic conditions, it would be interesting to uncover
such an example.

Is there a causal relationship somewhere here? This study only set out to
understand if a correlation existed. Causality was beyond the scope.
However, now that a correlation is understood, a plausible next step is to
explore causation and uncover the strength of subscales interaction. A
quantitative study would support an understanding of causality. A possible
next step would be expanding beyond the single franchise to a larger set of

franchises within a similar industry.
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6. What moderating variables could exist? There is no shortage of other
variables to address. The demographic section of the survey instrument
described a few such as tenure, communication frequency, and
communication method. Other possibilities could include net profit, customer
satisfaction, or local franchisee design. A possible future study could increase
the sample size to capture more data using an industry association. Another
possible future study could increase the data by administering the survey to
the local employees below the franchisee owner.

7. Does the sub-element of creating systems to capture and share learning
provide a sufficient measurement for a learning organization? The results of
this study and the investigation into descriptive statistics revealed that the
DLOQ appears to continually score low in the sub-element of creating
systems to capture and share learning. The scores on this sub-element lead to
two possibilities: either organizations typically perform poorly in this area or
the questions are difficult to interpret or associate to a learning organization.
Whatever the cause, future research should explore this sub-element more
closely. Possible future research could evaluate the impact of introducing
systems to capture and share learning. A possible study could occur where a
DLOQ is administered before and after introduction of tools supporting the
sub-element.

Summary

This study highlighted the relationship between the perceptions of organizational

identification and the perceptions of a learning organization in a franchise network. It
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extended current research by exploring these concepts in the franchise network where the
business relationship challenges traditional studies.

The study explored the relationship in one U. S.-based, medium-sized franchise
network. The descriptive statistic showed that the franchise results were not too different
from previous studies. The correlation results showed that areas where collaboration,
team work, vision, and goal existed resulted in moderately strong-to-strong results. It
was concluded that these results could stem from similar antecedents to both
organizational identification and learning organization action imperatives. Those
antecedents include goals, vision, membership, collaboration, and belonging. Lower
correlation coefficients at the subscale were concluded to exist because no similar
antecedents existed.

The study calls attention to the similarities between the two theories and
recommendations were created for future exploratory studies. The study begins to fill the
void Meek and his colleagues (2011) described when they request for researchers to
“tease out the relationship nuances, paying particular attention to relational variables that
will create more insight about the potential benefits gained from stronger relationships”
(p. 575). This study showed that one benefit of a stronger relationship is strong
perception of a learning organization and strong organizational identification.

One of the most surprising outcomes of the study was that the market-like impacts
of a franchise network did little to differentiate results from prior studies. The paradox
between market-like and firm-like qualities definitely appeared to tilt toward firm-like in

the specific franchise of this study.
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Appendix

Survey

Pop-A-l ock Survey — Version 2

1. Conzent Form

*1. You are invited to participate in a dectoral study with The Gearge Washingteon
University. The researeh is being conducted by Simen Reese, a dectoral candidate.

The survey will take appreximately 15 minutes and expleres the relationship between
srganizatienal identifieation and learning or basieally hew your indentification with yeur
franchiser and sther franchisees relates te your perception of learning with ather
franchisees and the franchiser.

Your decision te participate in the survey is veluntary and you may discontinue
participation at any time during the survey by simply exiting the survey. All respanses will
ke treated with eenfidentiality and reperted snly in aggregate. Your responses te this
survey will net affeet your relationship with the franehise netwerk. PLEASE DO HOT ADD
YOUR NAME.

The study is intended te explere new metheds fer erganizations te werk tegether in
exchange of eritical business infermation, which esuld help you sbtain business eritical
infermatien mare guickly.

Further infermatien regarding this study may be sbtained by santacting either Simen
Rewse, af telephens (TE3) BAT-2180, or Michael Margquardt, at telephane number (TO3) T26-
I7da, The Office of Human Research at The George Washingten University, at telephone
number (202) 994-2T15, ean provide further infermatien about your rights as a research
participant.

Te preceed, seleet the agreement below.
Agraa ba Panicpats in the Sunsey

2. Have you previeusly esmpleted this survey in paper or intemet fermat?

YES MO
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2. ldentification Section

The first section of the survey wil 3sk & questions pariaining to your gentfication wim the Pop-A-Lock franchiscr and the
other Pop-A-Lock franchisess.

When answering these questions, think of Pop-A-Lock 35 your amiiaion with bath the Pop-A-Lock franchisor and other
FBﬂ-ﬁ-LBﬂt franchizaes.

1. My ewnership of Pop-A-Lack is a big part of whe | am

1 Sirongy Dhegies ] 3 4 § Ragy Aot

2. | eansider myself a Pop-A-Leck persen

1 Sirongy Dhegies ] 3 4 § Ragy Aot
3. What Pop-A-Leck stands for is impertant te me

1 Stromdy Dtesgiee r ] ) 4 5 Rioredy Sgres
4. | share the geals and values of Pop-A-Lock
3 4 § Ragy Aot

1 Slongly Disegnes

5. My membership with Pep-A-Lock is impeartant te me

1 Slongly Disegnes 3 4 § Ragy Aot
& | fanl sirenyg ties with Bep-A-Lock
1 Sromgdy Dresgiee 1 4 & Rinrdy Sgres
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<. Learning System Section

The second secion of the surey will a5k 21 questons peraining to how you Interact In a leaming environment with Tie
Pop-A-Lock Tranchisor and the other Pop-A-Lock franchisess.

When answering these questions you will be 3sked about your organization. Organization 1s not your local franchisee
location. Think of the organization as both the Pop-A-Lock fanchisor and other Pop-A-Lock franchisees.

When thinking about groupseams, tink about how You work With both the Pop-A-Lock franchisor and oiher Pop-A-Lock
franchize=s In tgam EETHHQZE. GI'EILFE:TEH'TI-E- are not within }ﬂ.l'h:lﬂ-ﬂ franchilsae location.

When thinking abowr leaders think of leaders at the franchisor level and leaders within the franchisee network lewvel.
Wotice that the scale has changed In the second saction.

1. In my srganization, pesople help each sther leam.

1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay

& In my erganization, peeple are given time te suppert learming.

1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay

3. In my srganization, pesple are rewarded for learning.

1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay

d. In my erganization, pesple give spen and honest feedback te each ather.

1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay

5. In my srganization, whenever pesple state their view they alse ask what sthers think.

1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay

&. In my srganization, peeple spend time building trust with each ather.

1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay

T. In my erganization, teams/greups have the freedom te adapt their geals as needed.
1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay

8. In my erganization, teams/greups revise their thinking as a result of greup diseussions
o infermation cellested.

1 Almost Mevai ] 3 4 -] B Almosl Ay
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2. In my erganization, teams/greups are confident that the erganization will act an their
recemmendations.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

10. My erganization ereates systems te measure gaps between current and expected
perfermanee

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

11. My srganization makes its lessens learned availabkle te all empleyees.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

1d. My erganization measures the resulis of the time and ressurees spent on training.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

13. My srganization recagnizes people for taking initiative.
1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

14, My erganization gives people contrel aver the resaurees they need te accomplish their
wark.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

15. My erganization supperts employees whe take caleulated risks.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

16. My erganizatien encaurages people te think frem a glebal perspective

1 Aot Mevai ] 3 H 5 B Akmoml Alwinye

17. My erganization weorks tegether with the sutside eammunity te meet mutual needs.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

18. My erganization encourages peaple te get answers frem asress the srganization when
salving preblems.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys

18, In my srganization, leaders menter and eoach these they lead.

1 Aol M ] 3 H -] B Almoal Alwinys
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20. In my srganization, leaders eontinually loak for sppertunity te learn.

1 Almost Mevai ] k| £ 5 E Almosl Alvays

21. In my esrganization, leaders ensure that the erganizatien's actiens are sonsistent with
its values.

1 Aol Mevai 2 3 4 5 B aimoml Alssiys
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4. Franchize Description

The third section will ask 3 questions about your franchisee locafion. These questions will be used to ensurer that the
respongents ane regresentative of the entire Pop-A-Lock franchise population. These questions wil aiso ald in
understanding your amiation with other Pop-a-Lock franchisees and he Pop-A-Lock franchisor.

Fill one circde for each question.

1. Are you an eriginal franchisee swner?

YES [ )

2. Hewr many years have you ewned or aperated a Pop-A-Lock franchisee?
L iy 1 ymas
1% 5 yaars
Bt 10 yaais

Maoia Thah 10 yaan

3. Haw de you communicate with Pep-A-Lock headguarters? (seleet all that apply)
Fati-to-Fiss Ermuiil Cotoid

Pl Fix

d. Haw often de you communicate with Pep-A-Leck headquarters?

Dranly Evary I 'Wnaks Ltk Fronjusai? thin Eonty

Faanokly B Ly

E. Haw de you communieate with ether Pop-fA-Lack franchisees? [seleet all that apply)
Fati-to-Fiss Ermuiil Cotoid

Pheafi Fizx

&. Haw often de you cammunizate with ether Pap-A-Lock franchisees?

Dranly Evary I 'Wnaks Ltk Fronjusai? thin Eonty

Wamkly Mznthey

T. In yeu franchise lecation, empleyee turn aver is
- 10% 25 5 7 - 100%

11 - 25% 51 .- TE% a0
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8. When yeur franchise leeation is interested in leaming, the first place yeu turn teis:
Aol Fienchees

- TIREC T gs e in
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