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Abstract

Learning is a new paradigm that is introduced in today’s organizations. T he purpose of this study 1s
to determine learning contingency model from the mistakes using TOPSIS. Variables were identi-
fied using the Delphi technique. The samples of this study were consisted 30 public administrators
in Iran. The results show which factors have the greatest impact and which causes the least impact

on learning from mistakes in public sector of Iran.
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Introduction

Public offices have seen a lot of changes and
developments m Iran since the first model
of the admunistrative system of European
governments m the early years of the 14th
century (Kian, 1964). If you take a look at
the researches in the field of learning from
the mistakes of public offices in Iran, a small
number of studies can be realized So this re-
search has been conducted to fill this gap in
the administration system. The question aris-
es here is that what factors are affecting the
learning of mustakes in organizations. This
research tries to identfy factors that influence
learning from mustakes Also factors affecting
mndrridual learning from the mistakes wil be
ranking that the importance of learning from
the administrators opinion will be recerved.
This study tries to identify the factors affecting
learning from mustakes in public offices. Learn
from mistakes is involved: mistake identifica-
tion, mistake analysis and experience from the
mustakes. All mistakes are not the same (1e,
some are good and some are bad mistakes)
Three criteria for the study were considered
These three criteria are avoidable mistakes in
the predictable operations, unavoidable mis-
takes in complex systems and smart mistakes
n getting started.

Research literature

Orgamzations need to engage i learning
for survival mn complex environment (Visser,
2008, Raman et al, 2010). Learning is per-
manent change in behavior that comes from
experience (Hergnhahn, 1982). MMost of hu-
man behaviors are on the basis of their learn-
ing (Abtahi, 2007, 71). Learning means a new
understanding of past mistakes (Torgersen,
2009) and requires fundamental change in
mind (Senge, 2011, 22). Hiding some errors
15 such as hiding burning coal on the barn
full of dry wood, which eventually burns ev-
erywhere (Mirzaaghy, 2004). Learning from
work feedback helps the staffs gain the skills
required to correct mistakes (Goodman & et
al, 2004, Goodman & Wood, 2004). When

external feedback 1s negative, negative feelings
may increase, because employees doubt motr
vation and truth of those who give feedback
or the accuracy of the performance appraisal
system (Norman, 1981; Zapf & Reason, 1994,
Reason, 1990).

Feedback and learning structures are not in
their place and are mflexible (Esain & Wil-
liams, 2012). Feedback recerved through learn-
ing can facilitate or prevented the creation of
new knowledge (Ading & Chun, 2011). The
biggest challenge in organizations is that how
learning can be used for their purpose (Das-
gupta, 2012). Learning in the workplace 15 vi-
tal to the survival of organizations (Rahimnia
et al.,, 2011). This learning involves conscious
learning actrvities, to reflect real experiences in
the workplace (Raelin, 2000). Learning in the
workplace improves the perceptions of work
activities (Elkjaer & Wahlgren, 2006), because
learning is associated with performance im-
provement and adoption of environmental
changes (Gherard;, 2006). Learning m the
workplace is essential to solve the problems of
indrviduals and organizations (Ellstrom, 2001).
Learning improves the integration process of
the interaction between the individual and his
environment (Coornbos et al, 2004). Work
place is considered as a social field (Gherar-
di & Micolini, 2001) and a place for learning
(Ashton, 2004).

Learning needs both the motvation and the
cognitive resources (Rybowaik, et al, 1999,
Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989), the motwation
for learning 1s a direct introduction of learning
(Weick & Ashford, 2001, Noe, 1986). In fact,
motivation is a mediation mechanism which
15 essential to promote learning (Colquitt, et
al,, 2000, Celquitt & Simmering, 1998). When
you obtain wvision about cause of mistakes,
you can provide changes to prevent or reduce
negative outcomes in the future (Frese, et al,
1991, Reason, 1990, Reason, 1997). The ability
of the labor force to learn faster is a compet-
tive advantage over organizations that are not
(Ce Gues, 1998). Understand learning in the
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workplace means recognizing its complexity,
social, individual and organizational processes
that affect it (Boud & Garrik, 1999). Research-
es about learning have studied various affect
factors eg, conducive learning culture (Park,
2011)

Learning m the workplace requires a re-
thinking of experiences and plans for future
(Streecher etal , 1986). This type of learning in
the workplace involves reasonable process to
achieve indrvidual and organizational expected
outcomes (Matthews, 1999). A key feature of
this type of learning 1s linked with employee
participation (Clarke, 2005). A work should be
a form of learning and learning should be as a
form of work (Barnett, 2002).

Human errors are common in most organiza-
tions (Ramanujam & Goodman, 2003). Ihs-
takes can be often results economic costs, bad
reputation, stress and dissatisfaction (Helm-
reich, 1997). Errors creates negative gap be-
tween what 15 expected and what occurs in
reality (Zhao, & Olivera, 2006).

Errors are unbearable for most people be-
cause human society has a blaming culture
to mustakes (Pearn, et al,, 1998). People have
negative feclings about their errors that af-
fect their learning’s (Edmondson, 1996, Paget,
1988, Snell, 1988). When employees feel they
cannot talk about small falures, organizations
will face greater failures (Edmondson, 2008).
Many researchers have mentioned to the im-
portance of learning from mistakes (Argyris,
1993; Edmondson, 1999). Learn from the
errors 15 an impertant actvity for mdmwidu-
als, groups and organizations (Weik & Ash-
ford, 2001, Edmondson, 1996). The value of
the mistakes is that you can learn from them
(Sitkin, 1992) Learning from the mistakes
includes discovering and testing ways to un-
derstand the relationship between actions and
ocutcomes (Goodman, 1998, Heimbeck et al,
2003). Learning i1s based on experience (Senge,
2011, 429).

Learning from mistakes 1s a process in which
people reflect the mistakes they have been

made determme the causes (Duncan & Weiss,
1979). INegative emotions are associated with
mistakes in learning from mustakes, (INorman,
1981, Zapf & Reason, 1994, Reason, 1990). In
organizations that enhancing the performance
1s based on the culture of blaming any of the
errors, the staffs know their working environ-
ment where management intolerance is low
toward mistakes (Zhao, 2011). McCall (1994)
noted that the Board Chairman, seek clear
signs to learn from errors In any organiza-
tion, managers and employees may have some
mistakes in their work tasks (Esfaham et al,
2013).

It can be said that the environment
(Mirzaaghayi, 2004) 1s one of the factors af-
fecting learning from mistakes The reasons
for mistakes can be mentioned to distraction,
mattention, lack of ability, inefficient process-
es, actvity challenges, uncertanty, hypothesis
testing and exploratory testing (Edmondson,
2011). Also fear paralyzes learning process
(Edmondson, 2008). Organizational culture
can facilitate the learning for its members
Centralized or decentralized organizational
structures are the factors that affect the learn-
ing model (Visser, 2008). In order to promote
learming within the enterpnse, it needs to de-
velop a certain degree of confidence (MNm &
Miles, 2012) However fear irritates learning
from mustakes. Fear does 1t by warning the em-
ployees who need to learn in order to avoid
repeating the same mistakes (Lazarus, 1991
Baumeister et al, 2007).

One of the important issues is learning envi-
ronment (Visser, 2008). The behavior of the
leader or manager is effective on learning (El-
linger, 2005). Sense of psychological security
team will show that employee on what level of
mvolvement m the process of learning from
mistakes (Edmondson, 1999).

A study examines the predictabiity of em-
ployees learning through a learning culture,
through empowerment and management ef-
fectiveness. The results showed that participa-
tive management and employee involvement
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1s a powerful mediator to predict the impact
of a learning culture on employee teaching
(Rahimnia et al, 2011) According to a re-
search, crime is significantly associated with
motivation to learn (Lewis, 2000; Tangney et
al, 1996). Researches also demonstrate that
women show stronger emotional reactions to
success and failure (Beyer, 1998). Unpleasant
feelings caused by mustakes are very common
(Pearn, et al,, 1998) Research suggests that
negative emotions temper learning motation
with reduced hope and exatement (Seo et al,,
2004). Also a significant negative relationship
was found between fear and learning from the
errors (Zhao, 2011).

Also Rybowiak et al (1999) have developed
scale to assess the ability of indrvidual to deal
with errors. Snell (1988) was used the job -
terview for data collection through qualitative
method. According to him, learning from the
mistakes is the second form of education re-
port According to the study results, organ+
zational changes including double-loop learn-
ing have been more preserved (Hovlid et al,
2012).

A study by Raadgever and colleagues (2012)
used five mdicators to assess cognitive learn-
ing (assessment of changes in attitudes, learn-
ing from the results of research and devel-
opment results, learning from other people®
perspectives and learning from the results of
research).

Contingency management 1s a useful paradigm
of behawvioral strategies (Roll, 2007). Experr-
mental studies in the framework of contin-
gency recognize the importance of contin-
gency theory (Gerdin & Greve, 2004). The
underlying assumption in the Contingency
model 15 that the international system would
not be equally appropriate in all organizations
(Otey, 1980). The main area of Contingency
view is that no umque system exists for all
organizations in all environmental conditions
(Sirinuch & Michaeles, 2010). Contingency in
organizational life can take many forms (Jean-
Philipe & Rodolphe, 2010, Vergne & Durand,

2010). Factors that influence the Contingency
include new economic organizations, global-
ization and increased competitiveness of in-
ternational markets, changes in the integration
of labor, new technologies, especially infor-
mation technology (IT) (Thompson & Jones,
2008, Wiengarten et al , 2013, Chenhall, 2003).
The Contingency model emphasizes on the
external and internal environment (Mirsepasss,
2009, 29).

Contingency is an unpredictable phenomenon
(Garud et al, 2010). Contingency view is the
fitness between organizational features and
contingency factors (Nimtrakoon & Tayles,
2010). Orgamizational context are Contingen-
cy factors in the organization (Pizzo, 2011).

A large number of contingency factors have
been studied (Sirmuch & Michaeles, 2010)
The nature of the relationship with the sup-
plier and degree of proximity (geographic
proximity, structural and instututional prozim-
ity) are other contingency factors (Jarraya &
Leclere, 2013). Another researcher focused
on Contingency model 1n static and dynamic
environment (Gruber, 2007). The contingency
vartables have been identified with a focus on
the customer and indude a group structure,
company size, umty, culture, system design
quality, results, type of busmess, etc (Jayaram
etal, 2010).

Research method

This research s applied one and it uses the
descriptive method. Research approach s
survey and it 1s 1 non-experimental research
group. The study populations consist of 30
of admimstrators and are experts in the public
offices. Delphi technique was used to collect
information, interviews, and questionnaires
To run the Delphi technique, 15 of those were
selected with PHD in human resource man-
agement in government offices

In Delphi technique the number of partic-
pants is usually less than 50, and often 15 to 20
(Fowell, 2003, Okoli & Pawlowski, 2004; Crisp
et al,, 1997). The Delphi method 1s not used
for statistical purposes of sampling methods.
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The validity of a Delphi study depends on a
combination of experts (Fashaiizade, 2007)
The average 1s used as the criteria for weight
The averages are obtained involve the below:
Criterion 1. Environments with avoidable mis-
takes in the predictable operations: The result
shows that the weight of this criterion is 0.33
Crterion 2. Environments with unavoidable
mistakes n complex systems: The weight of
this criterion is 0.31.

Criterion 3. Environments with Smart mis-
takes in getting started: The weight of this cri-
terion is measure as (.36,

Due to the obtained weight for each criterion,
it can be said that they are not much different
from each other

Data Analysis

Factors affecting learning from mistakes have
been identified in three phases that they are
identifying the mistake, mustake analysis and
experience from mistakes. To rank the factors
affecting learning from the mistakes of TOP-
SIS technique is used. In the TOPSIS tech-
mque the variables are related to each other

so it was chosen to analysis data In evaluat-
ing alternative based on any qualitative crite-
ria, 9-grade Likert scale has commonly used
in this technique and it has been used in this
research.

Mistake identification step

The most effective factors on learning from
mistakes at the mistake identification stage
are Involvement request, because its close-
ness coefficient is more than any other factor
(0.872958)

Error analysis step

The most effective factor on learning from
mistakes at the error analysis stage 1s detailed
team discussion and analysis with closeness
coefficient of 0941185

Experience from the mistakes step

The highest closeness coefficient relates to or-
ganizational rules (0.983564).

Conclusion

By analyzing the tables separately it can be cal-
culated which factors have the greatest impact
on learning from mustakes i public sector
organizations in Iran. Also you can see which

Results factors series
0.872958 Involvement request 1
0.872958 Welcoming to questions 2
0.703045 Encouraging smart experiments 3
0.689938 Knowledge development -
0.673396 Asking intelligent questions 5
0.668892 Reporting without blaming 6
0.636046 Talking about personal experiences 3
0.626973 Encouraging free discussions 8
0.573091 Creating mistake expression culture 9
0.561075 Reducing the stigma of failure 10
0.503528 Acknowledging the limitations 11
0.491281 Expressing humility and curiosity 12
0.473118 Creating procedures and mistake expression | 13
system

0.452775 Determining a scope for errors 14
0.187633 Organizational tolerance to errors 15
0.087188 Encouraging the mistakes 16

A Tible] Ranlung factors Mistabe idenbsfication step
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Results Factors Series
0.941185 Detailed team discussion and analysis 1
0.892281 Data exchange for better results 2
0.748451 | The principled analysis to learn from the 3

errors
0.702712 Going beyond apparent arguments 4
0.625842 Analysis of deviations from the rules 3
0.568044 Flexible organizational culture 6
0.562197 | Strengthening passion to use advanced 7

analysis
0.510142 | Openness and patience in facing serious 8

uncertainties
0.428017 | The right culture for managers’ minds, not 9

efficiency and decisive performance
0 Extraversion of people 10

Al Tible2. Ranking factors in Ercor aalysis step
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detailed and team discussion

Avoidable mistakes
in the predictable
aperalions

and analysis

Data exchange for better

results

Factors The principled analysis to

affecting Unavoidable
lzarning mistakes in learn from the errors
fram complex Going beyond apparent

systems arguments

mistakes at
error
analysis

Analysis of deviations from

the rules

Smart mistakes
in getting
started

Flexible organizational culture

Strengthening passion to use
advanced analysis

Opsenness and patience in
facing serious uncertainties

The right culture for
managers’ minds, not
efficiency and decisive

& ]
performance dj // ’ i /f

Extraversion of people "o
A e dalilad
A Fir2 Final mode] for leasning from mistakes at exror analysis step by managers’ point of view (2T dasasd)
Urban Managemenl
Results Factors Series Ho R spme i
0.983564 organizational rules I 137
0.856985 Evaluation of performance 2
0.837406 feedback £
0.68432 Creating a culture of experimentation 4
0.585093 | Considering actual conditions, not 5
optimal
0.573877 Encouraging experiments 6
0.50342 | Considering the complexity and 7
unpredictability
0.456286 | Amplification mistake volubility culture 3
to get information
0.446816 | Bonus to rapid production of smart 9
€rrors
0.357813 | Narrow operating of new techniques 10
and simulation
0.174203 Strategically production of errors 11
0.103461 | Spending small budget for experiences 12
and experiments

A Table3. Ranking factors in Experience from the mistakes step
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Smart mistakes
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|

Organizaticnal rules
Evaluation of performance

feedback

creating a culture of
eXperimentarion
Considenng actual
conditions, not optimal

Encouraging experiunents
Considering the complexity
and unpredictability
amplification mistake
volubility cultire to get
information

Benus to rapid production of

smart SIrors

narrow operating of new

techniques and simulation

Strategically production of

clror

Spending small budget for

experiences and experunents

AFigu.l:e 3. Final model for leaming from mustake s m experience of errors by managers’ point of wview

causes the least impact on learning from mis-
takes in public sector organizations. The fac-
tors affecting learning from mistakes are vis-
ible separately in various stages of learning
from mistakes They are mistake identification
step, analyzing mistakes step and the expert-
ence of errors step. According to the data ob-
tained, it can be said that contingency model
of learning from mustakes at the mistake iden-
tification level is according to three critena for
avordable mustakes in the unpredictable pro-
cess, unavoidable errors mn complex systems
and smart mistakes in the beginning In this
study, only the factors which obtamned through
Delphi technique (from teachers’ experts) and
content analysis have been studied. Consider-
ing the wide range of indicators and factors
that affect learning from mustakes, there may

be many other factors that professors from
other countries are mentioned according to
their sttuations and can be used to identify
contingency model presented in accordance
with them. The factors affecting learning from
the mistakes examned n this study are limited
to three steps (mustaken identification, error
analysis and expenience from own muistakes)
The researchers can examine a variety of cat-
egories for learning from the mistakes in other
organizations to provide acquisition contin-
gency model. Also, gven that many theories
about learning from mistakes 1s not provided
by different scholars So the basis of this study
can be used by other researchers to examine
the contingency model,


http://ijurm.imo.org.ir/article-1-1738-en.html

[ Downloaded from ijurm.imo.org.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

References

1- A Arling, P, and W. S. Chun, M, (2077).
“Facilitating ren knowledge creafion and obiaining
KM matuity”, Journal of Knowledee Managenent,
VOL. 15, NO. 2, 231-250.

2- Abtabi, 5. H. (2007). Human resonrce manage-
ment, Payam-INoor Uiversity Press Fowurth Edition
[Inn Persian]

3- Ansaff, H. L, (1997). Crifigue of Henry Mint-
gberes “The Design School: Reconsidering the Basis
Premises of Strategic Management”, Strategic Man-
agement Journal, 61-449,

4- Argyris C. (1993). Knowledge for action: A guide
fo overcoming barners fo organizational change. San
Fran Cisco: Jossey-Bass

3-Argynis, C. & Sehon, D. (1996). Ovganigational
learning T1 theory, method and practice. Reading,
MA: Addison-Weiley.

6- Ashton, D. IN. (2004). The tmpact of organiga-
tional divucture and practices on learning in the work-
place. International Jonrnal af Training and Develop-
ment, §(1), 43-53

/- Bawmeister, B E, TYobs K. D, Dewall C. N,
& Zhang, L. (2007). How emotions shapes bebay-
igr: Peedback, anticipation, and reflection, rather than
direct causation. Personalify and Secial Piychology
Review, 171, 167-203

8- Bameett, K. (2002). Learning to wor€ and wore-
ing to lean, i supporting lfelong learnin. VolwmeZ:
organiging learning, (Eds ) F. Reeve, M. Carfwright,
R Edwards & T. Open University, RountledeeFalm-
er; London, pp. 7-20.

9- Bayagidi, E., Ounladi, B. &» Abbasi, N. (2010).
The arnalysis of questionnaive data with saffware,
Abed Press. Second Edition [In Persian]

10- Beyer; 5. (1998). Gender differences in cansal at-
tributions by college students of performance on conrse
excaminations, Curvent Prychology, 17, 346-358.
11-Boud D., & Garick, |. (1999). Understanding
learming af wonk. New York, INY: Eoutledge.

12- Chenhall, . H. {2003). Management control
fystems design within its orpanizational context: find-
g fiom contingency-based research and divections for
the future Accounting, Organigations and Sociefy,
28, 127-168.

13- Clanke, IN. (2003). Workplace Learning En-

vironment and ifs Relationship with Learning Out-
comes in Healtheare Organigations. Hunian Resource
Development International, 8(2), 185-205.

14- Colguirt, |. A., Lefine, . A, & Noe K A
(2000). Toward an integrative theory of fraining mo-
fivation: A meta-aralytic path analyss of 20 years
of research. Joural of Applied Prychology, 85, 678-
707

15- Colquitt, J. A., & Simmering, M. . (1995).
Conscientionsness, goal orientation, and mofivation
to learn during the learnming process: A longitudinal
study. Jowrnal of Applied Poychology, 53, 654-663.

16- Daggupta, M. (2012). Conceptual paper. orga-
nigational learning and its practices. SAGE Publica-
fions, 1-11

17- Daunber, D, Fink, G. & Yplles M (2072).
A Configuration Model of Organigational Culture,
SAGE Publications, 1-16

18- De Gues A. (1998). Planning as learning.
Harvard Business Review, 66, 70-74

19- Doombos A. ], Bolbuis S., & Denessen,
E. (2004). Exploring the relation beween wone
domains and wonk-related learming: the care of the
Dutch police force. International Jowrnal of Training
and Develgpment, §(3), 174-190,

20- Dizean, K, & Weiss A (1979). Orpaniza-
fional learing: Implications for organigational design.
In B. M. Stan (Ed.). Research in orsanigational be-
havier (Vol 1, pp. 75-123). Greennich, CT: JAI
Press.

21- Edmondson, A. C. (1996). Learzing from
mistakes is eqsier said than done: Group and oiga-
nizational influences on the detection and corvection af
human evror. Journal of Applied Behavioral Sciences,
32 5-32

22- Edmondson, A C. (1999). Psychological safety
and learming behavior in work teams. Adwinistrative
Science Quarterly 44, 350-353,

23- Edmendson, A. (2008). The Competitive Inm-
perative of Learning, Journal of gogideye modiriyat,
Vel 9, No. §7, pp. 33-42 [In Persian]

24- Edmondson, A. (2017). Strategier for learning
Jrom mistakes, Joural of gogideye modiriyat, 170l
12, No. 119, pp. 24-35 [In Persian]

25- Elgjaer, B., & Wablgren, B. (2006). Organi-
cational learning and wenkplace learming-similarities

A e dalilad
(oY danaid)
Urban Managemenl
Nods Spring 2017

139


http://ijurm.imo.org.ir/article-1-1738-en.html

[ Downloaded from ijurm.imo.org.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

A S0t dalilead
(0¥ denes)
Urban Managemenl
No.46 Spring 2017

140

and differences. Learning, working and Gving. Map-
ping the fervain of working life learning, 15-32.

26- Ellinger, A D. (2003).  Contextual factors
anfluencing informal learning in a werkplace sefiing:
the case of “reinventing itself company”. Human Fe-
source Development Quarterly, 16(3), 389-415.

27- BEllstrom, P. B. (2001 ). Integrating learning and
work: Problenis and progpects. Human Eesource De-
velgpment Ounarterly, 12(4), 421-435.

28- Esain, A E., |. Williams §. (2012). Health-
care quality pmprovement- policy implications and
practicalities, International Journal of Health Care
Ouality Asmurance, 170l 25, No. 7, pp. 565-5871
29- Farrokhi, A. & Mohammadgadeh, H. (2004).
Effect of failure on motion seill learning and per-
Jormance of physical education students of Urmia
Uhniversity, Journal of Olympic, Vol 12, No. 4. pp.
31-41 [In Persian]

J0- Field, L. (1997). Impedinents to empowerment
and learning within oiganizations, Learning Organi-
zations, 2, 4-14.

31- Frese. M., BrodBeck, F, T, Mooser, C., Schlei-
[fenbanm. E., & Thiemam, P. (1991). Errors in
training computer seills: On the positive function of
errors. Human Computer Interaction, 6, 77-93

J2- Fuentes-Fuentes; M. Mar, A. Albacete-Sdeg,
Carlos, Liovins-Montes F. Javier, (2004). The im-
pact of environmental characteristics on TOM prin-
ciples and organizational performance, Omega 32
(2004) 425:442

J3- Garud R, Kumaramwamy, A., and Karnoe, P,
(2010). “Path Dependence or Path Creation?”, Jour-
nal of Management Studies, 47:4, 760-774.

34- Gerdin, . & Greve, ] (2004). Forms of contin-
gency fit in management acconnfing research- a critical
review, Accounting, Organigations and Society, 29,
303-32¢6.

35- Gherardi, 5. (2006). Organizational Knonledge:
The fexcture of Workplace learning. Malden, MA:
Blackwell

36- Gherardi, 8., <& Nicolini, D. (2007). The so-
ciological foundations of erganizational leaming. In
M. Dienges A. B, Antal | Child ¢ 1. Nonaka
(Eds), Orpanizational learning and Knowledee (pp.
35-60). London, England: Oxford University.

37- Ghynn, M., Milliken, F. & Lant, T. (1992).

Learning about orsanigational learming theory. An
upihirella of organiging processes Paper presented at
the Academy of Management Meetings Las 1Vegas
NV.

38- Goodman, | 8. (1998). The interactive effects of
fask and external feedback on practice performance
and learning. Oreanizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 76, 232-252

39- Goodman, J. 5., Wood E. E. (2004). Feedback
specificity, exploration, and learning. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, §9, 809-821.

40- Goodman, |. 5., Woed E E., & Hendrickx,
M. (2004). Feedback specificity, exploration. and
learning. Jonwrnal of Applied Prychology, §9, 248-
262

47- Gossum, P. 1V, Aits B, and Verbeyen, K,
(2010). From “wnart regulation” fo “regulatory ar
rangements”, Policy Sei, 45, 245-261.

42- Hasgimiponr, A. (1998). Desision Making in
Management, Application of Markoy chain theory in
management decisions [In Persian]

43- Heimbeok, D, Frere, M. Sonnentans, 5., <&
Keith IN. (2003 ). Intezrating ervors info the fraining
process: The function af ervor management instrie-
tions and the role of goal ovientation. Personnel Psy-
chology, 56, 3333671

44- Hergnhabn, B. K., (1982). An Intriduction to
the Theories of Learning, Englewoodelifis INJ.

45- Hovlid E., Bukve O, Hang, K., Adaksen, A.
B., and Plessen, C., (2012). Sustainability of health-
care pmproverent; what can we leam from learning
theory?”, BMC Health Service Research 12:235,
1-13.

46- Ions, &, and Minton, A., (2012). “Can werk-
based learning programs help comparnies to Deconie
learzing organigations?”, Higher Education, Skills
and Wonk-Based Leaming, Vol 2, No 1, 22-32
47- Ifabani, A. N, Agbargadeh, J. <& Nayab,
M. E. (2013). Effects of seif-esteern police gfficers on
how fo deal with mistakes of faw enforcement agencies
Jowrnal of Human Resource of NAJLA, Vol §, No
32, pp. 2742 [In Persian]

48- Jayaram, Jayanih L. Abire, Sanjay Dreyfus
Paul, (2010). Contingency relationships of firm size
TOM duration, wnionigation, and industry confext
on TOM implenentation-A focus on total effects


http://ijurm.imo.org.ir/article-1-1738-en.html

[ Downloaded from ijurm.imo.org.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

Jowrnal of Operations Management 25 (2010)
J45.356

49- K Yeo, K., and Li, [, (2013). "In pursuit of
learving. sensemaking the quality of wonk fife”, En-
ropean Journal of Training and Developiment, 1ol
37, No 2, 136-160.

30- Kanfer, K., & Ackerman, P. L. (1989). Moti-
vation and cognitive abilities: An integrative/ aptitude-
treafment inferaction approach to s&il] acquisition.
Journal of Applied Psyehology. 74, 657-690.

51- Keith, N, Frese M. (2005). Seif-regulation
in ervor management fraiming: Emofion control and
metacognition as mediators of performance effecis
Journal of Applied Pryehology. 90, 677-697.

52- Khaki, G, (2004). Research Methods in Man-
agenent, Lsiamic Agad University Press, T hird Edi-
fion [Tn Persian]

533-Kian, G. (1964). Social probless in Tebran, So-
cial Eesearch Institutions [Tn Pervian]

54-Kim, D. H. (1993). The link betweer individual
and eiganigational learning. Sloan Management Re-
view, 35, 3750

55-Kim, | H., and L. Callaban, ], (2013). "Find-
ing the intersection of the learning orpanigation and
learning trangfer”, Ewropean Jowrnal of Training
and Develgpment, 1ol 37, No 2, 183-200.

356- Lagarns, K. 5. (1991). Emofion and adapta-
fion. New York: Oxford University Press

57- Lewis M. (2000). Self-conscions emotions Em-
barrassment, pride, shame, and guili. In M. Lenis
& [ M. Haviland-jones (Eds.), Handbook of enio-
fions (Znd ed, pp. 623-636). New Yornk: Guilford
Press

38- M Eoll ], (2011). "Contingency management:
an evidence-based component of methamphetamine e
disorder treatments, Addiction, 102 (muppl 1), 174-
120.

59- Matthews P (1999) Workpiace learming: de-
veloping an holistic model. Learnind Organigation,
6(l) 18-29.

60- Mellat Parast. M., Stephanie G. A., & C Jones
E (2017). Improving operational and business per-
Jormance in the petroleum iedustry throngh qual-
iy management, International Journal of QOualify
& Reliability Management, Vol25, No42077,
po426-450

67- MeCall M. (1994). Identifying leadership po-
tential in future infernational exectives: Develapng a
concept, Consulting Psychology Jowmal, 46, 49-63
6.2- Mirsepas, IN. (2009). Strategic human resource
managenent and labor relations, with a view to global-
igation, Terme Press. Fourth Edition (In Persan]
63- Mirzaaghayi, H. (2004). Accepting mistakes
learn from it and prevent it from happening again,
http:f [ wnwfekreno.org/ ARFEK66. HTM ~ [In
Fergan]

64- Neter; |. Wasserman, W. & Whitmore, G. A.
(1988). Applied Statistics Allyn and Bacon, Inc.,
[In Persian]

65- Nevis E. C, DiBella, A. |. & Gondd . M.
(1993). Understanding organizations as learming 5ys-
femns. Sloan Management Revien, 36, 73-85

66- Nimtragoon, S., and Tayles M., (2010). "Con-
fingency Factors of Management Accounting Practices
i Thailand: A Selection Approach”, Asian Journal
of Acconnting and Governance, 1, Chap 3, 51-78.
67- Niw, K. H., Miles G., Bach, 5., and Chinen,
K., (2012) "Trust, learning and a firmr's involvement
i industrigl elusters: a conceptnal framewore”, Com-
petitiveness Review: An International Busiess Jonr-
nal, Vol 22, No 2, 133-146.

08- Noe B A (1986). Traimees attvibutes and at-
fitndes: WNeglected influences on fraining effectiveness
Academy of Management Eeview, 11, 736-749,
69- Narwman, D. A. (1987). Catogerization of ac-
tion sips. Prychological Review, 88, 71-13.

70- Otley, D T. (1980). The contingency theory af
managenent geconnting: achieverment and progioss
Acconnting, Organigtions and Society, 5(4), 413-
428

71- Paget, M. A. (1988). The unity of mistakes
Philadelphia: Temple University Preix

72- Park, S, (2011). The impact of siganizational
learming cultnre, Goal Orientation, Managerial effec-
tiveness and Psychological eniponerment on eniployee. s
workplace learning. Doctoral dissertation, Uliversity
of Minnesota

73- Pashayizad H. (2007). Overview of Delphi
Method, Journal of Peyie INoor: 170l 6, No. 2, pp.
063-79 [In Persian]

74- Patnaik, B., Benha, G. 5., Mabaptra, 5. 5,
and Singh, N, (2013). "Organizational learning in

A e dalilad
(oY danaid)
Urban Managemenl
Nods Spring 2017

141


http://ijurm.imo.org.ir/article-1-1738-en.html

[ Downloaded from ijurm.imo.org.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

A S0t dalilead
(0¥ denes)
Urban Managemenl
No.46 Spring 2017

142

educational settings (fechnical). an Indian perspective,
The Learzing Orpanization, Vol 20, Na 2, 153-
172,

75- Pearn, M., Mulrooney, C., & Fayne, T. (1995).
Ending the blame culture. Bookfield 1T Gower
76- Pigzo, M., (2011). "Related party transactions
under a contingency perspective, | Manag Goy, 1-22.
77- Powell C. The Delphi technique: myths and reali-
ties. | Ady Nurs 2003 Feb; 41(4): 376-82.

78- Raadgever, G. T., Mosterd, E., and 7. D. Gie-
sen, N C., (20712). "Leamning from Collaborative
Eesearch in Water Management Practice”, Water Re-
sour Manage, 26, 3257-3266.

79- Raelin, . A. (2000). Work-based learming: The
new fronfier of managenent develgpment, Addison-
Wesley Eeading, MA.

80- Rabimnia, F, Karimi Magidi, A. & Idam,
G. (2077). The impact of eulture on learning of em-
playees i wonkplace through prychological emponer
ment and effective management, Journal of Behbode
Modinyat, Vol 5, No. 3, pp. 102-127 [In Persianj
81- Raman, K., M. Svere K, Gilad-Bachrach, R
¢ | C. Burges C. (2012). Leaming fron: misfakes
Towards a correctable learming alsoribm. CIKM'1Z,
HI, US4,

82- Ramanujam, K. ¢ Goodman, P. §. (2003).
Latent ervors and adverse organigational concequenc-
es: A conceptualigation. Jowmal of Orpanizational
Behavior, 24, §15-836

§3- Reason, | T. (1990). Hunran error. New Yorg:
Canibridge University Press

84- Reason, . T. (1997). Managing the risks of or
panigational accidents. Bookfield, 17T Asheute Pub-
lishing Company.

85- Romme, . < Dillen, R (1997). Mapping
the landscape of organigational learming. European
Management Jowmnal, 15, 68-78

86- Rowland-Jones K., (2012). "Teaching fo learn in
the workplace”, International Jonrmal of Onality and
Service Sciences 1ol 4, No. 4, 364-373.

87- Rybowiak, V., Garst, H., Frese M., ¢ Ba-
finic, B, (1999). Ervor orfentation Questionnaive
(EOQ). Reliability, validity, and different language
equivalence. Journal of Organigational Behavior, 20,
327547,

88- Salgjeghe, 5. <& Nagerr, M. (2010). Leaming

grganigations as new thinking on age of managenrent,
Journal of Asre Modiriyat, Vol 4, No 14, pp. 52-
57 [In Persian]

§9- Senge, P (2017). Fifth command Sagmane
Modiriyate Sanati Press Ninth Edition (In Persan]
90- Seo, M., Feldman Barret, L., & Bartunek, |
M., (2004). The role of affective experience in wonk
motivation. Academy of Management Revien, 29,
423439

91- Shrivastava, P (1953) Typolosy of orpani-
gational learving systems, Jowrnal of Managenent
Studies 20, 7-28.

92- Sitkin, 5. B, (1992). Leamning through failure:
The strategy of small fosses. In B. M. Staw; & L.
L. Cuprings (Eds ), Research in Orpanigational Be-
havior (Vol. 14, 99.231-266). Greenwich, CT! JAI
Press.

93-Snell B. 8. (1988). T he emational cost of mana-
genal learning af work. Management Education ard
Develgpment, 19, 322-340

94- Tangney, | P, Miller, K. 5., Flicker, L., ¢
Barlow, 1. H. (1996). Avre shame. guilt, and em-
barrasinent distinet emotions? Jonmal of Perconality
and Social Peychology, 70, 1256-1269.

95- Thompson, F, and Jones, L. K., (2008). "Reap-
ing the Advantages of Information and Modern
Technology: Moving from Bureancracy fo Hyperarchy
and MNetcentricity, International Public Managenent
Review, Vol 9, Issn 7, 148-793,

96- Torgersen, H., (2009). "Synthetic biology in soci-
efy: learning from past experience?”, Syst Synth Biol
3 917

97- Vatankhah, S., Goban, M. K. & Abdi |
(2010). Eelationship between organigational cnlfure
and the development of quality improvement in hogpi-
tals Tebran University of Medical Sciences, Ouarterly
moritoring of the Health Sciences Research Institute
(SID), pp. 189-195 [In Persian]

98- Vergne | P, and Durand E., (2010). "The
Missing Ling Detween the Theory and Empirics of
Path Dependence: Conceptual Clanification, Testabil-
2ty Lsswe, and Methodolagical Tmplications”, Jowmnal of
Management Studies, 474, 736-759,

99- Visser: M., (2008). "Learning nnder conditions
of hierarchy and discipline: the case of the German
Apmry, 1939-1940", Learn Ing, 2, 127-137.


http://ijurm.imo.org.ir/article-1-1738-en.html

[ Downloaded from ijurm.imo.org.ir on 2026-06-10 ]

100- Were K E., o Asbford 5. | (2007).
Learning in Organigations. In F. M. Jablin, ¢ L.
L. Putnam (Eds), The new handbook of organi-
zational communication (pp. 704-737). Thousand
Oasks, Califormia: Sage.

101- Wiengarten, F, Humphreys P, Cao, G, and
MeHugh, M., (2013). "Exploring the Imporiant
Role of Orpanigational Factors in IT Business Val-
ue: Taking a Contingency Pergpective on the Eesouive-
Based View”, International Journal of Management
Reviews, Vol 15, 30-46.

102- Zapf, D, & Reason, | T. (1994). Hunean
errors and ervor handling. Applied Prychology: An
International Revien, 43, 427432

103- Zhao, B. (2071). Learning from ervors: the role
of contexct, emotion, and personality, Jonrnal of Or
ganigational Behavior, 32, 435-463

104- Zhao B., & Olivern F. (2006). Error re-
porting in organizations. Academy of Management
Revien; 31, 1012-1030


http://ijurm.imo.org.ir/article-1-1738-en.html

[ 0T-90-920¢ vo JrBioowrwin(i woiy papeojumoq ]


http://ijurm.imo.org.ir/article-1-1738-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

