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Abstract

This research aims to examine the impact of faculty members’ learning organization perceptions 
to the organizational commitment through quantitative method. The study group consists of 172 
faculty members working in two universities, which are private (Zirve University) and public (Har-
ran University) ones. The research results show that faculty members working in private university 
have a higher level of learning organization perceptions than faculty members in public university 
and feel a higher level of commitment to universities which they work. Results also indicate that 
private university’s faculty members’ perceptions of learning organization dimensions with per-
ceptions of levels of organizational commitment (except for commitment based on compliance), 
in all dimensions, were more positive than those working in public university. Also, the dimension 
of reinforced employees from learning organization dimensions negatively predicts organizational 
commitment based on compliance and the dimensions of team learning and shared systems po-
sitively predict the organizational commitment based on identification. Especially, the dimension 
of shared systems constitutes a more powerful effect on the commitment on the level of identifi-
cation. Finally it was found that none of the learning organization dimensions made a significant 
impact on organizational commitment based on internalization.
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Learning Organizations

Organizations, not just people, must also adapt to 
rapidly changing circumstances. One of the mana-
gement concepts developed to increase competiti-

veness and survival of organizations is the concept 
of learning organization. This concept is based on 
organizations to acquire new knowledge, to share 
the information produced and to use in solving the 
problems transforming the organization’s infor-
mation. In this sense, learning is an existential act 
which presents continuity for organizations. Ac-
cording to Richardson (1995), achieving effective 
learning by creating new markets, products, servi-
ces, and processes to respond to changing environ-
ments has become the most strategic issue of recent 
years. So, how organizational learning will develop 
productivity and performance in rapidly changing 
and highly interactive business environment seems 
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to preserve the distinction of being a strategic issue 
not only today but also in the future.

The tendency to see learning as a lifestyle for orga-
nizations, especially, started after Senge’s works in 
the 1990s. Establishing learning organizations inc-
lude training people looking with system thinking 
to events, developing your own personal expertise, 
thinking with mental models, having a shared visi-
on and also learning through team and collabora-
tion (Senge, 1993). On the other hand, researchers 
mention the existence of seven compulsory action 
turning organizations into learning organizations. 
These are creating opportunities for continuous 
learning, developing research and dialogue, enco-
uraging collaboration and team work, establishing 
systems which provide information and share le-
arning, integrating people around a common vi-
sion, making the organization associated with its 
environment, and finally establishing supportive 
leadership in both individual and team and orga-
nizational level (Cullen, 1999).

Scan of the learning organization idea emphasizes 
the definitions of different learning organizati-
ons. According to Hitt (1995), Giriego, Geroy, and 
Wright (2000) learning organization is an organi-
zation looking for transformation and excellence 
through interrupted and continuous organizatio-
nal renewal and gradually mastering in this sub-
ject. To Gold (1997), Dunphy, Turner, and Craw-
ford (1997), learning organization is to re-shape 
skills and the use and share in both individual and 
organizational level. Learning begins with being a 
member of the organization. For Morrison (1998), 
Ho (1999) and Bennett (1999) learning organizati-
on is a skilled organization, facilitating learning to 
its members, revealing the information, obtaining 
it and making behaviors compatible in the light of 
new information acquired. In this sense learning 
organizations do not insist on rigid, out of date 
plans, processes and practices.

The literature on learning organizations to a large 
extend focus on how learning organizations can 
be designed to create an effective learning. Results 
generally point out that learning organizations 
relatively have a flexible administration system. 
These organizations emphasis on cooperation and 
team working to reach an extensive success. Con-
tinual training and personal improvement to fa-
cilitate the introducing of new systems is promo-
ted adequately. Information is effectively shared 
among members and the units of the organization 

for a constant and permanent learning. Learning 
organizations have powerfull cultures and effecti-
ve leaders who provides learning, openness, crea-
tivity and productivity among the staff (Bennett, 
1999; Cummings & Worley, 1997; Giriego et al., 
2000).

Senge puts forward that organizations learn thro-
ugh learning individuals. Nevertheless, individual 
learning does not guarantee organizational lear-
ning all the time. However, organizational learning 
without individual learning does not occur (Senge, 
1993). Starting from this point, it can be said that 
organizational learning occurs in three possibiliti-
es. Accordingly, in the first possibility individuals 
learn, in the second possibility while the organiza-
tion learns, individual learn, and in the last possibi-
lity collective learning happens (Örtenblad, 2001).

Organizational Commitment

Scan of the organizational commitment studies 
show that commitment has a long history in orga-
nizational psychology and organizational commit-
ment definitions basically contains three elements. 
These are to believe the organization’s purpose and 
values, struggling beyond the expectations for the 
organization and the desire to continue working 
in the organization (Brockner, Tyler, & Schneider, 
1992; Dubin, Champoux, & Porter, 1975; Morrow, 
1983; Randall, 1987; Reichers, 1985).

Various definitions are made for the concept of or-
ganizational commitment. Most of these focus on 
the involvement degree of the employees with their 
organization. Commitment to an orgazanition re-
quires the identification and even the internalizati-
on of the aims and values of the organization by an 
employee. Accordingly, employees will be integra-
ted with their organizations at identification level 
when they commit to a particular style of action 
determined by the organization, connect their atti-
tudes and tendencies to the corporate identity and 
psychologically attached to the workplace (Becker, 
Billings, Eveleth, & Gilbert, 1996; Biggart & Hamil-
ton, 1984; Fukami & Larson, 1984; Kiesler, 1971; 
Sheldon, 1971). Moreover they will be integrated 
with their organizations at internalization level 
when they desire to stay in organization, struggle 
for it and accept the organization’s aim and valu-
es, willing to continue to do things even if there is 
not a clear reward or punishment, commit to rea-
lize their roles for organization’s goodness within 
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the scope of goals and values (DeCotiis & Sum-
mers, 1987; Morrow, 1983; Randall & Cote, 1991; 
Schwenk, 1986; Wiener, 1982).

There are several classifications of the literature 
on organizational commitment. Etzioni (1975) 
classifies organizational commitment as negative-
alienating, middle-to-neutral, and positive moral 
commitment; Wiener (1982), as instrumental and 
normative-moral commitment; Allen and Meyer 
(1990) as emotional, continuance and normative 
commitment; Kelman (1958), O’Reilly and Chat-
man (1986) as commitment based on compliance, 
identification and internalization; Katz and Kahn 
(1977) as instrumental and expressive commit-
ment; Buchanan (1974) as identification, attach-
ment, and loyalty. Classifications related to organi-
zational commitment has been observed in studies 
of Turkey (Balay, 2000, 2007; Balcı, 2000; Celep, 
1996; Tekin, 2002; Uyguç & Çımrın, 2004; Ünüvar, 
2006; Varoğlu, 1993; Yıldırım, 2002; Yılmaz, 2009).

Studies within the framework of organizational 
commitment development tools showed that the 
most important tools in this subject are control, 
strategy, vision, the work required to struggle, co-
operation and teamwork, work culture, common 
benefits, communication, interest in people, tech-
nology, training and development, the significance 
of the work, job stress, sense of duty, fulfillment, 
appropriate learning climate, autonomy, participa-
tion, feedback, collaboration, learning opportuniti-
es and resources (Firestone & Pennel, 1993; Ulrich, 
1998; Weber, 1997).

Relationship Between Learning Organization 
and Organizational Commitment

In recent years, organizations are confronted with 
an increasingly rising competitive pressure. In or-
der to survive and increase institutions’ competiti-
veness, one of the modern management concepts 
developed in is learning organization and another 
is the concept of organizational commitment. The 
concept of learning organization is predicated on 
organizations to create new knowledge, to share 
this information, to convert this information into 
organizational knowledge, to use on solving the 
problems (Garvin, 1993; DiBella & Nevis, 1998; 
Senge, 1993). On the other hand, it is not enough 
to keep people physically in the system. Employees 
may not integrate psychologically with the system 
even if they are located physically in the business 

environment and they join in many activities, es-
pecially learning activities. This situation can lead 
to poor the system’s psychological bond. According 
to Katz and Kahn (1977), for the effective functi-
oning of educational institutions of which activity 
field is to change and transform people, most of the 
members must be willing to do more than most of 
the task definition. This requires the integration of 
employees with organization. Because according to 
Ulrich (1998), those with organizational commit-
ment become more efficient and act with a sense of 
higher responsibility and loyalty.

In previous researches, organizational commit-
ment was used as dependent variable in some 
studies and independent variable in other studi-
es. In these studies, organizational commitment 
is closely related to absence, delay, withdrawal 
(Reichers, 1985), motivation (Becker et al., 1996; 
Randall, 1987; Wiener, 1982), desire  to remain  in 
the organization (Rozenblum, 1993; Tsui, Egan, & 
O’Reilly, 1992), changing jobs (Hrebiniak & Alut-
to, 1972); to strive for individual groups, to ensure 
group loyalty (Blau & Boal, 1987); promotion, loss 
of income, loss of job security, isolation, wearing 
character, change in  the quality of business, the 
development of  employees, mobility, creativity, 
innovation, obstacles to change, group interaction, 
unable to balance home and work relationships, 
personal alienation, to engage in illegal and unethi-
cal behaviors (Randall); job satisfaction (Chatman, 
1991; Dailey & Kirk, 1992; Robbins, 1994; Tannen-
baum, 1966;  Tsui et al., 1992); performance (Loc-
ke, Latham, & Erez, 1988); participation (Becker et 
al., 1996; Handy, 1985; Parks, 1992; Randall; Wal-
lace, 1995) and conflict (Lowery, 1994; Monchak, 
1994; Vroom, 1992).

In studies carried out in Turkey, the organizational 
commitment was examined as both independent 
and the dependent variable.  For example, Tuncer 
(1995) surveyed the levels of job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment of the staff of Mi-
nistry of National Education and found that the 
staff had organizational commitment and they are 
generally satisfied with their jobs. Varoğlu (1993), 
in his study investigating the employees’ attitudes, 
values, commitment to the organization in Turkish 
public sector, it is found out that most of Turkish 
employees in the public sector had a high level of 
commitment to keep continuation in working and 
the reasons for working and giving up the job are 
mostly related to the conditions of the working en-
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vironment. Celep (1996) in his study related to the 
organizational commitment of the teachers in edu-
cational organizations, it is found that teachers are 
highly dedicated to their jobs and the dedication 
is mostly related to the teaching profession rather 
than school. 

Balay (2000), in his study examining the orga-
nizational commitment of the teachers and the 
principals both in private and state high schools, 
it is found that teachers and principals in private 
high schools had a higher level of organizational 
commitment than teachers and principals in state 
high schools. Ünüvar (2006), in his study exami-
ning job-related characteristics, job satisfaction, 
the behaviour of the organizational  citizenship 
and organizational commitment, it is found that 
organizational commitment and the behaviour of 
the organizational  citizenship have a  significant 
relationship. Balay (2007), in his study examining 
the organizational commitment of teachers in pri-
mary schools and their conflict management styles, 
it is found that organizational commitment based 
on identification and internalization is especially 
related to the conflict management styles of comp-
romising and problem solving; and organizational 
commitment based on compliance is seen as the 
only predictor of conflict management strategy of 
fostering. Yılmaz (2009), in his study found a close 
relationship between organizational commitment, 
job satisfaction and organizational creativity. Balay 
and İpek (2010), in their study examining organi-
zational culture and organizational commitment of 
primary school teachers found a positive correla-
tion between compliance based of organizational 
commitment and the power and role culture; and 
a negative correlation between compliance based 
of organizational commitment and success and 
supportive culture. Organizational commitment at 
the level of identification and internalization sho-
wed a positive correlation especially with success 
and supportive culture. Turan, Karadağ and Bektaş 
(2011) focused on the relationship between organi-
zational commitment and learning organization in 
the structure of the university. They found a posi-
tive correlation between learning organization and 
organizational commitment, and it is found that 
learning organization subscales together predicted 
32 percent of organizational commitment.

On the other hand, reviewing the literature it is 
obviously seen that researchers such as Argyris 
and Schön (1978), Senge (1993) and Huber (1991) 

merely focused on the learning organization issue 
just at thinking level, on the contrary they gave 
less importance to empirical studies. However, it 
is not enough to just have the concept of learning 
organization intellectually. To answer the question 
of how to create a learning organization there is a 
need to find out the relation between the concept 
of learning organization and the other concepts 
related to it in the researches. In this context there 
are a limited numbers of researches carried out. For 
example, Seymour (1992) found out a close relati-
onship between learning organization and quality 
approaches. To him, in order to reveal the quality 
of the organization there is a need for the know-
ledge, desire and the energy of everyone in the 
organization. Çelik (1997) revealed a relationship 
between organizational learning and organizati-
onal change. Accordingly a successful change just 
depends on the successful creation of an organiza-
tional learning culture. To Kavrakoğlu (1996) the 
roots of the concept of learning organization are 
based on system dynamics.  System dynamics is a 
discipline of seeing the whole. To see the whole the-
re must be an implemented shared learning in all 
of the system. Fiol and Lyles (1985) suggested that 
factors such as environment, structure, culture and 
strategy, influenced the organizational learning, 
and organizational learning is affected in a positive 
way if this organization and strategies are adopted. 
Töremen (2001) in his study comparing private and 
state high schools, it is found that team working in 
private schools is at a more satisfactory level than 
it is in state schools. Also Yener (1997) found that 
private schools are superior to the state schools in 
promoting continuous learning. Basım, Şeşen, and 
Meydan (2009) in their study carried out on the ef-
fect of the concept of learning organization on the 
entrepreneurship in the organization, they found 
out that team learning, cross-connect systems and 
supportive leadership have a positive effect on ent-
repreneurship within the organization.

As can be seen clearly from the above information, 
in the literature it is seen that studies examining the 
impact of the faculty members’ perception of lear-
ning organization to organizational commitment 
in higher education level is very little and in limited 
number of studies, the learning organization-orga-
nizational commitment relationship is not dealt 
at the level of private and public universities. Ho-
wever, the recognition of opportunities about self 
development and realization of employees within 
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the organization through learning can be effective 
in integration of people with organization. This si-
tuation is almost a necessity rather than a requi-
rement for higher education institutions in which 
learning and research are the most basic and conti-
nuous activities. Obviously, individuals can strugg-
le above and beyond the expectations to reinforce 
their organizations which support and strengthen 
them. This situation can provide the emergence 
of the common gains for both employees and the 
organization. In this context, this research aims to 
compare the impact of faculty members’ percepti-
ons of learning organization to their organizational 
commitment in the context of private and public 
universities. In this research, faculty members’ per-
ceptions of university they worked is independent 
variable, their organizational commitment is de-
pendent variable.

Objectives of the Study

In this research, the impact of faculty members’ 
learning organization perceptions to their orga-
nizational commitment has been studied. In this 
context, the following questions have been tried to 
answer:

1. Do faculty members’ perceptions of learning or-
ganization and organizational commitment differ 
significantly depending on the type of university 
where they were employed?

2. Do faculty members’ perceptions of learning or-
ganization dimensions and levels of organizational 
commitment differ significantly depending on the 
type of university where they were employed?

3. To what degree do faculty members’ percepti-
ons of the dimensions of the learning organization 
predict their different levels of organizational com-
mitment?

Method

Model

This research is a quantitative study. In this study, 
descriptive and relational scanning models is used. 
Descriptive model is used for determining the le-
vels of  the learning organization and organizatio-
nal commitment of the academic staff in both pri-
vate and state universities, relational scanning mo-
del is used for determining the sizes and the levels 
of organizational commitment in order to examine 
the relationships between various variables.

Study Group

This research was conducted as a comparison of 
the two universities, one of them is private (Zirve 
University), the other is public (Harran University) 
because it aims to examine the impact of learning 
organization perceptions of faculty members wor-
king in private and public universities to their orga-
nizational commitment. The research was carried 
out with 172 faculty members who work in uni-
versities mentioned above in 2010-2011 academic 
year. Voluntary participation of faculty members is 
taken into account in the research. Thus, after the 
distribution of 380 questionnaires, 268 question-
naires returned, 172 questionnaires were suitable 
for data analysis by the elimination of 96 questi-
onnaires which were determined to be defective. 
Accordingly, 64% of the questionnaires were used 
to analyze the data.

Data Collection Tools

Scale of Learning Organization Dimensions: In 
order to determine the faculty members’ learning 
organization perceptions, Scale of Learning Or-
ganization Dimensions, which was developed by 
Watkins and Marsick (1997) and was translated 
to Turkish by Basım, Şeşen, and Korkmazyürek 
(2007), was used in this research. The scale con-
sists of two parts. While the first part of the scale 
contains seven basic dimensions of learning orga-
nization properties, the second part contains two 
assistant dimensions including the key results. To 
respond to questions in this research, seven ba-
sic dimensions in the first part of the scale were 
used. The items in the instrument were rated on 
a five-point Likert scale ranging from never (1) 
to always (5). Accordingly, Scale of Learning Or-
ganization Dimensions consists of a total of 43 
items of which continuous learning dimension is 
7 items, dialogue and research dimension 6, team 
learning dimension 6, shared systems dimension 
6, reinforced employees 6, inter-systems connecti-
on dimension 6, supportive leadership dimension 
6. In the past the reliability analysis of the scale was 
computed by Basım and Şeşen (2007). They indi-
cated that the reliability values of the scale rangend 
from .84 to .92. In this study the reliability values 
of the scale were computed over again and found 
considerably high. Conducted analysis displayed 
that the reliability scores of the scale were ranged 
from .87 to.94.
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Scale of Organizational Commitment: In order 
to determine the faculty members’ organizational 
commitment levels, Scale of Organizational Com-
mitment which was developed by Balay (2000) was 
used in this research. The items in the instrument 
were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging 
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). 
Organizational Commitment Scale consists of 27 
items of which accordance dimension is 8 items, 
identification dimension 8, and internalization di-
mension 11.

Data Analysis

Data analysis was conducted in two stages by using 
Mann Whitney U test and multiple regression 
techniques. In this study, unlike public universiti-
es, in spite of all efforts the number of participants 
from private university has remained as 21. This 
situation required the implementation of Mann 
Whitney U test for nonparametric t-test in order 
to find whether there are significant differences in 
the bilateral comparison to the type of university 
between private and public universities. In the se-
cond stage, the multiple regression technique were 
used to determine to what degree faculty members’ 
perceptions of the dimensions of the learning orga-
nization predict their different sizes of organizati-
onal commitment. In the analysis α=.05 level was 
taken as basis.

Findings 

General Perceptions of Learning Organization 
and Organizational Commitment to the Type of 
University

Mann Whitney U test was applied to determine 
whether faculty members’ perceptions of learning 
organization characteristics and organizational 
commitment differ significantly to the type of uni-
versity. Accordingly, faculty members’ learning or-
ganization characteristics (U(535.50)=.000, p<.05) 
and organizational commitment (U(661)=.000, 
p<.05) perceptions vary significantly depending on 
the type of university which they work. According 
to this, learning organization and organizational 
commitment perceptions of faculty members wor-
king in private university was significantly higher 
than those working in public university.

Findings of Learning Organization Dimensions 
and Organizational Commitment Levels to the 
Type of University

Mann Whitney U test was applied to determi-
ne whether faculty members’ different dimensi-
ons of learning organization and organizational 
commitment levels vary significantly depending 
on the type of university. Accordingly, faculty 
members’ perceptions of learning organization 
dimensions differ significantly to the type of uni-
versity they worked. According to this, faculty 
members’ perceptions of learning organization 
dimensions statistically differ significantly to the 
type of university they worked in dimensions of 
continuous learning (U(700.50)=.000, p<.05), dia-
logue and research (U(775.50)=.000, p<.05), team 
learning (U(752.50)=.000, p<.05), shared systems 
(U(683.50)=.000, p<.05), reinforced employees 
(U(570)=.000, p<.05), inter-systems connection 
(U(464.50)=.000, p<.05), and supportive leaders-
hip (U(606.50)=.000, p<.05). From the findings 
above, learning organization perceptions of faculty 
members working in private university were found 
significantly higher than those working in public 
university.

On the other hand, according to findings, fa-
culty members’ perceptions of organizational 
commitment levels differ significantly to the 
type of university they work in dimensions of 
compliance (U(949.50)=.003, p<.05), identifica-
tion (U(574)=.000, p<.05), and internalization 
(U(826)=.000, p<.05). Closer look at the findings, 
organizational commitment in identification and 
internalization levels of faculty members working 
in private university were higher than those wor-
king in public university; on the contrary in comp-
liance dimension, organizational commitment of 
faculty members working in public university were 
found higher than those working in private univer-
sity.

Estimation of Levels of Organizational Commit-
ment from Dimensions of Learning Organizati-
on

In this research, finally, it was examined whether 
dimensions of learning organization predicted 
the different levels of organizational commitment. 
Multiple regression technique was used to estima-
te the relationship among different dimensions. 
According to the findings, it was observed that 
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reinforced employees dimension of learning orga-
nization was the only predicator of organizational 
commitment based on compliance (β(-.353)=.000, 
p<.05). At close examination of the findings, it is 
understood that predictive power of the model is 
weak. Because it was seen that independent variab-
les explained the variance in organizational com-
mitment based on accordance (R=.564, R2 =.319, 
p<.05).

On the other hand, it was seen that dimensi-
ons of learning organization both team lear-
ning (β(.271)=.000, p<.01) and shared systems 
(β(.281)=.000, p<.05) dimensions created a signifi-
cant impact on identification level of organizational 
commitment. Of these, it was seen that particularly 
the dimension of shared systems had a stronger 
effect on the identification. However, it was ob-
served that the predictive power of the model was 
relatively moderate and these variables meet the 
mid-level of the variance on organizational com-
mitment based on identification (R=.733, R2=.537, 
p<.05). Finally, it was observed that none of the 
dimensions of learning organization created a sig-
nificant impact on organizational commitment ba-
sed on internalization (p>.05).

Discussion

This research which aims to compare the impact 
of faculty members’ perceptions of learning or-
ganization to their organizational commitment 
between private and public university revealed 
significant results. According to the first result of 
this research, faculty members’ perceptions of le-
arning organization characteristics and organizati-
onal commitment differ significantly to the type of 
university they worked. According to this result, it 
was found that learning organization perceptions 
of faculty members working in private university 
were higher than those working in public univer-
sity. This result can be explained by the learning 
opportunities which private and public universities 
offer to their employees. To qualify any university, 
like other organizations, as a learning organizati-
on, first of all must be realized seven obligatory 
actions of learning organization. Cullen (1999) 
explained these seven obligatory actions, respecti-
vely, as to create continuous learning opportuniti-
es, to develop research and dialogue, to encourage 
collaboration and team work, to establish gaining 
information and sharing learning systems, to integ-

rate people around a common vision, to make the 
organization associated with its environment and 
finally, to establish a supportive leadership both in-
dividually and as a team and organizational level. It 
was observed that these seven obligatory actions of 
learning organizations were similar to the dimensi-
ons of learning organization used in the research. 
When an evaluation of this information is made, 
it can be said that faculty members working in pri-
vate university evaluate their university in a better 
position than those working in public university 
and their high perceptions of learning organization 
is derived from this.

On the other hand, it was seen that faculty mem-
bers working in private university, compared with 
colleagues working in public university, generally 
have shown more commitment to the university 
which they worked. This result can be explained 
by university administrations’ efforts to create a 
suitable working environment for employees and 
to develop commitment. Firestone and Pennel’s 
(1993) research findings support this approach. 
According to these authors, a fair and adequa-
te payment for employees, career development, 
a series of incentive policies such as guiding and 
supporting programs positively affect employees’ 
commitment to their organizations.

According to another result of the research, faculty 
members’ perceptions of learning organization di-
mensions and levels of organizational commitment 
differ significantly to the type of university whe-
re they were employed. According to this result, 
learning organization perceptions of employees 
working in private university, in all dimensions, 
were more positive than those working in public 
university. It was observed that in studies (Gündüz 
& Sezik, 2005) which perceptions of learning orga-
nization between private and public schools were 
evaluated, the result was usually in favor of private 
schools.

On the other hand, in this research perceptions of 
organizational commitment based on compliance 
of faculty members working in public university 
were found higher than those working in private 
university; whereas organizational commitments 
of faculty members in private university were hig-
her than those working in public university. This 
result can be interpreted as bureaucratic manage-
ment features of the institution have an effect on 
organizational commitment by creating oppressi-
ve perceptions. Because bureaucratic structure of 
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the institution reduces the sense of organizational 
commitment; the feeling of intense conflicts occurs 
since employees’ needs in such an environment are 
not met adequately by the managers and employe-
es cannot participate to decision-making process 
so that it can be put forward that lower levels of 
organizational commitment (commitment based 
on a higher compliance) are derived from it. It is 
due to this reason that there is a significant rela-
tionship between low organizational commitment 
and bureaucratic structure of the university that 
creates the perception of pressure and obligation. 
Because poor communication, bureaucratic indo-
lence and slowness can be estimated to negatively 
affect the organizational commitment on rules and 
regulations reducing the satisfaction. Indeed, due 
to the strongly centralized structure of public uni-
versities, faculty members often have bureaucratic 
disadvantages; they cannot participate to decisions 
related to their work and they cannot use their ini-
tiative; the perception of commitment based on 
higher-level compliance (lower identification and 
internalization) is derived from it to a large extent. 
The results of research done on this subject are 
in support of the above comments. According to 
the literature, commitment based on compliance 
is related to weak and superficial organizational 
commitment. Individual at this level of commit-
ment comply with the organization but this comp-
liance is not done voluntarily and wholeheartedly. 
In other words, this compliance is not based on 
convergence (identification) between individual 
and organization, and the purpose and value share 
(internalization). Unwilling compliance refers to 
the obligation. The obligation requires mobilizing 
the authority, rules and organizational procedures. 
Therefore, forced compliance is based on control 
not trust. In this way the organization assures the 
realization of organizational behavior without ta-
king into consideration the interests and expecta-
tions of employees (Brockner, Tyler, & Schneider, 
1992; Handy, 1985; Kelman, 1958; O’Reilly & Chat-
man, 1986). 

Similar results were observed in studies of compa-
rison of private and public schools on their orga-
nizational commitment. In Balay’s (2000) research 
which was examined school commitment of ad-
ministrators and teachers working in private and 
public high schools, it was found that administra-
tor and teachers of private high school felt more 
commitment in both identification and interna-

lization dimensions than those working in public 
high schools; whereas it was found that administ-
rator and teachers working in public high schools 
felt more commitment mainly commitment level 
based on compliance. 

In addition, in this research it was examined to 
what extent faculty members’ perceptions of lear-
ning organization predicted their different levels of 
organizational commitment. At the result of the re-
search, it was seen that only reinforced employees 
dimension from learning organization dimensions 
predicted organizational commitment based on 
compliance. This result can be explained by the 
quality of their organizational commitment with 
strengthening of employees within organization. 
Because Brockner et al. (1992) have put forward 
that commitment based on compliance is related to 
the lowest participation and support of employees. 
According to them, employees at the compliance 
level superficially support their organizations. Ac-
cording to Handy (1985), the operation of the rules 
and procedures is usually related to commitment 
at the level of compliance. Compliance is based 
on control, not trust. As such, it does not give the 
right to choose to employees. As it is clear from this 
information, commitment based on compliance 
(superficial commitment) decreases in the system 
of strengthened employees and employees tend to 
volunteer activities and integrate more with the 
system. As long as employees’ are trusted on, cont-
rol on the level of organization decreases, emplo-
yees participate more in decisions and finally, their 
organizational commitment are based on an innate 
adoption above and beyond a formal framework.

On the other hand, it was observed that dimen-
sions of team learning and shared systems predic-
ted positively organizational commitment based 
on identification; especially, dimension of shared 
systems had a stronger effect on commitment based 
on identification. The impact of team learning and 
shared systems on employees’ commitment is re-
markable. Studies in this subject clearly quoted that 
having team learning and shared systems at organi-
zational level strongly affects employees’ organiza-
tional commitment. For instance, Veisi (2010) put 
forward in his research that team learning created 
a collective discipline in organization and it left the 
door open to dialogue and improved the will to sol-
ve problems with high creativity. According to Ve-
isi, team learning develops a sense of togetherness 
by encouraging the mutual sharing of insights in 
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the organization by making the best contribution 
to the solution, even the most complex issues. Ac-
cording to Veisi, the idea of shared system is related 
to shared vision; shared visions activate the idea of 
creating a common and shared future with shared 
images, this also creates a sense of strong commit-
ment. Teare and Dealtry (1998) also put forward 
that shared visions activate the will of collective 
learning and there is a close relationship with sen-
se of organizational commitment and good faith. 
O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) put forward in their 
studies that commitment based on identification 
is closely related to the desire to be close to others 
in the organization, this situation creates a high 
attractiveness and satisfaction on individual and 
employees who associate themselves with other 
members of the team act more responsibly.

Finally, it was found that none of dimensions of 
learning organization has a significant impact on 
organizational commitment based on internaliza-
tion. This result can be interpreted that learning 
opportunities provided to employees in the organi-
zation are associated with especially which level of 
organizational commitment. The research results 
state that learning opportunities offered in the 
organization constitute of commitment based on 
identification by means of creating a sense of com-
petence in employees and using and developing 
skills (Firestone & Pennel, 1993; Maeroff, 1988; 
Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1989); but this 
commitment does not convert to internalize if it is 
not based on a normative basis (Chatman, 1991; 
Handy, 1985; Wiener, 1982). According to these 
results, it can be explained that faculty members 
are satisfied with opportunities of learning and self 
development but this commitment of their insti-
tutions is not at the level of internalization which 
means integration with the organization’s goals and 
values.

Implications for Administrators and Practitio-
ners in Institutions of Higher Education

This research indicated significant results for 
practitioners in higher education institutions (top 
executives, university administrators and faculty 
members). In this study, faculty members who 
work in private universities stated that their uni-
versities have more learning organization features, 
according to those faculty members who work for 
state universities, and also faculty members who 

work in private universities have higher level of 
organizational commitment to the organization 
they work. This result reveals an important clue 
related to the difference between the traditional 
university structure and the learning university 
structure that undermines the organizational ef-
fectiveness. Universities are trying to achieve their 
objectives by holding the best employees in their 
bodies nowadays that carry the competition in hig-
her education onto the national and international 
level. Experience of private universities in higher 
education started to become increasingly prevalent 
in Turkey in recent years. This situation has created 
a new competitive environment among the uni-
versities, particularly between private and public 
universities. While private universities are trying 
to pull the well-trained teaching staff from the state 
universities by creating attractive work environ-
ments for employees of public universities, public 
universities are not making the same effort to keep 
the trained teaching staff in the system. With this 
result the managers and practitioners in higher 
education should be lead to improve organizational 
commitment factors related to the state universiti-
es, to think on obstacles of organizational learning 
and to develop policies in this direction. 

It was also found in the study that, perceptions 
of private university employees’ on organizatio-
nal commitment (except for commitment based 
on compliance) and learning organization in all 
dimensions are found to be more positive than 
public university employees’. This result shows that 
perceptions of learning organization of private uni-
versity employees are closely related with the iden-
tification and internalization based organizational 
commitment with except compliance based com-
mitment. In this respect, if a comparison is made 
between private and public universities, employees 
of private universities who have higher perceptions 
of learning organization have higher level of com-
mitment perception than employees in the state 
university who have a lower perception of learning 
organization. Competition between universities 
continues on with the employees who are thinking 
free, learning continuously and becoming skillful. 
The university system which involves employees in 
the system physically, is unable to place in jeopardy 
the future on the other hand does not suggest app-
lications for employees’ social and psychological 
development. Managers and practitioners in higher 
education should initiate the management proces-
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ses that mobilize the employee learning, research 
and achievement motives. For this purpose, the 
members working in public universities should be 
motivated with identification and internalization 
with the motives, mean higher participation rather 
than compliance, means the system of partial par-
ticipation. It is clear that one of the most effective 
tools during the process of motivation is culture of 
learning organization, and the need to improve it.

On the other hand, this study showed one of the 
dimensions of the learning organization, especially 
reinforced employees dimension have an inverse 
correlation with compliance based commitment. 
According to this result, with the applications 
made to empower the employees, compliance ba-
sed commitment, in other words external com-
mitment reduces and employees provide higher 
level of participation to organizational system. 
Empowerment of employees is possible with pri-
zing the employees, making the employees feel the 
prize, enfranchising and protecting their interests 
and needs. Empowering the employees need to 
link employees’ emotional energy with care in the 
work environment. Administrators should convert 
the university environment more flexible, more 
learning-oriented and more collaborative environ-
ments to strengthen teaching staff. This situation 
needs the presence of employees who combine 
emotional, intellectual and physical energy and 
show high-level of commitment organizational 
success.

Finally, this research highlights the positive effect 
of team-oriented learning and shared systems di-
mension of learning organization on organizatio-
nal commitment. It is remarkable that especially 
dimension of shared systems among these dimen-
sions have more powerful effect on commitment 
at the level of identification. Identification means 
voluntary association with organization, as it was 
stated before. From this perspective, identification 
is based on being in sharing with others and integ-
ration with the system. Showing positive correla-
tion of both teams-oriented learning and shared 
systems dimension significant with identification 
is meaningful. Because, team-oriented learning, 
creates a collective learning culture throughout 
the organization then collective learning culture 
feeds the shared visions through dialogue. Admi-
nistrators who want to keep the employees in the 
system with a commitment at least at the level of 
identification they should start with team-oriented 

learning and shared systems in higher education. 
Because the effective system-level problem solving, 
requires high level of identification with the orga-
nization and identification requires team-oriented 
learning and sharing what is learned. 

Limitations and Proposals for Researchers

Despite the study which aims to describe by com-
paring the faculty memebers’ perceptions of orga-
nizations and organizational commitment on one 
of the two universities, including private and public 
highlights important results, it should be evaluated 
with some limitations. First of all, despite the re-
search carried out using valid and reliable scales, 
the working group was limited with two universi-
ties (one public, one private) and similar faculties 
in these universities (Faculty of Education, Faculty 
of Economics and Administrative Sciences and Fa-
culty of Engineering). It is remarkable that the par-
ticipation in private university was less than expec-
ted in the study despite the efforts. This situation 
requires being cautious about the generalizability 
of the results. This research aimed to analyze the 
possible relationship between of learning organi-
zation and organizational commitment of faculty 
members. The study could be rehandled by ma-
king comparison between more private and state 
universities. The research additionally could be 
developed around other concepts (organizational 
creativity, diversity management, leadership, etc.) 
related with learning organization and organizati-
onal commitment.
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