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Structured Abstract 

Purpose – Every social system, be it cultural, political or economic is governed by a set of principles, or in other words, by a paradigm. Paradigms are models or frameworks encompassing a specific set of values that enable understanding of the system functionality of the world and serve as instructions for managing actions of a wide array of entities. The shift of a paradigm usually happens when people are faced with a series of contradictions that can no longer be denied while the existing mental models can no longer provide satisfying explanations. Considering the magnitude of change in modern business and the connection between previously separated disciplines and areas of research such as sociology, psychology and economics it can be concluded that the paradigm shift should be named socioeconomic encompassing not only managerial, but also wider economic and social dimensions of human activities. On the basis of the extended research of contemporary management ideas the concept of the learning organization can be proposed as the technology for the implementation of the socioeconomic paradigm on the individual, organizational and social level in general.  

Design/methodology/approach – The system thinking approach has been used to explore the transformation of the modern business with the special accent on recent trends in the European socio economic development. This paper surpasses the traditional approach of uniform economic analysis, pointing out the possibility of strengthening democracy and social sustainability by implementing the learning organization concept on the individual, organizational and social level. 

Originality/value – This methodology puts into evidence that contemporary theoretical and practical approaches to economic and social development indicate the need for transformation of the business value system in order to strengthen the democratic element of economic and social activities as a prerequisite for sustainability. In that sense, the paper discusses the prospects of the paradigm shift and proposes the learning organization concept as the technology for the socioeconomic paradigm implementation. The proposed concept based on the learning organization premises can contribute to the development of the social democratic process and welfare so the main social challenge within the learning framework becomes stimulating positive manifestations of cooperation and complexity as well as increasing behavioural variety as a means of fighting entropy.

European economic development can only be realized in various forms of collaborations, especially focused on research and development. Networking can be viewed as a means of diffusing and sharing information and knowledge and therefore as a means for regional development strategy implementation. In that way, learning oriented entrepreneurial actions based on socially responsible behaviour become behaviour leading routines that assist decision-making in order to stimulate further entrepreneurial actions and make the process self-reinforcing. With establishing fundamentals of the learning organization concept organizational members acting as learning agents are stimulated to question deep-rooted assumptions that lie behind the decision process or engage in the process of double loop learning. Stimulation of the double loop learning is especially important for further European regional development since it can result with the redefinition of existing boundaries between sectors, industries and regions, leading to new organizational forms that can help enhance the knowledge flow and thereby stimulate the innovation process. 
Practical implications – The outcome of this approach is the learning organization concept which has been proposed as a suitable European development model based on its social and cultural background. The arguments for such a proposal can be based on the fact that the humanistic dimension, especially participative tradition has long been embedded in the European model of economic and social development. The suggested direction of the European economic development based on the transformation of enterprises towards the learning organization concept can serve as a coherent model for the formulation of partnership-based development in order to achieve economic growth as well as a high degree of the European social cohesion. This is in accordance with the fact that the EU regional development policy is equally focused on promoting social cohesion and sustainable development. The process of learning embedded in a coherent long term development model of a learning organization can thus become the fundamental binding European value, supranational in nature with which all entities can identify with and relate to. It is therefore advisable that European Union promote the idea of the learning organization on the supranational level and design programs to help organizations learn about it and implement it while horizontally sharing their experiences.
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1    Introduction

Transformation of the European economy and society in terms of greater dynamism and entrepreneurship is very much needed, especially considering the accession process of the countries from Central and Eastern Europe. Challenges in terms of building stronger competitive basis come as an important prerequisite for the possibility to achieve and sustain European economic, but also social and political goals. The potential tension between competition and competitiveness reflects the search for a balance between structural reform, which is in accordance with the Lisbon agenda and Europe 2020 and what can be described as “social Europe”. The supra-national character of the EU government system leads to policy formation and their implementation at different governmental levels. The EU is creating a single market while constructing a framework within which the member states can protect public health and safety and pursue their own best judgments for innovative advance (Sabel and Zeitlin, 2006). Such an environment represents a framework for the European economy in which the related changes in institutions, technology, market but also social relations need to take place. The variety in the environmental setup confronted by an enterprise can only be confronted with the variety of human creativity based on the continuous process of learning. The crucial concern for European enterprises therefore regards their ability to learn and adapt, and thereby escape inertia and failure. The process of learning can be suggested as a tool to achieve socio-economic development and should therefore be at the core of policy making for creating a knowledge-based society. Such goals can be achieved by careful and intelligent integration of the management led entrepreneurship, theory of organizational development and organizational learning.  

2
The emergence of the socioeconomic paradigm

There is an increased recognition that competitive advantages lie in the ability to create, transfer and utilize difficult to imitate assets. More precisely the basis for increased competitiveness lies in the deployment and utilization of intangible assets, such as human capital, knowledge, competencies and capabilities. If they are concentrated and deployed in various regional innovation clusters they represent endogenous forces of economic growth. In addition, according to Freeman and Perez (1986) the diffusion (exploitation/utilization) of knowledge is not dependent on techno-economic subsystems, but on the socio-institutional framework. In order to generate economic growth and increased employment focus should therefore be placed on the absorption capacity of societies, which points to the importance of non-economic factors such as culture (social capital) and policies (e.g. educational policies securing a well educated population through an equal, free of cost and proximate access to high quality educational facilities) (Asheim, 2000). This assumption indicates the importance of improving potentials for organizational and regional learning. The notion of social capital is analogous to economic capital in the sense that it represents a stock of social resources or conditions that are used to generate community well–being. The OECD defines social capital as networks together with shared norms, values and understandings that facilitate cooperation with or among groups (OECD, 2001a).

Social and economic developments discussed above clearly require a theoretical foundation in terms of a coherent set of interconnected principles. Every social system, be it cultural, political or economic is governed by a set of principles, or in other words, by a paradigm. Paradigms are models or frameworks encompassing a specific set of values that enable understanding of the functionality of the world and serve as instructions for managing actions of a wide array of entities. The shift of a paradigm usually happens when people are faced with a series of contradictions that can no longer be denied while the existing mental models can no longer provide satisfying explanations. Gharajedaghi (2006) identified two dimensions of a paradigm shift: a change in the nature of reality or a change in the method of inquiry, or even the transformation of both. Academic but also professional community has so far witnessed the paradigm shift from the idea of an organization as a mechanical and biological model to the so called sociocultural model. 

The drawbacks of the two previous paradigm perspectives gave rise to a novel view according to which organizations are regarded as multiminded systems as a natural result emerging from previous ideas. The sociocultural view of organizations as multiminded systems emerged as a result of considering organizations as voluntary associations of purposeful members. The organization is a purposeful system, a part of a purposeful super system, the society, consisted of purposeful elements, namely individuals. To align the interests of all purposeful parts with each other and with that of the whole is the main challenge of such a system. The general purpose of an organization is to serve the purpose of its members while serving the purpose of environmental systems, and the society as a whole. The members in the sociocultural system are information bonded and guidance and control are achieved by a second degree agreement, an agreement based on a common perception. The members therefore must share a set of values embedded in the culture, demanding a consensus in the decision making. 

On the basis of previously discussed arguments it is quite obvious that the economic and social aspects of human activities cannot be separated. Even though both social and economic orthodoxies can be interpreted as real life systems there is beyond doubt high demand for interdisciplinary cooperation. Conventional economic theory did not view economic activities as socially motivated, or having relevant social aspects. On the other hand, conventional sociology excluded economic aspects of human behaviour. Social behaviour has been viewed as a process not motivated or stimulated by economic considerations. In that sense Keizer (2005) rightly asserts that in reality human activities always have an effect on the allocation and distribution of things of value. In addition, preferences of all stakeholders are fundamentally sociologically driven. Preferences are further reflected in the resource and outcome allocation. In that way, economic activities are socially motivated and interdependent. Besides the motivational aspect, the impediment aspect should also be reviewed. Even though the factor providing most restrictions is economic scarcity, the majority of other impediments to economic activities have a strong social background, such as cultural, religious, educational, political etc. 

All of the aspects stated above serve the common purpose and that is the creation of socially recognized value by meaningful human activities. In the same way that the established political, cultural, religious, and other social system facets strongly affect the direction of entrepreneurial activities, the economic outcomes of such activities in turn affect further development of social facets. In that way, economic systems should be viewed as subsystems of a larger social system. To function on the desired development level it is necessary to take into consideration both systems’ characteristics and development trends. It can be suggested that the underlying premise of such a construct is the socioeconomic paradigm as a general paradigm or mental model of contemporary human activities. 

The socioeconomic paradigm can be explored in the filed of management where Savall (2003) developed his “socioeconomic approach to management” (SEAM). Savall also identified that the organizational structure includes physical, demographic, technological, organizational and mental structures. The behaviour of actors within the organization is influenced by different economic and social manifestations of behaviour by inside and outside individuals, groups and organizations. The influence can also be identified in the opposite direction. Interactive frictions between different stakeholders and structures within which they operate provoke multiple dysfunctions or distancing from corporate stability zones, also posing opportunities for new development mirrored in new behaviour and structures. 

It is evident that the problem of the paradigm shift or the paradigm transformation should be addressed taking the multi-factorial view. Social system is composed of several subsystems and is beyond any doubt a complex, highly networked system, which can achieve its set of goals in the continuing process of goal harmonization with all subsystems functioning in a highly interdependent mode. Savall identified the importance of the social dimension in the economic activities and made it basis for his socioeconomic management model. However, considering the arguments discussed above and the fact that economic activities are embedded in the wider social system, it can be concluded that we are dealing with a paradigm shift, namely the transition towards the socioeconomic paradigm. The name of the paradigm has its origins in the work of previous authors. However, the sociocultural term is somehow not appropriate because the social system is a wider system in which the cultural subsystem is embedded. The concept named socioeconomic approach to management by Savall has its rationale. However, considering the magnitude of change and the connection between previously separated disciplines and areas of research such as sociology, psychology and economics it can be suggested that the paradigm shift should be named socioeconomic encompassing not only managerial, but also wider economic and social dimensions of human activities. 

If the paradigm is labelled socioeconomic, a technology needs to be developed in order to enable its implementation on all levels, individual, organizational and the society in general, providing a set of mutually interconnected guidelines. On the basis of extended research of management ideas the learning organization concept can be proposed as a technology for the implementation of the socioeconomic paradigm. A term technology is used here in the sense that it represents a broader approach to system management indicating a transorganizational development approach. 

3
Implementing the paradigm shift: the learning organization concept

Two branches of research can be identified in the field of learning: the organizational learning perspective, where authors take interest in perceiving the learning processes in organizations, and the learning organization perspective, which is oriented at modelling the organization which would enhance the learning process (Rupčić, Borovac Zekan, 2012). A learning organization is an entity, which characteristics should be clearly defined. It should not be defined only in terms of individual or collective learning. 

The learning organization is the concept universal in nature, aimed at optimizing learning as a socio economic process in any system. However, the term learning organization has proved to be elusive when attempting to craft a generally acceptable definition. Pedler et al. (1991) see it as a metaphor which must be interpreted by each organization to suit its particular context. He defines it as one that promotes learning of all its members and has the capacity of continuously transforming itself by rapidly adapting to changing environments by developing innovations. Various authors have highlighted different aspects or themes when discussing their view of the learning organization. While Senge (1990) concentrated on the individual level and five disciplines, Garvin (1994) described a learning organization as an organization that acquires and transforms knowledge, and modifies its behaviour based on that knowledge. However, the individual and organizational aspects in the learning organization are inseparable. Armstron and Foley (2003) combined individual and organizational dimension by indicating that it is an organization that has built cultural facets such as visions, value assumptions and behaviours that support a learning environment, but also processes that foster people’s learning and development by identifying their learning needs and facilitating learning, along with structural facets that enable learning activities to be supported and implemented in the workplace. In short, a learning organization can be viewed as a consciously managed organization with learning as a vital component in its everyday operations and their assessment but also deeply embedded in its values, visions and goals (Moilanen, 2005).

Much of the confusion in the learning organization literature is caused by often interchangeable usage of the terms of learning organization and organizational learning. Hackett (2002) describes organizational learning as the process that enables an organization to adapt to change and move forward by acquiring new knowledge, skills, or behaviours and thereby transforming itself. Easterby-Smith et al. (1999) describe organizational learning as the process of individual and collective learning that takes place within an organization, whereas the learning organization focuses on the methods and tools to evaluate and improve the quality of learning processes within an organization. Organizational learning can therefore be considered a vital process, which quality and intensity affects the quality of the transformation process towards a learning organization. Positive impact of organizational learning to organizational sustainability has been pointed out by many authors (Molnar and Mulvihill, 2003; Tilbury, 2004, Nattrass and Altomore, 1999, p. 5). However, a learning organization cannot be viewed solely as an organization that excels in organizational learning. It is a complex construct where each organizational characteristic is being designed in a specific manner to enable the process of learning. Therefore it is an organization, which has implemented systems, mechanisms and processes that increase the ability of achieving sustainable competitive advantages based on the results of learning on the individual, team and organizational level, enabling enterprises to stay alert to changing clients’ preferences and providing insights into latent opportunities for value added development. 

The essence of the learning organization concept is about organizational learning, but it is a process driven by internal mechanisms, structures and processes, resting upon human capabilities. Despite the differentiation of learning organization definitions, there is an increasing consensus on the importance of the following elements encompassing desirable learning organization dimensions: servant leadership, participative decision making, learning culture, empowerment, knowledge management, constant dialogue and inquiry and various processes, systems and structures facilitating them (Gardiner and Whiting, 1997; Hong and Kuo, 1999; Griego et al., 2000; Rowden, 2001; Thomsen and Hoest, 2001; Yang, 2003). The parallel work on all those levels and fronts can ensure synergy and coherence of action. 
However, the long term success of the learning organization is based on the quality of the process of organizational learning. Organizational learning is a socially constructed multidimensional and multifaceted concept that can be understood on the basis of social cognition (Akgűn et al., 2003). According to Martin and Clark (1990), social cognition is an approach of understanding human social behaviour that involves an investigation of the mental processes of people interacting with one another. Larson and Christensen (1993) defined social cognition as ‘those social processes involved in the acquisition, storage, transmission, manipulation, and use of information for the purpose of creating a group-level intellective product’. From a socio-cognitive perspective, the organizational learning process is developed by and manifested in the web of individual interactions and cultural structures in the organization (Allard-Poesi, 1998). In this sense, social cognition transcends both the cognitive approach (which emphasizes individual cognitive and learning processes) and the structural approach (which emphasizes organizational routines and cultures) (Hayes and Allinson, 1998). Organizational learning is therefore a comprehensive holistic process of individuals’ behaviours and actions, participation and interaction affected by numerous organizational facets such as structure, culture and leadership, and heavily influenced by external social constructs. 

Critical inspection, as well as description of the learning organization building blocks lies beyond the scope of this paper due to the fact that the proposed discussion is based on the previous knowledge of the learning organization concept. However, major focus of this paper regarding the implementation of the learning organization is human behaviour within such an organization as a prerequisite for successful individual and organizational learning. Individual learning is embedded in the organizational learning, fostered by social structures and behavioural routines on the organizational and societal level. Even though the learning environment provided by the implemented learning organizational concept in terms of interaction of organizational structures and processes will prove beneficial for the increase in organizational learning and consequently flexibility, innovativeness and performance the most significant barrier to learning and knowledge exchange can be identified at the individual level. The management framework can therefore be named the behaviour oriented learning organization concept (Figure 1). 
Figure 1 Behaviour oriented learning organization concept
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Every individual starts the personal development and education process on the basis of specific interests that are socially directed but also determined by the personal vision. Learning individuals develop their own vision reflecting their current state of consciousness and cognition based on personal mental models, and use it to measure the current state of reality, leading to the creative tension. Personal vision can be realised by deepening of the personal mastery through learning by doing. In the learning organization the desire to perfect the personal mastery as a commitment to continuous improvement should be instilled in every individual, but not as a state but as a life long process serving as a guiding line for individual actions, stimulating individual learning within or outside the enterprise. Enriched by personal insights and knowledge individuals are connecting by means of communication, in this phase predominantly with internal stakeholders. That leads to knowledge sharing which can be formal of informal, spontaneous or organized. Useful organized knowledge sharing programs are for example key learner presentations.

Types of knowledge acquired by an individual should be acknowledged. In the process of learning individual’s conceptual skills and cognitive abilities contribute to the formation of the individual explicit knowledge, which can also be called embrained knowledge (Blackler, 1995). It is acquired through formal education and is mostly abstract and theoretical in nature. When an individual is placed in the work setting embodied knowledge is formed. It is a type of knowledge which is acquired through practical and problem solving experience as well as work based training, and is therefore individual, tacit and action oriented. Polany (1962, 1966) argues that a large part of human knowledge is tacit in nature. The origin of this type of knowledge originates from the combination of individual explicit knowledge, individual insight and intuition. The learning and innovative capability of an organization is therefore critically dependant on its capacity to stimulate the formation of individual tacit knowledge and foster its interaction with explicit knowledge in order for the organization to learn and modify its behaviour. 

Tacit knowledge is generally socially complex and represents a valuable intangible resource. Tacit knowledge has been recognised as an important strategic asset and a source of competitive advantages (Kogut and Zander, 1993; Teece and Pisano, 1998). Since it is difficult to imitate and impossible to codify it can ensure competitive advantages and high performance for some time. It is therefore important to elicit the continuous creation and upgrading of tacit knowledge. The organization known for its strong capacity for generating tacit knowledge through experimentation and interactive problem solving is operating adhocracy (Lam, 2002). It is an organic organizational form with little or no standardization of knowledge. Professional knowledge in these organizations may play only a limited role. It relies mostly on know-how drawn from non-standard, creative problem solving of individual experts that accumulate their tacit knowledge through practical interactions, experimentation and numerous trial and errors. This organizational form is very flexible and innovative. However, the knowledge embodied in individuals is rarely documented, let alone reproduced as part of the organizational memory. Competitive advantages gained through individual tacit knowledge are therefore often lost if and when the individual leaves an organization. Since the most important source of competitive advantages is tacit knowledge the organization should be skilled at harnessing it, supported by broader organizational societal factors. The knowledge creation on the individual level should therefore be managed and embedded in the organizational learning process.
Learning opportunities are generally confronted with the existing set of individual beliefs or mental models. Mental models are deeply seated assumptions or generalizations that determine how people understand the reality surrounding them and respond to it (Senge, 1990). Mental models can be dysfunctional and can lead to slow adaptation. However, management in the learning organization is placing emphasis on stimulating openness to newly acquired information that can lead to affirmation or modification of previously held assumptions and expectations. In that way individuals in the learning organization are constantly reassessing the value of established mental models based on the results of gained personal insights and knowledge. 

Knowledge sharing further deepens personal visions of the involved individuals, stimulating personal mastery. Enforced by the increase of the individual knowledge and reassessed mental models individuals engage in the process of dialogue with other stakeholders. The task of a manager is to stimulate learning of the discipline of dialogue to achieve the free flow of opinions in order to limit the undesired effects of fragmentation and support the detection of new ideas and patterns of behaviour. The development of the basic discipline of dialogue represents the missing link between the learning processes and disciplines. With its implementation the process is started which leads to the successful convergence of other disciplines and starting of the innovation process. Dialogue can also increase convergence between individuals, enable joint purposeful activities and knowledge implementation. That is the essence of team learning. Learning in teams further stimulates team mental model reconfiguration and sharpening of the common vision derived from partial visions of individuals. If common vision is agreed upon true commitment to the enterprise goals can be achieved along with the increase in personal inquiry, opinion and knowledge exchange and purposefulness, further deepening and sharpening individual but also the common vision.

Acquiring new knowledge in the learning organization transcends the purpose of serving as a stabilizing mechanism sustaining current structures of an entity, which are the characteristics of adaptive learning or single loop learning. The current flow of learning and action can be broken at any time and aimed at another direction. It’s the process itself that matters and remains constant, not the direction itself. In that sense, individuals can advance in their career or change positions based on the modifications of their mental models or personal vision. Organizations can also advance in the endogenous or exogenous growth process within the same identity determined by the mission or change its identity through structural, economic or legal changes in order to maintain its existence in cooperation with the environment but in a self sustained mode.  
Organizational transformation can therefore be achieved by utilizing double-loop form of organizational learning or challenging the appropriateness of current organizational and mental models underlying the existing processes, structures and behaviours which then change according to newly acquired insights. Sustainability can only be achieved by using such a learning process that is frame-breaking and transformational, leading to transformative behaviors and structures. In triple-loop learning the participants reconsider the value system of the societal tradition system in which their actions are taking place (Foldy and Creed, 1999, p. 208). Molnar and Mulvihill (2003) have in the context of sustainability called the process of learning “sustainability-focused organizational learning” (SFOL), which requires the questioning of core business values and basic assumptions. Triple loop learning creates a shift in understanding of the context where actions are taking place and increases the systemic perception of the organization and its relationship with the environment. In such a process employees have input into the organization’s core values and long term vision, which indicates that the sustainability-focused organizational learning is a process carried out on multiple levels. It starts at the individual level, deepens in the team setting within the learning organization architecture and is further reflected on the organizational level in an enterprise as a recursive system. In order to be sustainable modern enterprises should be developed as complex adaptive learning systems comprising a set of networked, poly-centered and self-managed individuals, groups and teams. New principles are formed based on the modified value system, leading to new commitment to learning but also new forms of consciousness.  Following the results of such learning, organizational identity can change granting its survival within another value system framework. 
Team and organizational learning can begin once individuals, teams or groups start to share the vision on how systems components interact. Therefore, in order for the transformational learning to happen mental model reconfiguration and common vision sharpening should be implemented in accordance with the system approach. System thinking can be understood as an ability to analyze a problem taking into consideration the entire environment and element interdependency, detecting a pattern in behaviour. System thinking in essence serves the purpose of the integrative force. By adjusting the perspective on system element interaction it is possible to solve many organizational problems. 
The prerequisite of this process is the discipline of ethical conduct because learning, developing a shared vision, collective reassessment of mental models and dialogue can only happen when behaviour is transparent and marked with a high level of trust, integrity and responsibility. It is however important to daily practice another individual discipline which can enable the successful implementation of the rest and that is the work-life balance. Work-life balance discipline enables better identification of priorities and finding meaning in work but also personal life of every individual. Balance in work and life influences the way individuals deepen their personal vision, present and assess mental models through dialogue, engage in team learning, develop their personal mastery, exercise the system thinking discipline and behave ethically. The first loop of the model results in the following hypothesis:

H1: Positive interaction between elements of the individual and team learning oriented social interactions leads to organizational learning and organizational behaviour changes subsequently increasing organizational performance.

It should be noted that the processes of learning and knowledge dissemination are very interactive, shaped by various social routines. Behaviour of individuals and organizations based on the process of learning is constantly changing. Complexity theory acknowledges the non linearity in system behaviour, which is manifested in both deterministic and chaotic behaviour (Baets, 1998, p. 24). Complexity can be interpreted as a state characterized by multitude of independent agents interacting with each other, producing a plethora of social interactions in terms of behavioural variations which, when supported, lead to spontaneous self-organization (cf. Waldrop, 1992, p. 11) and learning based entrepreneurial development taking place through multi level feedback. Such systems posses qualities of being inherently self sustained and ultimately self transcending (Fitzgerald and van Eijnatten, 1998). In that manner the learning organization is perpetually becoming by means of dialogue through networks of interactions and interactive knowledge co-creation, emphasizing the participative character of the socio economic alignments between stakeholders.  

Due to the increased need for adaptability and flexibility and the fact that no organization is self-sufficient enterprises need to build knowledge networks comprising both internal and external sources of information and knowledge. For the purpose of this paper it is therefore also important to focus on relationships that learning enterprises via learning individuals have with the external environment. The learning organization can thrive on the effective process of organizational learning and it can yield maximum benefits if the knowledge is acquired from various sources and shared throughout the organization and other stakeholders. 
The source of information, knowledge and learning in contemporary business can be various aspects of partnerships (Figure 1). Learning has been identified as the focal tool for future competitiveness in strategic relationships and contributor to their prosperity (Bronder and Pritzl, 1992). However, by providing external knowledge learning partnerships represent the logical way of sustaining the learning organization concept. Even though the most common term describing the interaction between companies or other organizations is strategic alliance, which can take many forms, a more general term “partnership” is used here in order to avoid misunderstandings and put more emphasis on the process of learning within the formation. Learning oriented partnerships can therefore be considered as effective vehicles for sustained economic growth due to continuous proactive changes based on the results of learning. These relationships subject to constant change serve as means of achieving various goals, but also as powerful channels of learning. The purpose of learning partnerships is the exchange of knowledge that can foster organizational leaning and lead to improved performance satisfaction of all involved enterprises. 

According to such a view modern business making involves not only intercorporate collaborative links, but also links with many stakeholders, emphasizing the permeability of the boundaries between economy, state and the civil society. Learning partnerships can therefore be interdisciplinary and multi-sector, formed among various entities such as companies, academic institutions, professional societies etc. It has been noticed that the number of partnerships between corporations and non for profit organizations has been rising (Overdevest, 2004). Cross-sector partnerships that focus on environmental issues are also very common (Rondinelli and London, 2003). Non-for profit partners can help enhance corporate social responsibility and environmental awareness, providing such learning inputs which can lead to corporate mental model redesign. However, no matter which learning partner is selected the relationship should be built on integrity, trust and confidence. External partners can help an enterprise to establish a more effective organizational learning process and therefore become a more effective learning organization. External partners can provide pressure and a sense continuity as well as objectivity thus keeping the learning process less political. However, when all entities operate on the basis of behavioural platform discussed previously the process is self reinforcing for all parties. 
Learning in partnerships can be viewed following the relationships approach. It can therefore be defined as relationship learning. Since learning is context dependent (Holmquist, 2003) it should also be studied in partnerships and networks using the organizational learning principles. The relationship learning can be defined as a joint activity between partners sharing information, which is jointly interpreted and integrated (Selnes and Sallis, 2003, p. 80). That goal can only be achieved in a stimulating learning environment, which can encourage knowledge sharing, joint interpretation, internalization and learning based on reflective and critical inquiry. That is why these relationships are often viewed as learning loops. The results of the process of learning via such learning loops enable all entities to review important issues regarding their mission, vision, goals and values underlying them. 

Even though relationships can be established between systems, the bottom line is that they are established among people and cannot be mandated by strict adherence to systems and processes. Adhering to predefined procedures would mean reflecting the past and what used to bring resolution to problems at some point. On the other hand, relationships are always dynamic and ultimately serving to detect new perspectives and solution possibilities. In their behaviour people are values driven. It is therefore of benefit to learn on the previously discussed and proposed individual behaviour platform on the level of the society in order to enable the establishment of fruitful relationships between partners and networks. 
Partnerships should especially nourish a systemic focus and implement strategies that generate a holistic view of the partnership contributing to the feeling of shared destiny. This involves the ability to see connections between issues, events and information as a whole or as patterns, rather than as a series of unconnected parts (Morrison and Mezentseff, 1997). System thinking involves adopting a holistic approach to problem solving by focusing on trying to understand how relevant factors collectively interact to produce and solve the problem. 

Since partnership members belong to various groups and entities it is important to foster the development of trust. Trust has already been identified as important prerequisite for mutual learning (Adler, 2001) and is therefore opportune to mention that high level of trust between partners could well help increase partners’ willingness to share knowledge, interpret it openly and integrate it within their own value creation process. In that way the networking process often leads to transformational learning. Besides transformational learning, networks also develop instrumental and communicative learning (Mezirow, 1991). Instrumental learning is aimed at improving performance through task-oriented problem solving. Communicative learning stimulates reflective discourse and emphasizes learning for interpersonal understanding. Transformational learning on the other hand results in major changes in thinking of individuals or network members. That learning can be facilitated by stimulating reflective discourse and critical reflection in terms of questioning and challenging assumptions, modelling, providing honest feedback, building the common purpose and sharing knowledge. Those are the underlying elements of the proposed individual framework which when embedded in the learning organization framework helps to keep the networking process dynamic, resulting in novel frames of reference (Kreber and Cranton, 2000) through  transformational learning, often causing changes in collaboration partners. Transformational learning enables individuals to increase integrative and holistic thinking and base on it their behaviour. The following hypothesis can be therefore identified for the second loop of the framework:

H2: Social interactions between an enterprise and partners on the basis of the proposed behaviour oriented platform lead to mutual increase in organizational learning and changes in organizational behaviour subsequently causing the increase in organizational performance.

By implementing the learning orientation enterprises and their partners are constantly urged to form the so called communities of practice. A community of practice is an informal aggregation of people sharing a concern over a set of problems interacting on an ongoing basis and thereby developing their knowledge in a specific area (eg. Eckert, 1993; Wenger et al., 2002, p. 4). Tennant (1997, p. 77) also declares that “new knowledge and learning are properly conceived as being located in communities of practice”. Employees learn the most when they are allowed constant interaction with others based on spontaneous self organizing. Managers’ challenge therefore is to nourish those communities of practice, to ensure them the necessary resources and eliminate constraints. This idea is in accordance with the living system metaphor, according to which when the right conditions are available the living system will grow by itself. The managers’ task it to design favourable conditions, including structures and processes that can stimulate informal knowledge sharing. Despite the resources provided, the communities of practice are doomed to failure when the infrastructure is inappropriate due to the fact that structures represent the most important prerequisite driving individual behaviour. By implementing the strong learning orientation individual and organizational entities form communities of practice that can grow into more formal partnerships. In that way the learning organization philosophy is constantly being developed and improved always on the higher level. 

Partnerships and communities of practice represent a form of resource pooling and combined value creation and therefore contribute to the achievement of synergistic social and economic benefits. Public policy regulators are already promoting the formation of partnerships in order to promote regional economic development but also social cohesion by eliminating regional disparities. That is especially important for the further development of the European Union striving to achieve political cohesion and socio-economic unity of EU member states. Even though social networks and partnerships are prerequisites for regional economic development, they should be embedded in the learning framework which could enable the acquisition of capabilities through the process of learning.

4 The learning organization concept – platform for the European socio economic development

Development challenges such as increased competition, globalization, and fast rate of technological change prompted European Council to design the Lisbon Strategy as a comprehensive strategic framework for the future economic and social development. The underlying purpose of the Strategy was the desire to sustain the European social model by building a competitive and sustainable economic platform and a more democratic and effective political system. The major political priorities of the Lisbon Strategy for growth and jobs are the following: knowledge and innovation as engines for sustainable growth, making Europe a more attractive place to invest and work in (Rodriguez, 2006). The strategy concerning growth and jobs should aim at: defining goals for lifelong learning in terms of not only educational levels but also new job profiles and competences; developing a new infrastructure for lifelong learning; creating a diversified supply of learning opportunities able to provide more customized solutions (such as turning schools into learning centres, encouraging companies to adopt learning organizations, shaping appropriate learning modes for each target group etc.); fostering demand for learning and creating a demand-led system (by improving the framework conditions for life-long learning, creating compensations for the investment in learning etc.); spreading new financial arrangements in order to share the costs of lifelong learning between various stakeholders; and improving governance for lifelong learning. 

The Lisbon strategy has been updated with the Europe 2020 as the EU’s growth strategy for the coming decade with the objective to make European Union a smart, sustainable and inclusive economy. These three mutually reinforcing priorities should help EU deliver high levels of employment, productivity and social cohesion (http://ec.europa.eu). The Union has set five ambitious objectives on employment, innovation, education, social inclusion and climate/energy to be reached by 2020. In order to achieve such goals the following obstacles remain to be addressed: bottlenecks to cross-border activity, insufficiently interconnected networks, uneven enforcement of single market rules and legal complexity from having up to 27 different sets of rules for some transactions.

By reviewing the comprehensive political development process is becomes clear that the future European sustainable development principles include the combination and integration of economic, social and environmental values (the so called triple bottom line), with the process of learning in its focus. It can also be concluded that the European growth strategy is placing great accent on the endogenous growth strategies, which stress the critical importance of knowledge, technology and innovation spill-overs between entities. Several authors have reported that European countries are investing more in lifelong learning as a response to challenges to competitiveness in terms of the aging labour force and rapid technological advancements, recognizing that economic problems can only be approached by developing a holistic approach to education, training and personal development (Thompson et al., 2001; Mayo, 2000). Guerrero (1996) also noted that the transformation of European economies from manufacturing to service-based and rapid advances in new technology have emphasized the importance of the human input to organizational performance. In the environment of global competitiveness the workforce as carriers of creativity and innovation bear the highest responsibility in facing challenges of maintaining and increasing competitiveness. 
It is quite obvious that the European Union is taking the top-down approach in its attempt to build socially responsible competitive basis. Such approach requires the preparation, implementation and monitoring of the national and supranational programs and involves high political engagement. Even though this process might not have a justifiable alternative it is by rule accompanied with shortcomings, mostly excessive bureaucratization. What is needed is a stronger national and supranational coordination and cohesion, shared responsibility between all social entities, a horizontal approach focusing on human talent, innovation and creativity. This means that the missing link between the broader European versus organizational and individual development prospects should be identified.

The German philosopher Habermas (2001) stated that “Europe cannot be based just on common economic and political interests, but also on some founding ideas and values”. The learning organization concept can therefore be suggested as a general framework, representing a broader value system and serving as a cohesive force and development framework, offering benefits for all. The process of learning embedded in a coherent long term development model of a learning organization can thus become the fundamental binding European value, supranational in nature with which all entities can identify with and relate to. The learning organization concept can be viewed as a process approach, deprived from the end result obsession. It is therefore advisable that European Union promote the idea of the learning organization on the supranational level and design programs to help organizations learn about it and implement it while horizontally sharing their experiences. 
European institutional, business and social practice already shows improvements in the direction of building socio economic environment and learning organizations. In the Norwegian and Scandinavian case in general, it was the causal effects of socio-structural factors (i.e. agrarian and educational reforms and a relatively even distribution of land and income) and political-institutional factors (i.e. the political mobilization and organization of the peasantry and the labour class together with a stable political framework), which positively contributed to the rapid industrialization and economic development (Asheim, 2011). Egalitarian social structures seem to have been important causes behind the rapid industrialization and economic development of the Scandinavian countries, compared with the development of other parts of the European periphery (Berend and Ranki 1982, Senghaas 1985). Scandinavian and especially Norwegian case shows that the development changes in the socio-institutional framework led to changes in the techno-economic paradigm, causing superior economic results. That experience serves as a proof that the promotion of cooperation of various stakeholders as the dynamic force of societal changes has a much greater impact on the socially responsible economic development in contrast to the competition driven predominantly by technological development. 

Such developments on national and organizational levels would lead to the development of the so-called learning European economy. Lundvall and Johnson (1994) use the concept of the «learning economy» referring to the contemporary economy dominated by the ICT-related techno-economic paradigm in combination with flexible production methods and reflexive learning organizations. Such a model of development lies on the continuous innovation process as the fundamental means of achieving competitive advantage. However, it must be understood that in such a model innovation is not considered following the hegemonic linear model (Asheim, 2000), but as a process embedded in a specific institutional and cultural i.e. socioeconomic context based on the continuous and collective process of learning. In such a view innovation is a social and non-linear incremental process based on plurality and economic co-ordination and adjustment of formal and informal practices promoted by co-operation and networking. The opposite is also true: with the development of economic and innovation processes socio-cultural and institutional structures also change, following the general trajectory of the desired social and economic development. Due to the increased importance of socioeconomic factors for the economic development of the majority of EU countries based on the cultural heritage it can be suggested that the concept of the learning organization and learning economy can be implemented relatively easy in such an area, compared to the US business practice.  

The fundamental prerequisite for organizational development and sustained competitive advantage is therefore the process of learning. Learning organization framework can help induce learning oriented behaviour in that organizational members serve as agents of organizational learning by constantly questioning and reconfiguring formal and informal practices through stimulating collective inquiry of individual members. In that way organizational and social innovations can be realized through cooperation by forming dynamic learning organizations. Learning organizations are generally based on the high degree of participation and empowerment and horizontal cooperation between employees but also network members, leading to bottom up innovations. Communication, knowledge creation, dissemination and implementation of all organizational and network members, regardless of the degree of aggregation can have a supra national effect and lead to the formation of learning regions that base their development on the learning based competitiveness. 

The facilitation of learning regions has so far been one of the most progressive areas of the European regional policy. Learning regions are defined as areas with a dense network of firms interacting with higher education institutions and research facilities focusing on building cluster structures and promoting lifelong learning. The idea is to stimulate the knowledge creation at all levels, individual and organizational, which is expected to facilitate innovation and networking, enhance competitiveness and promote wider social interaction (OECD, 2001b). This has promoted the development of strategies based on building human and social capital and the linkages between local industries, governments and communities to foster innovation and economic growth. The broad features of the social capital approach encompass social cohesion, quality of governance and interactions between individuals and institutions. The most common instruments for promoting those strategies include research and development, education, technology transfer and industry cluster initiatives.

In that sense Leborgne and Lipietz (1992) maintain that the more horizontal the ties between the partners in the network are, the more efficient the network as a whole is, while Håkansson (1992, p. 41) emphasizes that collaboration with customers leads in the first instance to the step-by-step kind of changes (i.e. incremental innovations), while collaboration with partners in the horizontal dimension is more likely to lead to leap-wise changes or radical innovations. There are different types of innovation systems. Anglo-Saxon system is oriented more towards flexible integration and disintegration, with an emphasis on ‘exit’, while most European countries are more oriented towards network relations based on ‘voice’ (Nooteboom 1999). Such relations require sufficient durability to recoup specific investments in joint learning and building of trust, and may require a certain amount of exclusiveness to control spill over.

It has been elaborated previously that European economic development can only be realized in various forms of collaborations, especially focused on research and development. Existing collaborations within the EU are predominantly regionally formed, consisting of associated institutions providing structural and procedural framework and mechanisms. Collaborative relations and alliances are preferred over mergers and acquisitions, due to their greater flexibility, manageability, and variety of knowledge for the purpose of learning. Apart from that, networks generally show a better survival capacity than single companies, so the development should be anchored in such a pluralist context. When the degree of cooperation is high the future of each participating enterprise becomes critically dependent upon the survival of the cooperation. Networking can be viewed as a means of diffusing and sharing information and knowledge and therefore also as means for regional development strategy implementation. Regional projects established to achieve specific economic goals also help develop social capital and the value of partnerships but also promote regional cohesiveness and cultural identity. 

Such positive results can only be achieved in the atmosphere of trust and mutual respect regardless of the position, which requires the implementation of the basic principles of socially responsible behaviour because any stakeholder can at some point play the role of a business and/or learning partner leading to technological and managerial innovations. All social entities should be in a state of constant learning, which can be accelerated in the social and economic environment stimulating it. 

With establishing fundamentals of the learning organization concept organizational members acting as learning agents are stimulated to question deep-rooted assumptions that lie behind the decision process or in other words engage in the process of double loop learning. The stimulation of the process of double loop learning is especially important for further European regional endogenous development since it can result with the redefinition of existing boundaries between sectors, industries and regions, leading to new organizational forms that can help enhance the flow of knowledge and thereby stimulate the innovation process itself. 

However, organizational members acting within the system developed by following the guidelines of the learning organization concept are also stimulated to conceptualize key facets of the system they operate in, including the way it interacts with the environment or in other words engage in triple-loop learning, also known as deutero learning. Regions engaged mainly in triple-loop learning are characterized by high levels of knowledge-intensive firms, which tend to be at the forefront of technological and market innovations (Tracey et al. 2002). These are the firms that shape products and markets rather than simply respond to opportunities and threats that emerge and develop sophisticated networks of related firms that share knowledge, ideas and resources, and allow for the development of distinctive technological systems that represent a significant break from the past. While these networks are focused locally, firms search globally for opportunities and resources. On the basis of such development a coherent model or policy framework for the formulation of partnership-based development can be formed in order to achieve economic growth, employment generation as well as a high degree of European social cohesion. 
The socioeconomic learning systems are therefore emphasizing economic as well as social features, and rediscovering that social nature of the economic process can represent the natural succession of the European cultural legacy. This is in accordance with the fact that the EU regional development policy is equally focused on promoting social cohesion and sustainable development (Working paper, 2003). EU policy views social cohesion a condition for future economic development. The World Bank describes social cohesion as the social capital (the institutions, relationships and norms) that shapes the quality and quantity of society’s social interactions. Social cohesion is reflected in the prevailing level of social trust, cooperation and networks. Putnam (1993) has attributed the superior economic performance of some regions to the presence of high levels of social capital. Woolcock and Narayan (1998) have expanded the concept to include the role played by social and economic institutions and governments in facilitating economic development.

Development of social capital has been facilitated by devolution, mobilization of the local community, and networking and building of partnerships (OECD, 1999). These processes account for the bottom up approach to European economic and social development compared to the top-down centralist policies tailored for each particular region. The benefits of bottom-up approach include a stronger commitment by local communities and the use of local knowledge to develop relevant projects to match regional needs. The implementation of the learning organization concept on the organizational and regional level can therefore enhance the implementation of the European economic and social development programs due to expected spill-over effects. 

The Scandinavian experience can be mentioned again. Their socio-technical approach has led to the development of flat and egalitarian organizations with broad employee participation and wider social cooperation resting upon personal coordination mechanisms, smaller power distance, leading to increased productivity and employee loyalty. Broad employee involvement and participation in the continuous improvement of the business practice at all levels resulted with quality and sophisticated products based on the high degree of synergy and innovativeness. Scandinavian society recognizes cultural values of egalitarism and cooperation creating positive attitudes towards work at the micro level but also economic and social regulations on the macro level. Such conditions resembling some learning organization features would enable the implementation of the learning organization concept in that area with greater success and relatively easy.

Comparative studies of work organization indicate that learning oriented forms are more widely applied in the Scandinavian countries than is generally the case in Europe (Gustavsen, 2006). Among the Scandinavian countries Denmark seems to be the country where learning-oriented forms of work organization seem to be most widespread (Lorenz and Valeyre 2005). Learning oriented forms of work organization are however not affected by the macro political order of society but more by specific initiatives taken to promote organization development at the workplace level. Those specific initiatives often vary in terms of strategy but share one common trait: they are directed at building trust between management and workers. A study by Lorenz and Valeyre (2005) link the Scandinavian forms or work organization to their improved performance in terms of employment, innovation, economic growth, income per capita etc. Until Norway took the lead in the 1980s largely because of the oil and gas income, Denmark, where learning oriented forms of work organization seem to be most widespread, had the highest income per capita of the Scandinavian countries. The cooperation between the labour market parties in Denmark has traditionally had a more decentralized form than in other Scandinavian countries (Gustavsen, 2006). There are also a substantial number of local cooperation agreements that provide umbrellas for joint local efforts. The organization into industrial districts or agglomeration of enterprises, generally from the same industry or branch, also characterizes Denmark in comparison to other Scandinavian countries. Industrial districts may have provided a social setting conducive to the promotion of the learning organization through the network-type organization. Despite often quoted Scandinavian example Gustavsen (2006) established that if patterns of organization are looked for on the macro-, meso- or micro-level there is no Scandinavian model. What Scandinavian countries do have in common is their historical ability to balance cooperation against conflict and keep one’s word under all circumstances, which served as a foundation to develop trust and helped create different forms of cooperative organizations.  

Socioeconomic and cultural background of those countries in terms of collectivism seems to have the highest impact on such developments. Collectivism and individualism differ according to the degree of belonging and identification of an individual to a specific group (House, 2001). In societies with the high degree of collectivism people strive to belong to a group and are characterized with the high degree of interdependence with other group members and a sense of the common destiny leading to strong egalitarian values. In such societies participation in the decision making is especially favoured, along with the participation in compensations. This approach is aimed at strengthening the feeling of belonging, group dedication, pride and loyalty. Implementation of the learning organization will therefore be easier and more successful in collectivist societies and cultures. It will be easier to form work groups and teams due to the pre-existing desire for belonging, making collective actions more probable and more successful. The implementation of the learning disciplines on the individual level, especially system thinking will also be easier in organizations with stronger collective cohesion. 

Implementation of the learning disciplines and the learning organization philosophy in general will help mitigate the problem of difficulty of accepting different people and members outside of the organization but also the problem of conflict avoidance which is very common in collectivist societies. Members in collectivist societies also tend to avoid conflicts with superiors in order to maintain socially acceptable behaviour of respecting superiors due to their position in the hierarchy. However, the learning organization is characterized by flatter usually network organizations where managers serve as teams leaders. Learning organization transformational leaders are responsible for creating continuous learning opportunities, modelling the process of learning, promoting inquiry and dialogue, encouraging collaboration and team learning, establishing knowledge management systems, empowering people, connecting the organization with its environment etc.

This is in accordance with the development of Denmark, one of the most equitable societies in the world. Denmark is known as a village economy with a strong tradition for consensus building deeply rooted in egalitarian values (Maskell et al, 1998). It is rich in social capital which enabled the development of strong social networks and trade associations leading to intense communication and knowledge sharing between manufacturers and suppliers. Internal organization of many Danish firms is characterized by flexible organization forms with a strong emphasis on cross-functional collaboration (Lundvall and Christensen 1999). A special accent was given to processes of learning-by-doing and learning-by-interacting within an organization but also between firms and partners. The inter-firm relationships and innovation based on learning and knowledge exchange enabled the Danish furniture industry to attain and maintain international competitiveness and highest productivity in the EU (Maskell et al., 1998). Small firms grouped in networks engage in frequent exchange of personnel, information and expertise. Interactive learning and development of localized capabilities is further enhanced by the strong industry agglomeration. Danish inter-firm labour mobility is as high as or even higher than in the US, supported by social security net and highly regarded public system for continuous training for adults.  Danish socioeconomic factors in terms of social protection but also entrepreneurial orientation based on incremental innovations on technologies absorbed from abroad made it possible to combine an open labour market with the high level of cooperation based on trust, positive attitudes, and collective decision making, promoting the development of true networked learning organizations. 

These facts can serve as a background for a conclusion that companies doing business in such a socioeconomic environment exhibit features of true learning organizations and can serve as benchmarks for other European regions. The explanation for the fact that Scandinavian countries stand apart from other European regions can be sought in the way the society is organized, namely in the emphasis placed on the socio-economic element or the element of coordinated market economy, opposed to the liberalist economic system (Lorenz and Valeyre, 2005). In a coordinated economy market forces are constantly being reviewed and modified in order to be supplemented with agreements between major social stakeholders. This fact serves as proof for the previously stated need for a paradigm shift in terms of developing socio economic systems, with the learning organization concept as a technology for its implementation, resulting in improved and sustained economic and social performance. 

The implementation of a learning organization concept may turn to be problematic. Along with the lack of a general consensus on the learning organization concept some other problems can be identified. Despite the fact that a disbelief in the learning organization merits is rarely found, the efforts to pursue the ideal of a learning organization are often challenged by work overload, short-term pressures, or lack of energy or resources (Drew and Smith, 1994, p. 4). Apart from that, it has been found that people are not natural systems thinkers ready to accept that fact that the world is not made of separate and unrelated forces (Smith, 2007, p. 471). System thinking discipline is not only the bonding element of other learning organization disciplines as suggested by Senge (1990), but also a modus operandi of any human endeavour in the globally interconnected world. The implementation of this discipline requires intensive human resource training if it is expected to be implemented on the organizational and social level. The case study examples of companies pursuing such trainings are rare, overcome by short term problems and time pressures. 

However vague the learning organization concept may seem to some, discussions opposing its fundamentals cannot be found. In addition, failures regarding the inability to fully implement the learning organization guidelines can be associated more with management attempt to preserve control and power by not relinquishing bureaucratic principles and requiring a highly disciplined workforce willing to follow orders, than by the its lack of rationale. The acclaimed statement that all efforts are being put into building a learning organization often results in cynicism in an environment where pervades fear, mistakes are ascribed to individuals, and performance targets are specified dictating individual performance. On the other hand, many organizations try to stimulate the process of learning by investing in the workplace training and education. However, the return on investment for the training is often questionable primarily due to the failure to transfer the skills and knowledge from the training to the job (Anderson, 2001). Considering the fact that the basis for organizational learning is the process of individual learning efforts are being made in order to further study the process of transfer of training in order to overcome those problems, which essentially in no way diminishes the credibility of the learning organization concept. The lack of transfer has been identified as one of probably most important issues facing organizations (Holton and Baldwin, 2000). The gap between the individual and organizational learning can therefore be identified as the biggest barrier preventing organizations from transforming themselves into learning organizations (Romme and Dillen, 1997).

Besides the utility of the implementation tools found in literature, the notion of learning as a social process should be viewed as the cornerstone of the learning organization concept. All European efforts, supranational, national, organizational and individual should therefore be directed at developing conditions under which people can develop their ability to learn and think critically, but also develop shared visions and question the underlying principles of the current reality. Such a process should be ongoing, eventually forming a general routine that would be applied in the same manner as Deming's quality circles and enable constant self renewal. It should not be forgotten that the process of improvement never stops, based on the process of learning and knowledge implementation. In that way, the process of building a learning organization can be regarded more as a journey, than a specific destination (Burdett, 1993) or a dynamic quest, rather than a concrete outcome (Őrtenblad, 2004).

5
Conclusions

The dynamics of modern technological advancements and unstable economic and social conditions make it ever more important that companies constantly focus on their flexibility and adaptability achieved through the process of learning. The process of learning and its outcome knowledge is an important strategic resource, and its management is considered critical for long-term success and stability. The importance placed on learning and knowledge management has increased the interest in the advantages of operating as a learning organization. Numerous studies have emphasized the need to become learning organization in order to achieve the goals of innovation, effectiveness and growth. The importance of the learning organization as a strategy to improve performance has also been stressed, also as the only sustainable competitive advantage for organizations operating in a complex and turbulent business environment.

The concept of the learning organization could be proposed as a management but also social development framework for the European Union. The arguments for such a proposal can be based on the fact that the humanistic dimension, especially participative tradition has long been embedded in the European model of social development. The suggested direction of the European economic development based on the transformation towards the learning organization concept can help entice knowledge-based activities in order to improve competitiveness and future wealth creation. Despite the apparent increasing diffusion of Anglo-American capitalism throughout continental Europe, the differences between the US and the economies of Europe remain profound. In particular, and unlike the US where the logic of profit maximization is deeply embedded, greater emphasis in continental Europe is placed on the social dimensions of economic activities. Attempts to reconfigure aspects of Europe’s economic system must take into account such differences. That is why the suggested learning organization platform reinforced by strong socially responsible behaviour seems to represent a suitable concept to be implemented in Europe, considering its historic and cultural characteristics. 

European policy makers seeking to encourage knowledge-based activity operate within a set of culturally determined institutional constraints, particularly with regard to the structure of capital and labour markets. It is unlikely that the system of labour market flexibility and venture capital that characterizes successful US practice will emerge in continental Europe in the foreseeable future. These mechanisms are not however, prerequisites for the knowledge based economy. What’s more, knowledge based economy can only flourish within the learning environment stimulating free knowledge dissemination, questioning of deep-rooted assumptions or mental models and continuous learning based on the responsible behaviour, taking into account interests of various stakeholders. Bearing in mind that these are the characteristics of the learning organization concept, it can be concluded that that very framework has the highest potential to stimulate successful and sustainable European economic behaviour.
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