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Abstract

Organizations are working in a very uncertain and complex environment as compared
to the past. Globalization, knowledgeable customers, technological advancement, and
availability of skilled workforce are some of the major factors that catalyzed the
environmental complexity in last one or two decades. Satisfying the diverse and
changing customers’ demand are the major parameters that decide about organization
survival and growth. Flexibility is the process that gives strength to organization for
managing these changes. Learning, innovation and entrepreneurship are the three
important aspects that have emerged as critical processes for organization success,
and effect the degree of flexibility. This study has explored the integration aspects of
learning, innovation, and entrepreneurship with flexibility. This empirical study has been
done based on the survey conducted on IT and Automobile industry in India. Step-
wise regression method has been applied on 225 samples to explain the interrelations
of learning, innovation, and entrepreneurship with flexibility focus in the organization.
The final model reflects the effects of learning, innovation, and entrepreneurship factors
on Flexibility.
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Introduction
Satisfying the diverse and changing customer demands is one of the primary concerns for the
industry in the current knowledge era (Valle et al., 2011). Organizational success is determined
by the extent it can manage the changes (Folami and Powers, 2009).With this uncertain
environment, while some organizations not only survived but remain on the growth trajectory,
there are organizations that even failed to survive or struggled for their existence (Drucker,
1985). Importance of survival and growth issues was also discussed in theories related to
organization life cycle.

System theory defines organization as a complex system with various sub-systems within
itself, and integration of these sub-systems has been described as one of the important aspects
for system’s performance. Integrated view of these sub-systems help to remain ahead in the
competition. Scott (1961), in his Modern organizational theory, explained identification of important
organizational processes and understanding of their interrelationships, as one of the important
means to know the organization. Organizations are expected not only to identify these processes
but also to think about integration of these for effective functioning considering organization as
a system. Lane et al. (2006) have discussed the integration process of learning, innovation,
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with organizational structure. Similarly, integration of HRM, leadership, and strategy with
organization change has been explained by Stace and Dunphy (1992). Importance of process
integration was further explained by Bishwas and Sushil (2017) on their study about critical
processes integration for organizational innovation.

This study has explored the integration aspects of three important organizational processes
with Flexibility in the organization. The three critical processes (learning, innovation, and
entrepreneurship) and its effect on flexibility have been explained using step-wise regression.

Learning, Innovation, Entrepreneurship and Flexibility

Learning has been considered as one of the necessity for succeeding in the competition (Prahalad
and Hamel, 1990). It increases the renovation and adaptive capability of the organization (Sushil,
2004), helps in understanding the external and internal environment and act accordingly, and
has been defined a necessity for organizational survival (Epstein, 2003). Continuous learning
supports to remain ahead in the competition, and is described as one of the key things for
growth (Maurer and Weiss, 2010).

Learning is one of the vital processes where failure results declining performance and threat of
survival and growth (Senge, 1990).Learning has been defined as the foremost cause of
organizational failure. As par Kotter and Cohen (2002), information availability, ready to learn,
innovation oriented solution are some of the substantial concerns to empower the organization
for long-term survival. Jitnom and Ussahawanitchakit (2010) explained learning as one of the
organizational strategic capability. According to Schwandt and Marquardt (2000) findings, in
next 10 years’, only the organizations with learning orientation will survive and rest will be in
trouble. Learning leads to improve the mutual understanding towards any integrated action in
the organization (Campbell and Armstrong, 2013). As par Ortenblad (2004), organizational learning,
work learning, learning climate, and learning structure are the three dimensions that decide
whether the learning process is effective or not.

Managing the quick demand change by diverse customer require focusing on new innovative
solutions. The findings of Xu et al., (2011) strengthens this view that “two-third per cent of the
prosperous companies revenue derive from novel services and products emerged within five
years’ frame”. Continuous learning process intensifies creativity leading to more innovation.
Learning process facilitate knowledge acquisition that effect the innovation level significantly
(Chermin and Nijhof, 2005).

In the current VUCA world, Innovation can be seen as a source of strength where learning
facilitates the novel product development leading to customer satisfaction (Baker and Sinkula
1999; Vicenzi and Adkins, 2000), and Organizational ability to develop innovative solutions
provides strength for its survival (Sushil, 2004; 2013).Both financial and non-financial performance
measures (including innovation, CRM, and customer satisfaction) are effected by learning and
innovation processes(Goh et al., 2012, Battor and Battour, 2013, Pantouvakis and Bouranta,
2013).

Customer satisfaction has been acknowledged as a vital aspect where innovation play a significant
role to satisfy customer’s demands. Organization’s innovation orientation depends on the extent
of customer satisfaction dimensions (Ruggles and Little, 1997). Innovative organization explore
the possible opportunities from the uncertain environment because of their capability to attract
new customers and markets better than their competitors (Michael and Pearce, 2009).

Sushil (2003) has highlighted that innovation and learning are strongly interrelated with each
other that strengthen organization for long term growth. Calisiret al. (2013) have explained the
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effect of learning on innovation. Innovation in the organization can be promoted through effective
learning process (Hung et al., 2010). Incorporating flexible approach in the organization facilitates
the process to manage the change (Heilbrunn, 2008).

Dreyer and Gronhaug (2004) have defined flexibility asone of the important resources for
organization. Innovation and flexibility have been described as two critical parameters to measure
the growth (Maisel, 1992). Importance of flexibility has been further discussed bySushil (2004,
2013) considering it as an instrument for managing the environmental uncertainty. The author
has further, highlighted flexibility as one of the major issues which is interrelated with other
critical processes like learning and innovation.Volberda (1998) has explained the concept of
flexibility as organizations’ capability to change and develop products, and strategies to manage
the environmental uncertainty.Sharma et al. (2010) have provided a detail review on flexibility
and its significance for organization.

The effect of environment uncertainty during strategic development is usually very high and
flexibility concern is seen as a crucial aspect during that phase. Flexibility has been considered
as atacticto gain more control in the turbulent environment. Concept of ‘flexibility mix’ classified
flexibility into operational, strategic, and structural flexibility which explain significance and types
of flexibility considering strategic, structural and operational dimensions (Volberda, 1997).As per
Verdu et al. (2009), flexibility escalates the responsive ability of an organization that is related
to internal, external, structural, and strategic flexibility. Eppink (1978) suggested to maintain a
right fit between the organization and its environment. Integration of flexibility with other processes
help to develop a collaborative culture and competence to amend as par the requirement.

Flexibility related to workforce supports to deal the workforce related uncertainty (Looiseet al.,
1998).The importance of this workforce related flexibility i.e. labour flexibility is about managing
the uncertain demand and supply of labour in efficient manner (Upton, 1995).

Other than labour flexibility, strategic flexibility is another important flexibility dimension that
enhances likelihoods of survival (Hitt et al., 1998; Sushil, 2014).Innovation and flexibility are the
vital processes for organizational survival and growth (Bishwas and Sushil 2013).

Innovation and entrepreneurship are complementary to each other. According to Zhao (2005)
combination of both are essential for organizational success in uncertainand complex environment.
Michael and Pearce (2009) discussed the interrelatedness of entrepreneurship and innovation
process. As par Molina and Callahan (2009), entrepreneurial orientation encourages risk taking
that raise the degree of innovation and finally lead to organizational performance.

The mantras of LIFE suggested by Sushil (2007, 2013) can be seen as a guiding tool towards
organization vitality and identification of the processes relevant to achieve high vital position.
The first LIFE mantra has discussed about importance of integration of learning, innovation,
flexibility, and entrepreneurship that have been acknowledged as critical processes for organization.
These processes have been also explained as the vitalization process for the organization that
contribute towards survival, and growth (Bishwas, 2011). This study strengthens the previous
results on process integration with a specific focus on flexibility.

Methodology

This empirical study is based on the survey conducted on select IT and Automobile industries
in India. The questionnaires for the survey have been selected from Bishwas (2015a; 2015b;
2015c).Non probability sampling techniques have been used for the data collection. Step-wise
regression analysis has been used to explain the inter-relations between learning, innovation
and entrepreneurship factors with flexibility. SPSS 20 software package has been used. Table 1
presents the respondents details.
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Table 1: Respondents Details

Results and Discussion

The outcomes of step-wise regression analysis have been used to develop an integrated model
that shows the interrelations between learning, innovation, and entrepreneurship factors on
flexibility. The step-wise regression analysis has been discussed in detail.

Model Discussion

Three step-wise regression models have been developed consider ingthe three flexibility factors
as dependent variables one by one (in a separate manner) and factors of other processes as
independent variables (details provided in appendix). Table 2 provide the step-wise regression
analysis results (details in Appendix A).

Table 2: Regression Results
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Figure 1summarizes all the three step-wise regression models considering flexibility factors as
dependent variables. The results show the effect of learning, innovation, and entrepreneurship
(micro level factors) on flexibility factors. From the summary model, we can see that learning,
entrepreneurship, and innovation factors strongly effecting the flexibility factors where the
innovation factors are having higher effect as compare to other two processes. This strengthens
the view that innovation and flexibility are highly interrelated processes and innovation focused
organizations usually follow flexible approach more as compare to the less innovation ones.

The step-wise regression models considering flexibility factors as dependent variables separately,
replicate its interrelationships with other processes. The above model suggests that Strategic
flexibility (VPF1) is effected by Innovation (access to facility and resources and skills variety),
entrepreneurship (proactiveness), and other two flexibility factors (flexible resource usage and
adaptive capacity of leadership). Similarly, Flexible resource usage (VPF2) is effected by learning
(organizational learning and learning structure), innovation (collaborative environment and skills
variety), and one entrepreneurship (proactiveness) as well as flexibility factor (strategic flexibility).
Adaptive capacity of leadership (VPF3) is positively affected by strategic flexibility (flexibility
factor), learning structure (learning factor), skills variety (innovation factor) and entrepreneurial
intensity (entrepreneurial factor).

Figure 1: Summary of Step-wise Regression Models Flexibility as Dependent Variable
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The results suggest that flexible resource usage, adaptive leadership capability, and proactiveness
effect the degree of strategic flexibility in highly significant manner. Further, the negative value
for skills variety supports the view that degree of skills diversity may restrict the strategic
flexibility process. The next flexibility factor; flexible resource usage is highly effected by strategic
flexibility followed by collaborative environment in the organization.The organizational learning
factor is negatively related with flexible resource usage which shows that high organizational
learning (well defined and rigid) reduces flexibility in usage of resources. Adaptive capacity of
leadership (third flexibility factor) is again highly effected by strategic flexibility factor followed
by learning structure. From all the three regression models we can conclude that out of the
three factors strategic flexibility is highly effecting the two other flexibility factors which suggest
that strategic flexibility need to be considered as the prime concern.

The final outcomes of this chapter strengthens the previous researchers’ views which talked
about interrelationships of critical organizational processes (Pascle, 1991; Baker and Sinkula,
1999; Chermin and Nijhof, 2005; Calisiret al. 2013).

Conclusion

Flexibility can be seen as one of the strategic resource for organization in the current uncertain
and complex environment. Organizations that are ready to adapt the changes faster than their
competitors will be able to remain ahead in the competition. Some of the processes like learning,
innovation, entrepreneurship have emerged as critical ones for organizational growth and survival,
and are having strong relation with flexibility. An integrated view of these processes may lead
towards high possibility of survival and growth.

Strategic flexibility has emerged as the most important factor that is strongly effecting the
other flexibility aspects. Further, Innovation process is highly related with flexibility followed by
learning and entrepreneurship. Integrated view of learning, innovation, and entrepreneurship will
help in developing a flexibility concern that will ultimately lead to organizational long term growth.

This study can be perceived as a fundamental work for research in process integration with
specific focus on micro level flexibility analysis to manage the environment changes. The final
model can be taken as a guiding framework for developing flexibility concept in the organization
to understand the dimensions where it need to focus more during the planning and implementation
process.

Limitations and Future Direction

The study is limited to select IT and Automobiles organizations in India that can be further
extended to other industries for developing a generalized model. Specific organization focus
detail case study can be conducted to validate the model.Various external variable’s effect can
also be considered as an extension of this study.
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Appendix A
Regression Analysis Results

Flexibility Factors as Dependent Variable

1) Strategic Flexibility as Dependent (VPF1)

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate
1 .782a .612 .610 .54360

2 .828b .685 .683 .49043

3 .848c .719 .715 .46453

4 .861d .742 .737 .44639

5 .865e .748 .742 .44219

a. Predictors: (Constant), VPF2

b. Predictors: (Constant), VPF2, VPI2

c. Predictors: (Constant), VPF2, VPI2, VPF3

d. Predictors: (Constant), VPF2, VPI2, VPF3, VPE1

e. Predictors: (Constant), VPF2, VPI2, VPF3, VPE1, VPI3

f. Dependent Variable: VPF1

ANOVA
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Coefficients

Dependent Variable: VPF1

2) Flexible Resource Usage as Dependent (VPF2)

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 .782a .612 .610 .54743

2 .813b .661 .658 .51273

3 .829c .687 .682 .49403

4 .840d .706 .700 .47998

5 .856e .732 .726 .45886

6 .861f .741 .734 .45217

a. Predictors: (Constant), VPF1

b. Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPI1

c. Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPI1, VPI3

d. Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPI1, VPI3, VPE1

e. Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPI1, VPI3, VPE1, VPL2

f. Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPI1, VPI3, VPE1, VPL2, VPL3

g. Dependent Variable: VPF2
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ANOVA

Coefficients

Dependent Variable: VPF2
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3) Adaptive Capacity of Leadership as Dependent (VPF3)

Model Summary

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate

1 .723a .523 .520 .58427

2 .785b .616 .613 .52505

3 .800c .641 .636 .50909

4 .806d .649 .643 .50434
Predictors: (Constant), VPF1

Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPL3

Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPL3, VPI3

Predictors: (Constant), VPF1, VPL3, VPI3, VPE3

Dependent Variable: VPF3

ANOVA

Coefficients

Dependent Variable: VPF3


