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Chapter 4
Organizational Learning and Digital
Transformation: A Theoretical Framework

Olaf Dorner and Stefan Rundel

4.1 Introduction

There is a widespread agreement that the new information and communication tech-
nologies decisively shape and influence the process of modernization during digital
transformation (Beck 1996; Castells 2001). These technologies not only influence
our daily lives, but they also influence organizations and their actors. To offer an
example, the electronic filing out of the tax return forms directly affects the pro-
cesses of the preparation of these forms. But this above all affects the internal finan-
cial management. Another example would be contactless payment with smartphones
which has an impact on payment practices but also on retailers and cashiers.
Therefore, digital transformation also affects organizations. “The social and eco-
nomic changes — e.g., globalization, computerization, and economization — have
forced more and more companies and institutions in recent years to restructure their
organization and adapt them to the new circumstances™ (Stang 2003, p. 79). This
affects all kinds of businesses. For companies, digital transformation leads to trans-
formation in their internal work organization. For the members of organizations,
new media are increasingly finding their way into every day’s work. Especially for
educational organizations, there are two kinds of impact: Their internal work orga-
nization is affected, and the digital transformation is forcing them to introduce
media literacy teaching.

While there is a certain discussion on “virtual companies” and the spatiotempo-
ral delimitation of the work in the economic sector (Albach et al. 2000; Rohde et al.
2001), a much broader discourse of digital media within educational science exists

' All quotations that are originally in German are translated into English by the authors.

O. Dorner (P4) - S. Rundel
Otto-von-Guericke Universitit Magdeburg, Magdeburg, Germany
e-mail: Olaf.doerner@ovgu.de

© The Author(s) 2021 61
D. Ifenthaler et al. (eds.), Digital Transformation of Learning Organizations,
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-55878-9_4


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-030-55878-9_4&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-55878-9_4#DOI
mailto:Olaf.doerner@ovgu.de

62 O. Dorner and S. Rundel

since the 1990s. It discusses the handling of the new media on the level of the
organizations and the level of transformation and reception of knowledge (learning
and teaching). This applies not only to the standard schools but also to higher educa-
tion, adult education, as well as early childhood education. Interestingly, the influ-
ence of the digital transformation on the organization takes up little or no space (an
exception is a study by Richard Stang 2003 on adult education centers). This
becomes even more astonishing when one takes situations such as the current corona
crisis in the count. This crisis showed us to what extent the digital transformation
affects the level of all the organization: processes are digitized, video conferencing
from exception becomes normality, and telecommuting becomes a standard way of
working. While work from home was unusual in some areas and had to be fought
for, it was now implemented within a few days (Mergener 2020).

In summary, digital transformation affects educational organizations as well as
other types of organizations. In cases of business organizations, the possibility of
working from anywhere and at any time becomes an important factor in attracting
skilled workers. The politics compare educational systems concerning their level of
digitization and force changes in the educational systems through appropriate pro-
grams. The impact of the new media on learning and teaching in educational orga-
nizations is widely discussed. Also in their cases, the digital transformation affects
the organization itself. While there are extensive studies on the influence of new
media on teachers and those that receive the knowledge, especially at the level of
educational organizations, the relationship between the organization, actor, and
digital transformation has so far been little examined.

The discipline “Organizational pedagogy of educational science” deals with
organizational development and/or organizational learning. It considers not only
educational organizations but also organizations in general, and the goal of her
research is learning in, from, and between organizations (Gohlich et al. 2016). Our
chapter examines from a theoretical perspective the relationship between the orga-
nization, actor, and digital transformation. We will conceive digital transformation
as irritation or crisis that has to be processed by the organization. If the action rou-
tines end, as we are currently observing in the corona crisis, the organization is
forced to handle it. Organizational learning is then just as possible as protectionist
action. The first part of the chapter will deal with the current debate on digitization.
In the second part, we will look deeper into the basic theoretical understanding of
this process. This primarily involves determining the relationship between organiza-
tion and actor. Since the digital transformation is conceived as a crisis, in the third
part, we will try to associate this with the concept of transformative education. The
irritation or crisis through digital transformation can have different outcomes
including refusal, passive appropriation, or a change of the organization. This
change will be differentiated into a learning or an educational process. These theo-
retically conceived types of organizational handling of the digital transformation are
discussed at the end. The chapter aims to create a theoretical framework for the
relationship between the organization, actor, and digital transformation, which can
serve as the basis for empirical work.
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4.2 Digital Transformation: An Inventory

If we focus on the term digital transformation, we can mention that it is out of focus.
Firstly, transformation denotes fundamentally a transition from a previous to a new
state. Secondly, it remains unclear what digital means. Does it refer to the big data
(Buschauer and Wadepuhl 2020); to the introduction of digital media, for example,
when counting steps (Krdmer et al. 2020); or to the new social forms through algo-
rithmization and artificial intelligence? This debate cannot and should not be opened
here. For our context, it is sufficient to consider the transition from the analog
(paper, files) to the digital (networks, new media, cloud) as well as the associated
changes in practice. In the first step, the different types of organizations that are
affected by the digital transformation will be illustrated. In a second step, the orga-
nizational handling of the digital transformation will be discussed. The chapter
focuses on the level of the organization and for educational organizations the level
of teaching and learning. Finally, the article presents the opportunities and chal-
lenges of digital transformation.

4.2.1 Organizations and Digital Transformation

Different types of organizations appear in the debate about digital transformation.
In the educational science debate, organizations such as schools (Lund 2018), uni-
versities (e.g., Robra-Bissantz et al. 2019, topic part of the journal for pedagogy
2011), adult education (Aschemann 2017), libraries (Stummeyer 2019), or the
research institutions (Stimm 2017) are addressed. Business organizations are also
key players in the digital transformation of the educational sector. For example, the
online platform YouTube is described by Birgit Aschemann as an education pro-
vider (Aschemann 2017, p. 4), and companies such as Mentimeter or Zoom provide
required online tools for educational processes. Business organizations themselves
are usually addressed with the catchphrase “virtual company” (Albach et al. 2000;
Rohde et al. 2001). Also, the cultural sector, especially in times of the corona crisis,
is being affected by the digital transformation: Museums offer virtual museum
tours, or clubs transfer the music of DJs to the living rooms at the weekend.
Consequently, these organizations have to deal with different types of require-
ments. Christian Swertz (2017), for example, stresses the need for digital media
literacy. In times, where public discourses are increasingly taking place in the digi-
tal space, a digitally sovereign and responsible citizen is necessary for the proper
functioning of democracy. These digital spaces enable new forms of participation.
Educational organizations are increasingly asked to encourage people to take part in
these forms. Schools or extra-curricular educational work can and should enable
people to participate and to open up new “opportunities” (Swertz 2017, p. 4). Also,
educational organizations, such as universities or further education institutions,
need to distinguish themselves in a further education market with innovative teach-
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ing and learning concepts (Rowert 2019, p. 43). Universities, for example, are
increasingly being asked to offer online courses (Pensel and Hothues 2017), and the
increase in the number of students makes new teaching concepts necessary (Nolte
and Morisse 2019, p 105). Business demands are also formulated for educational
organizations. Interdisciplinary and global teams increasingly require time- and
location-independent work and with them new skills (Zickwolf and Neu 2019,
p- 51). These digital skills are now labeled as “desirable skills” (Aschemann 2017,
p. 2), and there is a need for constant training. This affects not only the organization
itself but also the teaching staff (Aschemann 2017, p. 2). Digital media becomes for
them important “to promote learning” (Kollar and Fischer 2018, p. 1553).

Politics try to enable educational opportunities for everyone through digital tech-
nologies. The “Education offensive for the digital knowledge society” of the German
Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) is worth mentioning. The
importance of digital transformation is also framed on a European level. “The
European Commission sets this focus in recognition of the ever-increasing profes-
sional and private importance of digital technologies in an increasingly digitized
environment” (Aschemann 2017, p. 2f). Therefore, the relationship between the
economy, the labor market, and education is addressed. Aschemann notes that there
is no lack of target definitions in politics, rather adult education institutions are not
prepared for it (Aschemann 2017, p. 4). For Rohs et al., the “central development
task of adult education is to use more digital media” (Rohs et al. 2017, p. 2). Digital
media enable participation in society and the labor market and contribute to quality
development in adult education.

4.2.2 Coping with Digital Transformation

The question that arises is how the organizations deal with the requirements of the
digital transformation? How can we spell out the organizational practice regarding
digital transformation? Therefore, we differentiate between the organization and its
actors. On the first level, the organization of the work and the planning of offers are
affected. On the second level for educational organizations, we can differentiate
between the impact on teaching and learning (von Hippel and Freide 2018, p. 974
for this differentiation).

There are diverse practical examples and evaluation results for the implementa-
tion of digital structures within organizations. The miscellany of Robra-Bissantz
etal. (2019), for example, evaluates the implementation of explanatory videos, seri-
ous games, hack days, augmented and virtual reality, or inverted classrooms for the
higher education sector. Maria Stimm (2017) analyzed new digital forms of pro-
gram announcements for the adult education sector, for example, on the websites of
the institutions. These studies primarily focus on the supply and demand aspects.
There is a “consistent focus on the technical handling of media” (von Hippel and
Freide 2018, p. 995). However, the effects on the organization are only marginally
discussed. “The question of what effects the new media have on the organizational
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structure of traditional educational institutions has so far not been considered by
adult education research and organizational research” (Stang 2003, p. 79). Stang
states in his study on adult education centers that new media primarily have an
impact on the organization of the administrative work. In the future, however, the
influence on the development of offers will be anticipated. The function of the new
media is to improve external relations, such as increasing the image or reaching new
target groups (Stang 2003, p. 92f). Aiga von Hippel and Stephanie Freide also refer
to the effectiveness of change through new media in administration, offer-planning,
and marketing (von Hippel and Freide, p. 974). Regarding the level of the organiza-
tion, Stang states that there is overall a good technical infrastructure. Even if this
shows a willingness to change, it still adheres to traditional forms of offer and inter-
nal organizational structures (Stang 2003, p. 94). Rohs et al. aptly state that the digi-
tal transformation does not only affect the supply and demand side: “The introduction
of digital media has an impact on all areas of activity in adult education and also
leads to the development of new fields of work™ (Rohs et al. 2017, p. 3).

Furthermore, teachers and learners as actors of the organizations are also affected.
“On the teaching/learning level, new media changes teaching and learning as well
as the role of teachers and learners” (von Hippel and Freide, p. 975). Aschemann
(2017) refers to an “EBmooc” which was developed from the association CONEDU
with the TU Graz and with geht.digital.at. It addresses adult educators outside of the
organizational context. The starting point was the question of “a specific further
training offer on job-related digital competence for adult educators” (Aschemann
2017, p. 5). Rohs et al. identify the media literacy of teachers as a central field of
action. “Against this background, it seems necessary to take a closer look at the
requirements in dealing with digital media in the core of adult education, the work
of the teachers” (Rohs et al. 2017, p. 3). Birkenrahe et al. differentiate teachers
regarding digital transformation into the motivated, the undecided, and those who
refuse (Birkenrahe et al. 2019 p. 31). The development of teachers’ skills is the key
factor for the proper use of the new media. “The use of digital media has shown
changed and new skills requirements in all areas (Rohs et al. 2017, p. 3). This devel-
opment of media competence is also the central goal for von Hippel and Freide
(2018). According to them, new media are “didactic tools” (von Hippel and Freide
2018, p. 974) that can be used for teaching. Against this, the achievement of better
learning outcomes through digital media is discussed (Kollar and Fischer 2018;
Eckardt and Robra-Bissantz 2019; Huttner et al. 2019). Friedrich W. Hesse and Jens
Jirschitzka use the “Activity-Centered Analysis and Design Framework” by
Goodyear and Carvalho (Hesse and Jirschitzka 2019, p. 13). It focuses on the spa-
tial-technological structure, the task structure, and the social structure of new media
about learning. The use of digital technologies for the learner is for “micro didactic
purposes” (Stimm 2017, p. 2).

It is striking that both the teachers and the learners are often discussed without a
reference to the organization. Concerning the teachers, the development of
competencies is addressed in the media education discourse. Concerning the learn-
ers, the question of learning psychological models that go hand in hand with the
new media is discussed. Contrary to this, the perspective of organizational peda-


http://geht.digital.at

66 O. Dorner and S. Rundel

gogy focuses on the relationship between organization and actors to organizational
learning in, from, and between organizations. This perspective helps us to under-
stand the coaction between actors and organizations. Especially educational organi-
zations have the peculiarity that learning is organized in them and that they can be
viewed as learning organizations themselves. Learning is therefore united in two
ways (Feld and Seitter 2018, p. 84). But before going into this, the following chapter
briefly discusses the opportunities and challenges of digital transformation.

4.2.3 Opportunities and Challenges of Digital Transformation

Both opportunities and challenges are discussed as a part of the debate on digital
transformation. The development of digital identities in “digital thinking rooms”
(Hesse and Jirschitzka 2019, p. 14) is seen as an opportunity as well as the possibil-
ity of new forms of teaching. Thanks to this, e.g., learning can be organized more
flexibly regardless of strains of time and location. Digital transformation combined
with digital media literacy, as discussed by Swertz (2017), enables new forms of
participation in the democratic processes for the citizens. So-called MOOC:s, lec-
tures by qualified professors, can be accessed worldwide without being held back
by tuition fees. Platforms, such as YouTube, provide equal access to knowledge for
everyone. Digital media thus enables a self-directed form of knowledge acquisition
(Kollar and Fischer 2018, p. 1553). But, digital transformation also brings chal-
lenges with itself. Problems with data protection (Ezat et al. 2019, p. 182), job
losses due to automation (Aschemann 2017, p. 3), or the question, whether e-learning
offers an increase in efficiency (Aschemann 2017, p. 5), are just some that are fre-
quently discussed. The question of relationship in learning processes is also occa-
sionally analyzed, as well as the loss of importance from teachers through digital
reproduction/open educational resources (Aschemann 2017, p. 5). Stang also states
the anticipated concerns of staff in adult education centers, e.g., increasing work-
load or missing training (Stang 2003, p. 90f).

Digital transformation enables the reduction of barriers between persons and
institutions through broad accessibility. But there are also challenges related to ped-
agogical and technical questions. The German primary school association made a
critical statement regarding digital media in primary schools (Hecker 2019). The
age of primary school children and the unforeseeable consequences of digitization
to environmental pollution (Welzer 2016) are often used as arguments against the
introduction of digital media in primary schools. We will leave those at side though
because the goal of our chapter is not to evaluate the advantages and disadvantages
of digital transformation. The question that needs to be asked here is rather to what
extent the practice in organizations changes due to this “media hype” (Hecker 2019,
p- 39)? To what extent can organizational practice be determined between actors,
organizations, and digital transformation? Particular in educational organizations,
there is the aspect of education and pedagogy, i.e., the extent to which learning in
organizations is also influenced by the digital transformation.
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4.3 Organizational-Theoretical Considerations:
The Relationship Between Actor and Organization

For an understanding of digital transformation in organizations, it is important to
clarify the relationship between the actor and the organization. Does organizational
learning mean the learning of actors in organizations? Or does organizational learn-
ing take place independently from the actors? A central article within this debate
was written by the sociologists Chris Argyris and Donald Schon in 1978 (Pétzold
2017; Gohlich 2018). For these authors, the paradox of organizations is that they
cannot be understood only as a collection of individuals nor that there are organiza-
tions without them. It can be deduced from this that individual and organizational
learning are interdependent, but cannot be the same. “Further, it is clear that organi-
zational learning is not the same thing as individual learning, even when the indi-
viduals who learn are members of the organization. There are too many cases in
which organizations know less than their members” (Argyris and Schon, p. 9).

For Argyris and Schon, knowledge structures involve acting and learning.
Without making an explicit reference to Karl Mannheim’s sociology of knowledge,
they also differentiate between explicit-theoretical and implicit-atheoretical knowl-
edge (Dorner 2011; Bohnsack 2014). Explicit knowledge is a communicative and
generalized knowledge and serves to interpret actions (Dorner 2011, p. 167f). Every
reflected action has a cognitive basis that reflects norms, assumptions, or models
that we consider credible (Argyris and Schoén 1978, p. 10). Learning is then not a
reinforcement of habits, but a testing and restructuring of a certain type of knowl-
edge (Argyris and Schon 1978, p. 10). Argyris and Schon call this the “theory of
action.” The emergence of rules applies to the collective and forms an organiza-
tional “we” (Argyris and Schon 1978, p. 10). The “theory in use” can now be distin-
guished from the “theory of action” (Argyris and Schon 1978, p. 11). Mannheim
speaks from implicit-atheoretical knowledge (Dérner 2011, Bohnsack 2014). It is
the pre-reflexive knowledge that guides our actions, and that is difficult to access
reflexively. While the “theory of action” is reflected in organizational charts, for
example, the “theory in use” can be observed in practice (as incorporated knowl-
edge) or reconstructed through the implicit knowledge base of the organization
members (Bohnsack 2014). We all know this from organizations: what is expressed
in mission statements does not by far structure the practices in organizations. One
could imagine that the compatibility of work and family is anchored in the mission
statement, but the temporary contract of a pregnant woman is not extended.

Argyris and Schon determine the relationship between actor and organization in
a way that the actors act on behalf of the organization. They understand the
organization as a complex organism in which each actor has a self-image that he
compares with the overall picture of the entire organism. “Each member of the orga-
nization constructs his or her own representation or image, of the theory-in-use of
the whole. That picture is always incomplete” (Argyris and Schon, p. 16). The self-
image is incomplete, and public pictures, so-called public maps, are necessary to
complete it. “Organizational theory-in-use, continually constructed through indi-
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vidual inquiry, is encoded in private images and in public maps. These are the media
of organizational learning” (Argyris and Schon, p. 17). Organizational learning is
then the reconciliation of “private images” and “public maps.” Concerning organi-
zational learning, Argyris and Schon differentiate between single-loop, double-
loop, and deutero-learning. In single-loop learning processes, the actor’s theory of
action changes, but no organizational learning takes place. In double-loop learning
processes, external requirements set new priorities within the company. “We will
give the name ‘double-loop learning’ to those sorts of organizational inquiry which
resolve incompatible organizational norms by setting new priorities and weightings
of norms, or by restructuring the norms themselves together with associated strate-
gies and assumptions” (Argyris and Schon, p. 24). If the organization finds forms
for the organization of double-loop learning, Argyris and Schon speak of
deutero-learning.

Organizational learning from this perspective is linked to the practice of the orga-
nizational members. Claudia Fahrenwald writes: “Organizational learning in the
context of practice is understood as a permanent process of (re) ordering and giving
meaning” (Fahrenwald 2016, p. 103). The basic assumption of this practice-
theoretical perspective is that the knowledge structures action and the practice of the
organization members (Dorner 2011). In this context, learning is much more an
“interactive, social process that is in principle open to results” (Fahrenwald 2016,
p. 102) and less a cognitive achievement. Michael Gohlich expresses a weakness of
the Argyris and Schon model. He criticizes the neglect of “incorporated practice
patterns” (Gohlich 2018, p. 371). Nevertheless, this basic theoretical perspective
opens up the possibility of understanding the digital transformation as a “public
map” that leads to confusion in the “private images” of the organization members.
This must be reconciled in the organizations at the level of the “theory of action” as
well as at the level of the “theory in use.”

According to Gohlich, organizational learning can be divided into three different
categories: individual learning of the organization members, learning by participat-
ing in communities of the organization, and finally learning of the organization
(Gohlich 2018, p. 374). In this way, learning does not remain at the individual level,
but it is incorporated into the practical community of the organization and the struc-
ture of the organization. With his theory of organizational learning, Gohlich focuses
on the mimetic processes. “It should be noted that organizational learning should
not only be understood as a reflection and change in mental models, but also as
mimetic and possibly reflective processing of organization-specific practical pat-
terns” (Gohlich 2018, p. 375). Against this background, he problematizes the lack
of views to the learning content and distinguishes four dimensions of learning
(Gohlich 2018, p. 375f): learning a knowledge, learning a skill, learning life, and
learning to learn. While the first relates to (specialist) knowledge that also exists
independently of the body, the second relates to knowledge that is tied to the person.
The third relates to knowledge that becomes necessary in transitions and, above all,
uncertain times of (post) modernity. The fourth dimension of learning relates to all
learning objects.
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These four dimensions will be elaborated in the following concerning the digital
transformation. The digital transformation doesn’t affect only one dimension; the
organization has to cope on different levels with the digital transformation. The
organization must provide knowledge that is independent of the actor, for example,
for digital forms of networking (knowledge-learning). The actors must also have the
opportunity to master these digital media, for example, digital networking tools.
The function of the educational organizations, which was worked out in the first part
of this chapter, should be pointed out here: they have to impart media competence
at various levels (skill-learning). At the level of life-learning (third dimension of
Gohlich), there is another aspect of digital transformation: it is dealing with the
uncertainty that goes with it. Hannah Arendt already emphasized in her famous
quote the job loss anticipated by automation. “What lies ahead is the prospect of a
working society that has run out of work, the only job that it still understands”
(Arendt 2014, p. 13). Not only the organization is affected by the digital transforma-
tion but also the individual actor and society. After all, the entire idea comes down
to the institutionalization of this learning. The digital transformation requires, in the
sense of deutero-learning, to counter the rapid change through forms of reflexivity
(Beck 1996). The digital transformation not only challenges the organization but
also the actor and the relationship between the actor and the organization. Digital
transformation understood as irritation must be worked on by organizations
and actors.

We believe that actors and organizations are in a reciprocal relationship. In our
understanding, organizational learning is neither exclusively individually nor struc-
turally. It takes place in the medium of the “theory of action” and the “theory in
use.” The digital transformation addresses all four dimensions of learning described
by Gohlich. Surprisingly, the central distinction between learning and educational
processes is hardly made in the debate on educational science. This can be taken up
with a transformative concept of education. It enables a differentiated view on the
influence of digital transformation on organizations and their changes.

4.4 The Crisis: An Occasion for Learning and Educational
Processes

This part explores the idea that there is a difference between learning and educa-
tional processes. There is hardly a distinction on this idea within the debate of orga-
nizational learning. As opposed to this, there is a wide debate on this topic within
the German educational science discourse. We can differentiate educational and
learning processes along with the level of transformation that happens through an
object. Since organization in general consists out of individuals and at the same time
is more than just the aggregation of the individuals, it also makes sense for organiza-
tions to differentiate between education and learning processes. We can understand
learning as a solution to single problems, while educational processes change the
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organization as a whole. Argyris and Schon distinguish this between single-loop
and double-loop or deutero-learning. This will cope with the terms of learning and
educational processes.

The German debate on “transformative education” assumes educational pro-
cesses as a change in the “world-self relationship” (Marotzki 1990). They represent
a habitual transformation and a fundamentally changed worldview, while learning
is conceived as the incorporation of knowledge into existing frameworks. Following
Winfried Marotzki, Nohl et al. (2015) differentiate between ‘“frame-inherent” and
“frame-transforming” changes in their empirical reconstruction of learning and
education. A fundamental factor in an educational process is a crisis that stops pre-
vious routines and allows room for shifts in relevance (Nohl et al. 2015). In this
context, Kite Meyer-Drawe (2012) speaks of an “occurrence.” The focus is not so
much on the educational theory debate on transformative education (see for this:
Nohl et al. 2015, p. 222ff), but rather on differentiating learning and educational
processes from the moment of the crisis. “In this sense, crises are constitutive for the
educational process in all cases, insofar as they create the necessary opportunities
for new things, enable a shift in relevance and thus help new orientations to break-
through” (Nohl et al., p. 68).

Now we can transfer this model to the organizations, which we above all under-
stand as human social structures. “Organizational learning occurs when members of
the organization act as learning agents for the organization, responding to changes
in the internal and external environments of the organization by detecting and cor-
recting errors in organizational theory-in-use, and embedding the results of their
inquiry in private images and shared maps of organization” (Argyris and Schon
1978, p. 29). According to Argyris and Schon, organization members act on behalf
of the organization and determine the relationship between the individual and the
organization. If some irritation arises, as Nohl et al. (2015) have worked out, it influ-
ences the “theory in use” within the organization. The digital transformation as a
central theme of (post-) modernity functions as irritation or, in its broad context, as
a crisis that can be seen as a learning and/or educational occasion. If singular learn-
ing takes place in the sense of single-loop learning, we speak about organizational
learning. Digital infrastructure is implemented: the “private images” and “public
maps” are compared. There is a learning of knowledge and learning of skills within
the organization. If there is, on the other hand, a fundamental change in the organi-
zation, a double-loop or deutero-learning, then we can speak about an educational
process, which is a changed world-self-relationship of the organization and its
members. This goes hand in hand not only with new production lines but also with
a shift in the understanding of the organization. This includes, for example, the
changed life situation of its members through the digital transformation. Life-
learning is taken into account by, for example, incorporating changes in everyday
rhythm through telecommuting or issues such as job loss through automation.
Learning-learning, as mentioned by Gohlich, also gains new meaning through auto-
mation. Simple processes are carried out by the machines, which fundamentally
change job descriptions.
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From this perspective, the digital transformation appears as a crisis and shakes
established routines. It influences through its comprehensive social significance the
“private images” and “public maps.” Organizations must now deal with this discrep-
ancy. This happens either because of the influence of “public images” through poli-
tics or society or because of the “private images” of the organization members,
when they demand, for example, work regardless of time and location. The crisis
can lead to collective educational processes within the organization, which in the
sense of a double-loop or deutero-learning also have an enormous impact on the
organization. However, if only individual aspects change, then organizational learn-
ing takes place, but the DNA of the organization remains unchanged. Finally, empir-
ical questions remain to what extent digitization processes initiate collective
educational processes within an organization and what effects they have on the
organization? What are the conditions, to implement educational processes (in the
way of double-loop or deutero-learning)? What is the role of the management and
what happens if they fundamentally change their actions? In which way does the
management organize processes of organizational learning?

4.5 Conclusion

Our considerations have hopefully made it clear that digital transformation in (post-)
modern societies is a profound and complex process. This affects not only business
organizations but also educational organizations, administrations, and politics. It is
necessary to determine the understanding of organizational learning and the rela-
tionship between actor and organization to consider the digital transformation with
organizational learning. Following Argyris and Schon (1978), the chapter pursues
an argument in which actors act on behalf of the organization and constantly com-
pare their “private images” with the “public maps.” If there are differences, the
result of these differences are single-loop, double-loop, or deutero-learning pro-
cesses. The educational-theoretical discourse on transformative education offers
two central insights: The digital transformation understood as a crisis has an impact
on organizations and their members. And there is a difference between learning and
educational processes. With these two insights, it is possible to create four theoreti-
cal types of dealing with digital transformation within organizations. First, the digi-
tal transformation understood as a crisis has the potential to stop existing routines.
This contributes to a change in the understanding of the organization. Previous
action routines dissolve through collective educational processes and, in the sense
of double-loop or deutero-learning, also exert an influence on the framework-change
within the organization. Both the “theory in use” and the “private images” as well
as “public maps” are in the process of constant shifting. Second, digital transforma-
tion doesn’t lead to the dissolution of action routines, but rather to the establishment
of new processes. It is then a matter of learning knowledge or learning a skill
(Gohlich 2018, p. 375), while the understanding of the organization does not change.
Only individual aspects change in single-loop learning mode, within the scope of
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action of the organization. In addition to these two theoretically conceived types,
two further types are conceivable. There is, thirdly, a type that implements digital
artifacts that are not used. We can conceive organizations that introduce a “wiki”, a
digital platform for knowledge, that is not used by any organization member.
Fourthly, a type is finally conceivable that actively refuses digital transformation.
The organization adopts an attitude that not only passively refuses, like type three,
but also actively protects one’s action routine from digital influence. It uses argu-
ments such as data protection or globalization.

In his studies, Arnd-Michael Nohl empirically analyzed milieu-specific factors
for dealing with the rules of the organization (Nohl 2006, p. 189). If we take these
milieu-specific factors into account, there are further interesting differentiations on
how actors in organizations deal with digitization: Firstly, the actors can undermine
the introduced digitization measures along with the habitual practices of their
milieus. Secondly, the actors can understand and follow the digitization measures in
a milieu-specific manner. Thirdly, they are fleshed out through informal handling.
This results from the use of digital media and has proven itself widely.

Empirical work can now build on this theoretical ideal-type formation in Max
Weber’s sense (Weber 1922). In times of the corona crisis, the digital transformation
could be conceived as the end of previous action routines, which leads to a new
negotiation of “private images” and “public maps.” It would be interesting to recon-
struct this process from the practice. Then questions arise either it leads to a funda-
mentally new understanding of organization concerning digital transformation or it
continues to adhere to previous action routines, and, for example, video conferences
are only in the sense of single-loop learning used.

References

Albach, H., Specht, D., & Wildemann, H. (2000). Virtuelle Unternehmen. Zeitschrift fiir
Betriebswirtschaft, Ergdnzungsheft, 2.

Arendt, H. (2014). Vita activa oder Vom tditigen Leben (14. Auflage). Piper.

Argyris, C., & Schon, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning. Addison-Wesley Pub. Co.

Aschemann, B. (2017). Die digitale Bereitschaft der Erwachsenenbildung. Der EBmooc fiir
Erwachsenenbildnerlnnen. Magazin Erwachsenenbildung.at, 11. Jg., Heft, 30, 10 S.

Beck, U. (1996). Das Zeitalter der Nebenfolgen und die Politisierung der Moderne. In Beck, U.,
Giddens, A., & Lash, S. (Eds.), Reflexive Modernisierung: Eine Kontroverse (S. 19—-112).
Suhrkamp.

Birkenrahe, M., Hingst, A., & Mey, S. (2019). “Ja, ich will.” Wie konnen Lehrende fiir die digitale
Transformation begeistert werden? In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N, Neu, K, &
Zickwolf, K (Eds.), Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale transforma-
tion. (S. 30-35).

BMBEF. Bildungsoffensive fiir die digitale Wissensgesellschaft. Online abrufbar unter: https://
www.bmbf.de/de/bildung-digital-3406.html (letzter Zugriff: 07. April 2020).



4 Organizational Learning and Digital Transformation: A Theoretical Framework 73

Bohnsack, R. (2014). Rekonstruktive Sozialforschung: Einfiihrung in qualitative Methoden (9.,
iiberarbeitete und erweiterte Auflage). Verlag Barbara Budrich.

Buschauer, R., & Wadepuhl, C. (2020). Digitalisierung und Datafizierung: Big Data als
Herausforderung fiir die Schulbildung. In Iske, S., Fromme, J., Verstindig, D., & Wilde,
K. (Eds.), Big data, Datafizierung und digitale Artefakte (S. 59-74). VS Verlag fiir
Sozialwissenschaften.

Castells, M. (2001). Das Informationszeitalter. Teil 1: Der Aufstieg der Netzwerkgesellschaft.
Opladen.

Dorner, O. (2011). Uberlegungen zur ikonotopischen Diskursivitit lebenslangen Lernens.
Bildungsforschung, Heft, 1(8.Jg), 167-190.

Eckardt, L., & Robra-Bissantz, S. (2019). EduPalace. Lost in Antarctica. Spielerisches Erlernen
von Informationskompetenz. In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K., &
Zickwolf, K. (Eds.), Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale transfor-
mation. (S. 208-214).

Ezat, A., Neumann, L., Sievert, Stefan, Robra-Bissantz, S., Helmholz, P. & Perl, A. (2019).
Herausforderungen im Datenschutz an der Hochschule. Generierung von Losungsvorschligen
fiir Forschung und Lehre. In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K., &
Zickwolf, K. (Eds.), Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale transfor-
mation. (S. 208-214).

Fahrenwald, C. (2016). Learning as being in the world. Organisationales Lernen aus praxis-
theoretischer Perspektive. In Schroer, A., Gohlich, M., Weber, S. M., & Pitzold, H. (Eds.),
Organisation und Theorie (S. 97-106). Springer VS.

Feld, T. C., & Seitter, W. (2018). Weiterbildung/Erwachsenenbildung und Organisationspadagogik.
In Schréer, A., Weber, S., & Schréer, A. (Eds.), Handbuch Organisationspddagogik. Springer
VS.

Gohlich, M. (2018). Organisationales Lernen als zentraler Gegenstand der Organisationspadagogik.
In Schroer, A., Weber, S., & Schroer, A. (Eds.), Handbuch Organisationspddagogik (S. 365—
379). Springer VS.

Gohlich, M., Weber, S. M., & Schroer, A. (2016). Forschungsmemorandum
Organisationspadagogik. In Schroer, A., Gohlich, M., Weber, S. M., & Pitzold, H. (Eds.),
Organisation und Theorie: Beitrige der Kommission Organisationspddagogik. Springer VS.

Hecker, U. (2019). Digitale Lernwelten? Nachdenken iiber Bildung und Digitalisierung.
Grundschule aktuell, 145, S. 38-S. 41.

Hesse, F. W., & Jirschitzka, J. (2019). Die Architektur von Lernrdumen. In Robra-Bissantz,
S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K., & Zickwolf, K. (Eds.), Teaching trends 2018. Die
Présenzhochschule und die digitale transformation. (S. 13—18).

Huttner, J.-P., Karaduman, M., & Spengler, E. (2019). EduPalace. Die Gestaltung eines virtuellen
Geddchtnispalastes. In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K., & Zickwolf,
K. (Eds.), Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale transformation. (S.
208-214).

Kollar, I., & Fischer, F. (2018). Digitale Medien fiir die Unterstiitzung von Lehr—/Lernprozessen
in der Weiterbildung. In Tippelt, R. & von Hippel, A. (Eds.), Handbuch Erwachsenenbildung/
Weiterbildung (6., stark iiberarbeitete und aktualisierte Auflage, S. 1553-1568). Springer VS.

Kramer, F., Schiffer, B., & Klinge, D. (2020). Gezihlte Schritte sehen. Zur Transformation dsthe-
tischer Bewegungserfahrungen im Rahmen digital unterstiitzer Zahlpraktiken. In Iske, S.,
Fromme, J., Verstiandig, D., & Wilde, K. (Eds.), Big Data, Datafizierung und digitale Artefakte
(S. 195-214). VS Verlag fiir Sozialwissenschaften.

Lund, D. (2018). Einfluss der Digitalisierung auf schulisches Lehren und Lernen in Lernfeldern.
Brauchen wir eine neue fachdidaktische Perspektive? Haushalt in Bildung & Forschung, Hefft,
7,22-37.



74 O. Dorner and S. Rundel

Marotzki, W. (1990). Entwurf einer strukturalen Bildungstheorie: Biographietheoretische
Auslegung von Bildungsprozessen in hochkomplexen Gesellschaften. Deutscher Studien Verlag.

Mergener, A. (2020). Berufliche Zugidnge zum Homeoffice. Ein tdtigkeitsbasierter Ansatz zur
Erklarung von Chancenungleichheit beim Homeofficezugang. KZfSS, https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11577-020-00669-0.

Meyer-Drawe, K. (2012). Lernen aus Passion. In H. von Felden, C. Hof, & S. Schmidt-Lauff
(Eds.), Erwachsenenbildung und Lernen: Dokumentation der Jahrestagung der Sektion
Erwachsenenbildung der Deutschen Gesellschaft fiir Erziehungswissenschaft vom 22. - 24.
September 2011 an der Universitdat Hamburg (S. 9-20). Schneider Verl. Hohengehren.

Nohl, A.-M.. (2006). Konzepte interkultureller Pddagogik: Eine systematische Einfiihrung.
Klinkhardt, Julius.

Nohl, A.-M., Rosenberg, F. von, & Thomsen, S. (2015). Bildung und Lernen im biographischen
Kontext: Empirische Typisierungen und praxeologische Reflexionen. Springer VS.

Nolte, E., & Morisse, K. (2019). Inverted Classroom. Eine Methode fiir vielfiltiges Lernen und
Lehren? In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K., & Zickwolf, K. (Eds.),
Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale transformation. (S. 105-112).

Pitzold, H. (2017). Das organisationale Lerndreieck — eine lerntheoretische Perspektive auf organ-
isationales Lernen. Zeitschrift fiir Weiterbildungsforschung, Heft, 1, 41-52.

Pensel, S., & Hothues, S. (2017). Digitale Lerninfrastrukturen an Hochschulen. Systematisches
Review zu den Rahmenbedingungen fiir das Lehren und Lernen mit Medien an deutschen
Hochschulen. Online verfiigbar unter: http://your-study.info/wp-contentfuploadv201s;01fRev
iew Pensel Hofhues.pdf.

Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K., & Zickwolf, K. (Eds.). (2019). Teaching
trends 2018. Die Prdsenzhochschule und die digitale transformation.

Rohde, M., Rittenbruch, M., & Wulf, V. (Eds.). (2001). Auf dem Weg zur virtuellen Organisation.
Fallstudien, Problembeschreibungen, Losungskonzepte. Physica-Verlag HD.

Rohs, M., Rott, K. J., Schmidt-Hertha, B., & Bolten, R. (2017). Medienpddagogische Kompetenzen
von Erwachsenenbildnerlnnen. Magazin erwachsenenbildung.at, 11. Jg., Heft, 30, 14 S.

Rowert, R. (2019). Unterstiitzung von Strategien fiir Hochschulbildung im digitalen Zeitalter
durch Peer-to-Peer-Beratungen Wie die Schirfung der eigenen Hochschulstrategie fiir Studium
und Lehre im Dialog gelingen kann. In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K.,
& Zickwolf, K. (Eds.), Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale trans-
formation (S. 43-50).

Stang, R. (2003). Neue Medien in Organisationen der Weiterbildung. Empirische Befunde am
Beispiel der Volkshochschulen. REPORT Literatur- und Forschungsreport Weiterbildung,
Heft, 2, 78-96.

Stimm, M. (2017). Digitale Forschungsressourcen in der Erwachsenenbildung. Archivierung
webbasierter Programme und Profile von Erwachsenenbildungseinrichtungen. Magazin
Erwachsenenbildung.at, 11. Jg., Heft, 30, 8 S.

Stummeyer, S. (2019). Open educational resources im Hochschulbereich. Neue Aufgaben fiir
Bibliotheken. In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu, K., & Zickwolf, K. (Eds.),
Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale transformation.

Swertz, C. (2017). Medienkompetenz und digitale Bildung aus medienpddagogischer Perspektive.
Bericht fiir das Griinbuch “Digitalisierung und Politik”” des Zukunfts- und Verfassungsausschuss
des osterreichischen Bundesrates. Medienimpulse, Heft, 1, 8 S.

Hippel, A. von, & Freide, S. (2018). Erwachsenenbildung und Medien. In Tippelt, R. & von
Hippel, A. (Eds.), Handbuch Erwachsenenbildung/Weiterbildung (6., stark {iberarbeitete und
aktualisierte Auflage, S. 973-1000). Springer VS.

Weber, M. (1922). Gesammelte Aufsditze zur Wissenschaftslehre. J.C.B. Mohr.

Welzer, H. (2016). Die smarte Diktatur. Der Angriff auf unsere Freiheit. Fischer Verlag.

Zickwolf, K., & Neu, K. (2019). Editorial. In Robra-Bissantz, S., Bott, O. J., Kleinefeld, N., Neu,
K., & Zickwolf, K. (Eds.), Teaching trends 2018. Die Prisenzhochschule und die digitale
transformation (S. 51-52).


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-020-00669-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-020-00669-0
http://your-study.info/wp-contentfuploadv201s;o1fReview
http://your-study.info/wp-contentfuploadv201s;o1fReview

4 Organizational Learning and Digital Transformation: A Theoretical Framework 75

Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and
indicate if changes were made.

The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s Creative
Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder.


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

