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Abstract

The important antecedents in building organizational innovativeness is organizational learning (Argyris and Schön, 1978, 1995; Meeus, 2001; Yeung, Hunglai & Yee, 2007). But not all organizational learning affect organizational innovativeness that produce sustainable competitive advantage. Based on Livingstone (1970) definition, Telkom including a highly innovative company specially in POTS (premeliry Ordinary Telephone System) business. In the facts show that the results of innovation on the POTS business is not able to maintain its competitive advantage (financial report of PT Telkom, 2010). According to Prahalad and Hamel (1990), Senge (1990) and Huber (1991), organizational learning effect on sustainable competitive advantage is a dynamic learning. 

In order to achieve the desired results, the organization should operate on the basis of three levels of strategy, namely context, framework, and action. In a review of the learning dynamics, the third level of strategy is closely related to learning "looping". Bateson (1972), Argyris and Schön (1974; 1978), Burgoyne (1975), classify the looping learning into a single single-loop learning, double-loop learning, while Burgoyne (1995), Flood & Romm (1996), Snell & Chak (1998) to complete the loop of learning into triple-loop learning. 

Synthesis of The Fifth decipline Senge (1990) and triple-loop learning produces Transformative Organizational Learning. This study concludes that the Transformative Organizational Learning improve organizational keinovativan and generate sustainable competitive advantage.
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1. Research Background
The most important factor  to build an  organizational innovativeness is organizational learning, it’s  therefore this construct needs to be studied deeper from various perspectives when we search the innovativeness which has impact on sustainable competitive advantage of an organization. Organizational innovativeness is affected by dynamic capability, the flexibility of the company (Henneke, 2007) and organizational learning (Yeung, Hunglai & Yee, 2007). 

The dynamic aspects may be extracted from Tushman and Anderson (1986) opinion which requires that companies have the ability to translate and exploit knowledge into the social aspects of sectoral, technological and market development discontinuously.The learning organizations not only be enabling for corrective action (to accomplish improvements within-paradigm) as continuous improvement (Harrington, 1991) but also in the form of innovation that is "breakthrough" that encouraged because of the shift in paradigm (Baker and Sinkula 1999). 

From the literature search found the controversy about the positive influence of organizational learning on organizational innovativeness. Yeung et al. (2007) for example, concluded organizational learning has no effect on organizational innovativeness. This conclusion is contrary to the established concept of the earlier thinkers such as Argyris and Schön, (1978); 1995; Hurley and Hult, (1998); Hult, Nichols Jr., Giunipero and Hurley (2000); Slater and Narver, (1995); Tsai, (2001;). 

A discussion of organizational innovativeness is generally associated with the organization's goals of maintaining a sustainable competitive advantage. In fact, many organizations fail to achieve sustainable competitive advantage , despite they are having high organizational innovativeness (e.g measure of Livingstone, 1970).

Controversy gap between concept and phenomenon has created an opportunity for researchers to investigate the type of organizational learning, which could increase the role of sustainable competitive advantage through organizational innovativeness. By analyzing organizational learning from various perspectives of thought, found the combination of the concept of organizational learning leads to organizational innovativeness that generate sustainable competitive advantage. This research introduce the notion of Transformative Organizational Learning to be the source of Organizational Innovativeness  which has impact to sustainable competitive advantage. 

The general objective of this research is to build a theoretical model of transformative organizational learning which is involving triple-loop learning and the fifth decipline of Senge  which affect the organizatonal innovativeness, as well as empirical evidence on the theoretical model developed. 

The benefits of this research for academics is to explain the main antecedents of organizational keinovativan potentially improve sustainable competitive advantage. For practitioners of the results of this study provide a reference in the selection of organizational development strategy innovativeness through organizational learning strategy.

2.  Literature review 
Mexias and Glynn (1993: 78) defines innovation as a change of a non-routine, significant, and discontinuous which embody new ideas that are not the same as the previously prevailing organizational concept. It shows that innovative organizations are smart and creative organization (Glynn 1996; Woodman et al 1993), have ability of effective learning (Senge, 1990; Agyris and Schon 1978) and create new knowledge (Nonaka 1994; Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995). Cohen and Levinthal (1990) argued that the innovation output depends on the accumulation of prior knowledge that allows the innovators assimilate and exploit new knowledge. From this understanding can be concluded that organizational learning may be a driving force for organizational innovativeness. This conclusion is in accordance with the opinion of Hurley and Hult (1998) which stated that learning capability enables the company more successful in generating innovative thinking, in other words, innovation is the result of organizational learning. 

Many studies have concluded that learning is an antecedent innovativeness (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990, Hurley and Hult 1998), and organizational competitiveness (Kaplan & Norton 1992, 1996, Osterloh & Frey 2000). The relationship of organizational learning and organizational innovativeness is also supported by the notion that the process involves the use of knowledge innovation (Calantone, 2002), and the implementation of creative ideas within an organization (Amabile, 1996). 

In the literature there are a variety of learning on organizational learning perspective but in this study focused on organizational learning which have great impact on the formation of organizational innovativeness and the consequences on the sustainable competitive advantage. 
2.1. Organizational Learning and Organizational Learning 
In a review of the literature found two important terminologies related learning in organizations, namely learning organization pioneered by Senge (1990) and organizational learning  pioneered by Argayris (1996). Regarding this difference Tsang (1997, tp. 74-5) explains that organizational learning is an attempt by the organization to become a learning organization by making learning conscious, systematic, and synergistic involving everyone in the organization. According to Tsang et.al learning organization is the highest stage of the organizational learning process in which an organization has achieved the ability to transform themselves continuously through the development and inclusion of all its members. In other words, organizational learning is the ultimate goal of organizational learning, and organizational learning is a process or stage to heading stage pemeblajaran organization. 

The purpose and process of achieving the goal is essentially the same substance, so it is possible there is an intersection between the two as in the definition. Because learning organization is the goal, then it can be regarded as a learning organization vision statement, while organizational learning can be seen as a way to achieve that vision. Although both have the same substance, but this study chose the term organizational learning as to show the dynamic response of the organization to the strategic environment changing. This means that despite the changing strategic environment, in a particular period, the vision should be kept, and that should not change is the program. So the definition of a learning organization thus Laging indicators for the success of organizational learning, and organizational learning are leading indicators for organizational learning. Organizational learning is more oriented on the dynamic approach, then the learning organization which is oriented on the static approach. 

From the literature study found a variety of definitions of organizational learning.  Perceived organizational learning as a process of collective learning and accumulation of knowledge (Argyris, 1977, 1995; Handy, 1989; Schön, 1973). Also regarded as the organization's capacity to learn and create the future (Senge, 1990; Glynn, 1996). Organizational learning is defined as an organizational cognition (Glynn, 1996), knowledge or understanding (Hurley and Hult, 1998), the accumulation of knowledge (Handy, 1989), learning and solving complex problems (Argyris 1995; Schön, 1973; Argyris and Schön, 1978 , 1995). 

In the book "The Fifth decipline", Senge (1990) defines a learning organization as ... "an organization that has an enhanced capacity to learn, adapt and change .... it's an organization in the which learning processes are analysed, monitored, developed , managed, aligned with improvement and innovation goals ". Pedler, Boydell and Burgoyne (1988) defines a learning organization as "an organization that facilitates the learning of all its members and continuously transforms itself." According to Pedler, et al (Dale, 2003), a learning organization is an organization that: 1) Having an atmosphere where members individually driven expand learning culture; 2) Making the strategy of human resource development as a center of business policy; 3) Being in the process of continuous organizational transformation. The purpose of this transformation is that the company is able to seek widespread new ideas, new problems and new opportunities for learning, and is able to take advantage of competitive advantage in an increasingly competitive world. 

Slater and Narver (1995) defines organizational learning as the development of new knowledge and a deep understanding of the potential influence behavior. Slater and Narver (1995) states that learning is predicted to bring behavioral changes that lead to better business performance. In essence, the learning organization is expected to give birth to new ideas that allows the formation of a new way of working and that trigger organizational improvement (Chonko et al., 2003, p.327). 

To be categorized as a learning organization, the learning organization is doing is not only done out of necessity but should be a moment of daily routine. Learning strategy is not just a human resources development strategy, but the strategy of the organization itself. In a learning organization, learning to be a function of operation, how to behave and sehigga system capable of becoming a driving force for continuous improvement or transformation and change radically. 
2.2. Various Organizational Learning Perspective. 
In the discussion of organizational learning needs to be understood the various issues of organizational learning is developed in accordance with the perspective of the researchers. As part of the discipline of organizational behavior, organizational learning development largely contributed by various social science disciplines. Because the organization is "a social system Consisting of groups and individuals working together to meet the agreed-upon some objectives" (Greenberg and Baron, 2003), the organizational learning can be viewed from various angles such as sikologi education, sociology, politics, economics and management. There are two main perspectives on the issue of organizational learning, which is the perspective of strategic management and organizational behavior perspective. 

From the perspective of strategic management view organizational learning as a means of achieving strategic renewal; harmonizing continuity and change at an organizational level (Crossan et al., 1999). In this perspective the growing debate about the single loop learning and double loop learning which is spearheaded by Bateson (1972), Argyris and Schön (1974; 1978), Burgoyne (1975), and triple loop learning which is spearheaded by Burgoyne (1995), Flood and Romm (1996), Snell & Chak (1998). Yeung (2007) focused on enterprise learning orientation; that the organizational learning process depends on the orientation of the company learning (Senge, 1990). Sinkula et. al., (1997) showed that the degree of learning orientation represents a proactive learning in an organization. Organizations that proactively oriented higher learning will increase the capacity and self-renewal (Volves, 1993) 

From the perspective of organizational behavior Yeung et al (2007) consider that organizational learning occurs when people within the organization to continuously assimilate new knowledge both of the everyday work experience as well as from sources outside the organization. This process increases the intelligence and capabilities of the individual. The learning process inherent to every individual in the organization culture is formed and further organizational learning occurs. Lessons learned from each individual becomes part of the memory, and cultural assets of the organization. This is in accordance with the opinion Argayris (1996) which defines the learning organization as: 

"..... A process whereby members of an organization act as learning agents for the organization, responding to changes in the internal and external environments of the organization by detecting and correcting errors in organizational theory in use, and embedding the results of Reviews their inquiry in private images and shared maps of organization ". 

Organizational learning can occur at the time of transformation and organizational culture changes because at the time it occurred over a wide range of combinations of existing knowledge to form something new. According to Meeus et al. (2001) in Yeung (2007) the knowledge recombination increase the knowledge, skills, expertise and competence of the organization. This knowledge formed through routine activities, culture and mindset of the organization and the paramount goal in organizational learning (Lyles and Schwenk, 1992; Chua, 2002; Yeung, 2007). Such knowledge is tasit and intangible assets that are difficult to replicate by competitors. From the perspective of this organizational behavior, organizational learning is seen as an aspect of behavior or organizational culture. So according to this view of organizational learning is an intangible asset that is formed through evolution, not created through strategic action. 

Organizations face of changing social and economic, regulatory, technological development and rapid market. In the market there is a change patterns of relationships of complex market participants, such as market players that originally existed as customers or suppliers could both turn out to be a competitor or partner. Companies that previously emphasized quantity becomes quality oriented, product-oriented and of turning into a service-oriented. To cope with the growing complexity of the organization need to obtain and use a number of new knowledge that can make a change to the face of competition (Chawla and Rennesch, 1995; Lam, 2000). 

Increased competition due to globalization pressures to drive the need for learning organisasional.Tuntutan ability to learn, adapt and evolve as well as a commitment to improving processes and products on an ongoing basis, both internally and in relation to customers and suppliers is also the reason for the need for organizational learning (Laage-Hellman, 1997 ; Sako and Sato, 1997). 

In terms of learning known the existence of learning that are important to the success of the organization of collective learning. Collective learning is important not only because of increased interest in organizational learning but also provide a new approach in managing the organization. 

Learning means making someone in the company to accept the changes (Stata, 1989). As Friedlander (1984) showed that learning allows an individual to choose the things that need to be changed and to understand how to change it. Nevis et al. (1995) stated that the learning process is complex, informal, intentional, and not linear. 

Most authors see organizational learning as a complex process due to dismantle the old knowledge that has accumulated over time accumulate and replace them with new knowledge by means of the acquisition of new knowledge (Garvin, 1993). Implementation, organizations and individuals must forgo (unlearn) behavior and the processes they used to do before then adopt new behaviors and processes (Nystrom and Starbuck, 1984). 

Fiol and Lyles (1995, p. 803), quoted by Bernard Burnes, Cooper Carry, Penny West (2003) states that organizational learning is the process of improving actions through knowledge and better understanding. Similarly, Argyris (1997) argued that organizational learning is a process of error detection and correction, thus precipitating changes in behavior. An important result of the study is the birth of a way of thinking and new ways of working (Chawla and Renesch, 1995), which in turn is expected to result in improved survivability and ensure the organization. 

Although according to the knowledge-based view, knowledge stems from an individual but as a social community, the company is capable of creating, transferring and integrating knowledge of science across individuals quickly and efficiently (Kogut & Zander 1996). Organizational learning occurs during the process of aggregation of knowledge through the interaction patterns of the employees in the organization. Besides, the company is also able to support and provide a variety of learning mechanisms so that the knowledge can be easily spread and grow. In companies that are learning effectively, build their routine activities to develop, store and apply knowledge (Nelson & Winter, 1982). 

Construct learning in this study derived from the Theory of Contextual Knowledge Management and Theory. Context in the narrow sense is a systematic relationship between the individual and the environment (Engestrom, 1987 in PE Jensen, 2005). Lave (1988) uses the term to describe the relationship between the settings of individual action and the arena; arena where an activity is performed (Jenses, et al.) and is defined as an institutionalized framework. 

In a broad sense, the context is formed by the activity involving individuals and artifacts, which means that the context is not located in its own right, but rather a framework or container in which the action is done. Internally context constructed through the action of individuals and externally through the action of other individuals, artifacts, and historical contexts that have created concrete (Nardi, 1996 in Jensen et. Al.). 

Many existing knowledge within the organization can not be codified; personal, specific and contextual, it is difficult to write. Knowledge of this kind is known as tasit knowledge (Polanyi, 1966 in Jialin Y., 2006). Wagner and Sternberg in Jialin (2006) defines knowledge tasit as "work-related practical knowledge" learned informally in the work. 

Nonaka (1991, 1994) which is then referenced by Jialin (2006) divides knowledge into explicit knowledge (articulated) and knowledge tasit where their interaction is vital in giving birth to new knowledge. According to Nonaka (1994) organizational knowledge is created through a continuous dialogue between tasit knowledge and explicit knowledge. He identifies four types of knowledge conversion that socialization, combination, internalization and combination. Of the four modes of knowledge creation, knowledge externalization is the process of conversion of knowledge into explicit knowledge tasit. Collective knowledge represents knowledge that is fundamentally inherent in the form of social practice contained in the group tasit experience. 

Spender (1996) states that the collective knowledge of the relative tasital, but can be accessed through the interaction between them. Referring to the view Spender (1996: 52), collective knowledge is a form of organizational knowledge safest and most strategic. Knowledge is the process of using information for productive purposes in specific contexts; all productive knowledge is contextual in the sense that all productive knowledge connected with and dependent on the organizational context (Jensen, 2005, et al.). 
2.3. Organizational Learning "Looping". 
In order to achieve the desired results, the organization should operate on the basis of the context, framework, and action. Context is necessary because the organization works based on past history, habits and strategies to achieve them. Organizational framework set or create policies and procedures, and identify constraints. Actions are the activities and tasks of staff to run the business process. In a review of the learning dynamics, the third level of strategy is closely related to learning "looping". Bateson (1972), Argyris and Schön (1974; 1978), Burgoyne (1975), classify the looping learning into a single-loop learning, double-loop learning, while Burgoyne (1995), Flood & Romm (1996), Snell & Chak (1998) to complete the triple-loop learning. 

Organizational learning strategy of "looping" is the working principle is based on a systems approach by applying negative feedback. The system is a unit which consists of inputs, processes and outputs. Control of the process is done through a feedback system. At first goal (ends) are set as conditions to be achieved (norms and values​​). Furthermore, the organization specifies how (means) to achieve it. 

The third lesson is equally looping works based systems that implement feedback. The difference lies in the degree of change in the conception as a result of interpreting the context within which the company later incorporated as feedback. The degree of change in the conception classified into three kinds: 

1) There is no change to the existing conception. 

2) Modification of the existing conception. 

3) Replace the old with the new conception of conception. 

Changes in the context of the actual conception affects subsequent action program. 

In single loop learning organization respond to changing internal and external environment, with error detection (error) on the output side, make corrections and modifications to the strategy based on old perceptions and norms existing organizations. Any deviation from the desired condition is evaluated and analyzed as a remedial action. Examples of such remedial action is happening in the business process improvement (Harrington, 1991), business process reengineering (Hammer, 1993), quality control (Kaizen), and other quality projects. System improvements in this phase of the work is based on the same norms as before, there is no change in the terms of reference (frames of reference). 

Single loop learning is closely related to the level of action. Organizations that implement learning only a single-loop learning is described as doing repairs of the same mistakes over and over. Burgoyne (1995) described it as the lowest level where the old ways of learning becomes a source of resistance to change in future learning. 

Organizational learning is not a single-loop learning spur the reconstruction of a new knowledge paradigm and radical innovation (Peschl, 2006a). The learner obey the rules and make corrections if the results are not as expected. Snell & Chak (1998) classify this as an improvement of learning outcomes through behavior change and call it "adjusting actions to Achieve disired outcomes". Learning is essentially answering the question "are we doing the things right". 

Based on the interpretation of the work of Argyris and Schön (1978), Morgan (1997a) emphasizes the importance of learning a single-loop learning and double ring. Learning double learning is closely related to the goal of achieving desired results through changes in assumptions, ways of thinking and frameworks (reframing). For example, learn about new ways to think, how to analyze issues that affect the behavior or action.

Snell & Chak (1998) refer to this as the double loop learning "transforming mental maps to generate new meanings and actions". This lesson answers the question "are we doing the right things". 

On the double loop of organizational learning to learners trying to get out of rules or norms that exist to find solutions for the error is not repeated. In response to the failure to achieve the performance of the company, double loop of organizational learning is no longer a question whether the organization doing things right (things right), but questioned whether the organization has been doing things right (the right things). 

Double loop organizational learning and change objectives include evaluation, strategy and organization of mental map. Double loop organizational learning strategy works by modifying the terms of reference so as to generate knowledge and innovation space. Learners improve framework governing the action, for example by changing the system or procedure. After fixing the error learners to review the framework for fault finding. 

Doubel loop learning alternative approach on the basis of new assumptions and norms to correct the error. The people within the company to act as agents of learning to read and understand the environment, develop appropriate responses in accordance with the new requirements that enable organizations adaptive and able to manage change effectively (Garratt, 1995). Learning a single-loop learning and double-loop learning  that were argued by  Agryris and Schon (1978) and the interpretation of Morgan (1997a) according to Flood and Romm (1997) was considered insufficient to overcome them and be done with triple-loop learning.

Triple-loop organizational learning developed in response to a realization of the mental models and ways of organizational learning that there is no longer sufficient. Change is no longer based on the reflection of cognition but based on existential reflection (Peschl, MF, 2007). The essence of organizational learning consists of aloop  of three new discovery processes, methods or strategies to rebuild the frame (reframing) and generate mental maps entirely new, no longer use the previously prevailing context. Individuals involved should replace the existing context with a new one; This means to create and accept new values ​​and a new strategy in the process of learning (Bateson, 1987, p.287 in Jensen, P., 2005). Since the double-loop learning  can produces organization that is able to adapt to its own  environment, then the triple-loop  learning produce organization  that is able to create its own environment. The triple-loop learning concept is presented in Figure 1. 
Figure 1:

Triple-loop Learning
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Adopted from Jensesn P., 2005
In responding to unexpected results, the management company to re-evaluate how to make a mental map, develop new ways to decide that something is true, belief re-evaluate, and select actions based on the new belief chosen by the company. 

Burgoyne (1995) argued that organizations need to implement triple-loop learningso that the organizations can create their own environment. It can be seen from the ability to respond to changing organizational context faced by the organization. Learners questioned again about belief (belief), way of thinking, and values ​​of the organization; associating it with what and how that is done by an organization so as to change the strategy of the organization; help organizations understand themselves and others about the beliefs and perceptions. Learning at this level enables organizations to make the interpretation of existing experience, traditions and understanding during this applies to the management of people and organizations work. Therefore, it is only at these three levels of learning,  organization learning concept can be fully grown. 

Peter Senge (1990) in the book "The Fifth Dicipline" (New York: Doubleday, 1990), divides the learning into individual learning, group learning and organizational learning and learning organizations are saying that the organization "is constantly enlarging its ability to create its future" . Senge (1990, p.73) emphasizes the systematic approach to learning to formulate mutually berinterelasi five disciplines that need to be supported by individuals and groups that gave birth to the learning milieu, namely: 1) personal mastery (personal mastery); 2) mental models (mental models); 3) a shared vision; 4) learning team (team learning); and 5) the capacity for systems thinking (systems thinking). 

Systems thinking provides the conceptual framework (conceptual framework) and a buffer for each of the other four. Learning organizations will not run without this fifth discipline. Four other disciplines applicable to all levels of the organization of individuals, groups, organizations and interorganizational. To create a learning organization, managers should use systems thinking and recognize the impact of one discipline to another discipline (Jones, 2001). 

Encourage the development of personal mastery personal vision. Learning organization form of energy and vision of its members, as the spiritual foundation of the learning organization. There are two fundamental aspects of personal mastery: First, individuals who want to achieve personal mastery must understand clearly what is needed, and why it is needed. Second, the individual must observe reality explicitly. In this way the individual getting emotional stress and learn to live with the pressure that makes it capable of creative work in a situation like that and make individual plays a role in the creative process that is continuous. 

According to Senge (1990a) on each individual are deeply embedded assumptions that affect the way individuals understand and how to treat the world, which is called mental models. This mental model limits the vision of individuals and organizations lead to inertia and consequently hinder organizational learning and should be eliminated so that individuals can create future scenarios entirely new maximum through imagination, and allows individuals to modify its objectives. This mental model of organizational learning occurs at the individual level. 

Learning team emphasizes collective action and through the process of debate and dialogue dialogue.Dengan, members of the group took off personal assumptions and thought processes kolektif.Dengan entered this ongoing dialogue and learning activities to understand the patterns of interaction and the role of each member in the group occurred regu.Pembelajaran through the example of "self-managed group" or "cross-functional teams" in which each individual can share and gather skills and ability to solve problems in groups of individuals in kelompok.Belajar begins with dialogue that allows the group finds dirinya.Pembelajaran group is an important element , because - not individualism group is the primary unit of study in this group gave birth organisasi.Pembelajaran synergy, the whole is greater than the amount thereof. 

The third discipline is shared vision, pointing to the picture of the organization together. The leader of the organization must be able to express and produce a picture of the future of a strong commitment. Share vision is intended to establish a frame of reference or mental models that are running in which all members of the organization used to deal with threats and opportunities. Shared vision is the commitment and determination of all the people in the organization, not just obedience to the leader. Learning organization vision sharing is done on the level of organization. 

There are three main issues that affect the organizational learning context, history and survival. Lane (2001) states that learning is "socially constructed" is that what is learned and how learning to materialize, is closely related to the context in which learning occurs. One important aspect of organizational learning is that organizations should not lose their learning ability even abandoned by its members. Effective learning organization not only affect the current members but also members who will come because of the experiences, beliefs and norms are accumulated throughout the course of the organization. Learning outcomes of the past affect the view of those in the organization of the next long-term learning. 

Organizational learning generating collective knowledge tasital (Osterlo hand Frey 2000) that could potentially be a source of competitive advantage because it is difficult imitated by competitors. But before the new collective knowledge tasit a potential strategic asset, and to mengefektifkannya need to be articulated in the form of organizational innovativeness. Organizational learning itself increase the capabilities of the company so that at the same time generate organizational pembelajaan organizational innovativeness that is not easily imitated by competitors so that it becomes a source of sustainable competitive advantage. 
3. Proposition Development of  Transformative Organizational Learning Construct. 
The relationship between organizational learning and organizational innovativeness derived from the view that based on the company's resources (Mc Evily and Chakravarthy, 2002) as were then further investigated by Yeung, Hunglai, and Yee, (2007). Innovation can be understood as an interaction between knowledge tasit cycle and articulated knowledge (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995 in C. Lawson, 1999). Tasit knowledge sharing activities among members of the organization can be shared values​​, norms, and the capacity to understand the rules (codes of conduct) articulation of knowledge. Innovativeness depends on the knowledge and learning that lead to superior performance (Chaston, Badger, Mangles and Sadler-Smith, 2001; Hurley and Hult, 1998; Hult, Nichols Jr., Giunipero and Hurley, 2000; Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Slater and Narver, 1995; Tasi, 2001; Therin, 2002). The higher the intensity of learning, the higher the potential innovativeness. Organization committed to learning can achieve a high degree of organizational innovativeness because the company is giving the facility to learn to create and use new knowledge effectively and systematically. 

In the literature found no explicit separation of the type of learning that influence innovativeness in relation to sustainable competitive advantage. Innovations conceived by a company is generally in reaction to a decline in performance or failure to achieve the specified quality standards. Innovation at this stage are usually born by an elementary operational units within the organizational structure of the company. Operational innovation at this stage necessary for solving elementary problems faced by a unit operation, and that the solution can be done with the causal approach is simple. Although useful and valuable, but innovation at the operational level as it is easily observed so easily imitated by competitors that could not be used as a source of sustainable competitive advantage. 

Of the literature found that previous researchers have managed to justify the significance of the effect of learning on innovativeness, but has not explicitly mention certain types of learning to produce specific innovativeness needed to improve long-term superior performance. Interpretation Morgan (1997), Flood and Romm (1997, 1998), Snell & Chak (1998) on the work of Argyris & Shon (1978) suggested the existence of three loops depicting organizational learning levels of learning, ie learning a single loop learning , double loop learning and triple loop learning. 

In a single –loop learning system, management monitors and detects the output of the system is to be compared with the output (end) the desired predetermined. If the results of the detection of deviations from the desired met, then management evaluate errors / deviations, eg the analysis of cause and effect, and then take corrective action management. With the implementation of this feedback system, the system is expected to work well (doing the things right). Corrective action in order to maintain compliance with the desired results is done through program innovation. Even though the system has worked well and true, but the corrective actions were developed based on the same norms as before, there is no change in the terms of reference (frames of reference). Innovation at this stage may be adopting new ways to provide better output, but without changing the norm, routine or "theory in used". This single-loop organizational learning according Peschl (2006a) does not allow the construction of new knowledge paradigm and not produce radical innovations. 

Depart from the review on the theory and understanding the innovativeness organizational learning developed from single-loop learning consequential generate reactive organizational innovativeness that make innovation as a reaction against the failure of performance or deviation from predetermined. 

Reactive innovativeness is done after indicated no deviation and corrective action after it's done but the revision merely eliminates the time deviation, only addressing the symptoms are visible, without eliminating the root cause of the deviation so that the real potential to happen again in the next period. This produces reactive innovativeness organizational innovativeness is a solution shortly, reciprocal response to the problems faced, operational, elementary. In view of the resource-based (RBV), the innovativeness of this corrective although valuable but easily imitated so not enough to serve as a source of sustainable competitive advantage in the short term may be able to improve the output incrementally. Innovativeness at this level subsequently named reactive organizational innovativeness. 

Double-loop organizational learning strategies to modify the terms of reference so as to generate new knowledge space articulated in the form of innovation work. In response to the failure to achieve the performance of the company, double –loop organizational learning is no longer a question whether the organization doing things right (things right), but questioned whether the organization has been doing things right (the right things). Double-loop organizational learning and change objectives include evaluation, strategy and mental map organization (changing the action programs). 

A typical double-loop learning can be observed when determining the mental maps; for example when a product's market share dropped significantly, spurred the company to rethink its understanding of the needs of the market, competition and modifying the mental maps that allow companies to change their marketing strategies (Snell & Chak, 1998, in Janson, M., et al, 2007). This learning resulted in a change in the "value" of "theory in used", strategies and assumptions. Conscious individuals involved and then look at the context for consideration in learning (Argyris and Schon, 1996 in Jensesn, P., 2005). Individuals within the company to read and understand the environment, develop appropriate responses and match the new requirements, thus allowing the organization adaptive and able to manage change effectively (Garratt, 1995 in Burnes, 2003). The results of organizational learning emphasizes the doubleloopmodifications mental map which then became the basis for organizational innovation such as modifying the terms of reference, procedures and new regulations aimed at the achievement of performance targets that have been set. 

Innovativeness organizational learning resulting from this doubleloopis adaptive; in interpreting the actual context is still influenced by the old conception modified (modified conseption). Although classified as substantial as modifying the reference frame (frame of refference) but still have not touched the existential domain companies. In this study further dinami adaptive organizational innovativeness. 

Circumference three organizational learning developed as an improvement to the realization of the mental models and ways of organizational learning that there is no longer sufficient. Change is no longer based on the reflection of cognition but based on existential reflection (Peschl, MF, 2007). The essence of organizational learning consists of aloop of three new discovery processes, methods or strategies to rebuild the frame (reframing) and generates maps entirely new mental; no longer to learn the context of the prevailing earlier. Individuals involved should replace the existing context with a new one; This means to create and accept new values ​​in theory be used (in theory used) and also new strategies (Bateson, 1987, p.287 in Jensen, P., 2005). If the double loop  produces learning organization that can adapt to the environment, then the triple-loop learning  generating organization can create its own environment. 

Changes in the conception of the environment looks confusing, but at the same time the confusion would open the door to new interpretations (Burgoyne, 1995; Jensen, 2005) to the data and prior information - interpretation of the way the door opens an entirely new act, which gives space to give birth to a new innovation. Measures of organizational innovation in this loop centered on the belief that is always updated according to the context faced by the company. Belief is an historical character and mission that guides the future direction of the company. The resulting innovativeness to be typical and only suitable for the company. Competitors will mimic expected to face difficulties due to cultural and social innovation in the three loops are inspired from the collective knowledge tasit socially complex that evolves through shared vision, where from sharing this vision gave birth to a new mental map. 

In responding to unexpected results, the management company to re-evaluate how to make a mental map, develop new ways to decide that something is true (how do we decide what is right), re-evaluate the belief, and choose a new belief based measures selected by the company. Corporate action to deliver innovative new services to its stakeholders, not solely as a spontaneous reaction to a competitor, or to follow the ongoing trend, but based on the consideration that values ​​the company developed a new conception of the strategic environment. The company has the freedom to choose the innovative actions in accordance with good corporate context selected in response to a decrease in performance facing today, as well as innovative anticipatory proactive measures to ensure the long-term performance. 

The third loop of learning generate new knowledge. In the lower-order learning (single-loop learning) new knowledge is likely to be explicit, operational, elementary easily codified. The most high-order learning (ring-3) ​​resulted in the most tasit knowledge and socially complex, substantive, and difficult codified. To be a source of competitive advantage, then the tasit knowledge must be articulated in the form of innovativeness. As arguments Torlak G (2004) The third learning loop must exist within an organization and run simultaneously, though actually carried out in stages. Summary of the three loops of learning and innovation consequences of actions carried into a framework that integrates organizational keinovativan as shown in Figure 2 below. 
Figure 2.

Analysis of the Organizational Innovativeness by means Triple-loop Learning Concept


[image: image2]
Source: syntesized from various concepts and developed for this research
The third loop of innovativeness in the images could be viewed as a form of organization in response to the performance of the organization and the strategic objectives of the company, so that the relationship between the two is the relationship of stimulus - response where performance is seen as a response to a stimulus while organizational innovativeness. Organizational learning as an antecedent of organizational innovativeness affect the way an organization responds to menstimulinya organizational performance. Following the explanation of Snell & Chak (1998) cited by Janson, M, et al (2007), organizational learning double-loop learning classified as an adaptive response that measure organizational performance, comparing with predefined objectives or quality standards are not met and corrective action to close deviation, eg by way of business process improvement. 

Judging from the impact on organizational change, Meyer (1993) and Lant & Mezias, (1992) in Newman (2000) distinguish organizational changes into changes in the order-1 and order-2. Single –loop learning impact on organizational change can be classified as a change in the order-1, where the changes are incremental and konvergensial so that it can be overcome by adjusting the system, process or structure but does not touch the fundamental change in strategy, core values​​, or corporate identity (Dulton & Dukerich , 1991; Fox-Wolfgram, Boal & Hunt, 1988). If referring to Argyris & Shon (1978), the organizational changes as a result of learning can double-loop learning is classified into order-2. 

Framework in Torlak Flood and Romm (2004) suggested a  triple-loop presence to enhance learning learning to distinguish between the double –loop learning modify the conception and conception of change according to the context within which the (actual). Thus triple-loop learning  more accurately associated with transformational changes that are articulated in the form of an order-3 organizational innovativeness. 

This transformative organizational innovativeness developed through triple-loop organizational learning, namely through the development of a shared vision and the development of group learning (learning team) companies to respond to competitive performance proactively by asking "what are we becoming"; evaluating belief, perception of the environment with a new look, and to innovate with new belief and perception. This way leads to a change of new ideas and original fundamental in responding to changes in the strategic environment that is complex but remains centered on the belief that is chosen by the company. New ideas are fundamental, original and centers on the belief that innovation will give birth can not be imitated by competitors. 

When the triple-loop learning concept and the Senge’s fifth decipline  are synthesized it will produce a learning system that is able to solve the problem of long-term existence of the company. The learning system consists of: 

• Input, which is derived from the results of the scan context changes that threaten the company long-term performance; 

• Process, the group learning activities and sharing vision; 

• Output of the new mental patterns, namely a shift in perspective about the company itself and its environment, and how to proactively respond to these changes based on the new values ​​agreed that results from sharing the vision in the learning group. This is an innovative collective knowledge tasit a strategic knowledge that is not easily imitated. 

Two other Senge disciplines namely personal mastery and "systems thinking" can be viewed as an initial requirement that it should be owned by every individual who goes into the company. With such a learning system, then the company will be able to take preventive measures startegik long before the life cycle of the product (product life cycle) through a phase of decline or long before a decline in performance. Such learning in this study subsequently renamed as Transformative Organizational Learning as diproposisikan following: 
Proposition of Transformative Organizational Learning: 
Transformative Organizational Learning is a triple-loop organizational learning system which is conducted  by means sharing of vision which is implemented in a learning group to produce a new conception of the company. The Transformative  Organizational Learning is needed by companies to improve their proactive organizational innovativeness which will increase their sustainable competitive advantage. 
Figure 3

Pytographic of Transformative Organizational Learning
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Source: Synthesis of various concepts and developed for this research
4. Grand Theoretical Model
Based on the literature review conducted on the produce basic thoughts about the important antecedent of proactive organizational innovativeness, transformative organizational learning is  then formulated into propositions. This  proposition about  Transformative Organizational  Learning derived from the learning loop of Argyris and Schon's (1974), the concepts of Five Disciplines of Learning Senge (1990), triple-loop learning of Flood and Romm (1996), organizational learning Torlak (2004), and contextual learning theory Jensen (2005) and triple-loop learning as a foundation of fundamental change of Peschl (2007). The flow theory and the concept gave birth to the collective tacit knowledge  that was oriented on fundamental changes. The orientation of proactive personality of employees, employee groups and organizations encourage the ability to respond to environmental changes proactively. This proactive response encourages long-term anticipatory capabilities before a crisis occurs. The relationsip of transformative organizational learning to proactive organizational innovativeness derived from previous studies such as the study of Yeung (2007) about organizational learning, innovativeness and organizational performance, and Hsue (2007)  Crossan (2003) on the effect of organizational learning and strategic renewal, Shahin & Zeinali (2010) about the matrix about relationship  organizational learning and organizational innovativeness.
As a summary of the propositions developed in this study further developed a conceptual model in the form of a grand theoretical models. The proposition conceptualizes main idea generated as well as its association with each other resulting in a grand theoretical models as presented in Figure 4 as follows:
Figure 4

Tge Grand Theoretical Model
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5. Hypothesis
Although the relationship of organizational learning and organizational innovativeness has been investigated but so far these studies have not adopted triple-loop learning and sharing vision base learning that a requirement for the organization to achieve a learning organization state. The transformative organizational learning generates new collective knowledge and creative ideas, tasital and fundamental capability of the company to form a valuable intangible, unique and not easy to replicate and thus potentially be a source of sustainable competitive advantage.
Based on a synthesis of the literature review will be presented a new construct called Transformative Organizational Learning and Organizational innovativeness Proactive as presented in the empirical model. This research seeks to propose postulates that triple-loop organizational learning which is combined with sharing vision-base learning of Senge rezults a new collective knowledge, original ideas and creativity those are needed to improve proactive organizational innovativeness in accordance with the corporate context. 

Hypothesis -1 :

The triple-loop organizational learning effects on proactive organizational innovativeness effectively.

Hypothesis-2 :

Share vision-base learning effects on proactive organizational innovativeness effectively.

Hypothesis -3 :

The triple-loop organizational learning effects on sustainable competitive advantage effectively.

Hypothesis-4 :

Share vision-base learning effects on sustainable competitive advantage effectively.

6.   Empirical Research Model
Gambar 5

Empirical Research Model
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The important requirements to achieve the level of learned organization are: 1) The organization shall ensure organizational learning. 2) The organization must be aware of the constraints of its members in perceiving and interpreting the decision makers address the issues and strategies to overcome them. 3) The organization has had three circles of learning, namely the triple-loop, double-loop and triple-loop learning, 4) The organization has to understand the five learning disciplines Senge (Torlak, et.al., 2004), namely personal mastery, mental models, building a shared vision, team learning, and systems thinking (Jackson, 2000) at all levels of organization of individuals, groups, organizations, and inter-organizational (Senge1990a). 5) The organization must learn to live with the disorder and randomness.

7.   Research Method

Data was collected using a survey technique that the entire population census made the object of research. The survey was conducted via the web (on-site survey), which each respondent sent an electronic mail (e-mail). Population is taken from the management of the units responsible for achieving the target number of customers and revenues in accordance with the market segments that it faces. Based on the above information, the number of target polupasi of this study was 5487 respondents. 
The population in this study consisted of a 52% working on the business units, and 48% worked in a support unit. The data sample of 210 respondents taken from 1000 respondent who filled it completely, drawn from the regional population, business unit and non-unit bisnis.To meet the recommended Kart G. Joreskog (2002) the raw data is first converted into the asymptotic covariance matrix (Asymptotic Covariance Matrix , ACM). 
Because of the ordinal data is still treated as ordinal data and ordinal data only contained in the raw data, the correlation matrix using polychoric correlation (Polychoric Correlations Matrix, PCM). Furthermore, the data processed using the method of Maximum Likelyhood (ML). Processing data using SEM method, then according to Hair et al., (2006: 735-759) necessary to test the validity and reliability of two stages. Test the validity of the following stages: 
· The validity of the measurement model (Model Measurement validity). This phase is conducted to examine the relationship between the constructs (latent variables) with indicators (observed variables), namely whether the indicators used actually measure a construct, in accordance with the existing theory. In the measurement phase of the model validity, the relationship between latent variables to the indicators tested using Confirmatory Factor Analisys techniques (CFA). Indicators as valid if it has a loading factor of> 0.5 (Ferdinand, 2006: 23, Hair; 2006: 753-759). 
· Structural Model Validity (Structural Model Validity) This stage can only be done if the 'measurement model' have acceptable validity. Reliability test is intended to test the accuracy, stability and consistency in every measurement (Husein Umar, 2000). Reliability in this study uses the concept of construct reliability (CR) were also significant as the coefficient alpha. Constructs said to be reliable if CR> 0.6 (Hair et al., 2006: 777). R¬² value shown on each measurement equation is interpreted as a reliability indicator (Jorekog and Sorbon, 1993). While the estimated value (loading) is used as a validity coefficient. 
The hypothesis tested models with Compliance Test Model (Hair et al., Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989; Long, 1983; Ferdinand, 2000) which includes: Chi-square, Goodness Of Fit Indices, Adjusted Goodness Of Fit Index, Root Mean Square Error Of approximation (RMSEA), Expected Cross Validation Index, Akaike's Information Criterion (AIC) and CAIC, Fit Index.
8. Data Analysis
8.1 Results of Validity and Realibility Test

Test convergent validity of each construct is done through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). According to Hair (2009) respondents who answer items that are indicators of the construct should converge or share variance proportionally (share a high proportion of variance). Regression coefficients (loading factors) of each indicator is used as an indicator of validity, which is valid if the indicators have a factor loading ( ≥ 0.5 (Hair; 2006: 753-759)  with t-value> 1,96.

Table 1

Validity and Realibilit Test

	VariableS
	Indicator
	Std. Loading Factor (λ)
	T - Value
	Std. Loading Factor (λ)^2
	Std. Error (δ)
	Construct Reliability
	REMARKS

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PLT
	PLT1
	0,82
	11,58
	0,67
	0,33
	0,71
	RELIABLE

	
	PLT2
	0,83
	13,12
	0,69
	0,31
	
	

	
	PLT3
	0,83
	12,57
	0,69
	0,31
	
	

	
	PLT4
	0,81
	13,96
	0,66
	0,34
	
	

	
	PLT5
	0,74
	11,91
	0,55
	0,45
	
	

	
	PLT6
	0,74
	12,67
	0,55
	0,45
	
	

	KHS
	SHV1
	0,77
	13,34
	0,59
	0,41
	0,86
	RELIABLE

	
	SHV2
	0,9
	14,31
	0,81
	0,19
	
	

	
	SHV3
	0,77
	12,4
	0,59
	0,41
	
	

	KOP
	KOP1
	0,71
	 
	0,50
	0,50
	0,84
	RELIABLE

	
	KOP2
	0,7
	14,12
	0,49
	0,51
	
	

	
	KOP3
	0,53
	8,75
	0,28
	0,72
	
	

	
	KOP4
	0,72
	12,87
	0,52
	0,48
	
	

	
	KOP5
	0,7
	12,67
	0,49
	0,51
	
	

	
	KOP6
	0,72
	13,78
	0,52
	0,48
	
	

	KBB
	KBB1
	0,66
	 
	0,44
	0,56
	0,85
	RELIABLE

	
	KBB2
	0,72
	11,29
	0,52
	0,48
	
	

	
	KBB3
	0,69
	14,22
	0,48
	0,52
	
	

	
	KBB4
	0,72
	11,16
	0,52
	0,48
	
	

	
	KBB5
	0,59
	9,98
	0,35
	0,65
	
	

	
	KBB6
	0,78
	13,28
	0,61
	0,39
	
	


         Source : Result of this research

The realibility was tested bymeans construct reliability (CR) and variance extracted (VE) to measure the realibility. Constructs said to be reliable if CR> 0.6 (Hair et al., 2006: 777). R² value shown on each measurement equation is interpreted as a reliability indicator (Jorekog and Sorbon, 1993). Result of testings above ( see Table 1) imply that the measurement model is a valid and reliable. 

8.2.   Path Diagram
The triple-loop learning (PLT) and learning by sharing vasion (SHV) constructs are independent variable that are hypotesized effect respectively on  proactive organizational innovativeness (KOP) and sustainable competitive advantage (KBB) and that KOP effects on KBB. Each construct then measured by its indicators. After all relationships have been set up in symplis, and then run them up,  LISREL 8.8 performes path diagram, and many calculations for SEM solution. Figure-6 is discribing  the path diagram configuting all relationships in the SEM. 

Figure 6
Path Diagram

[image: image6.emf]
Note: 
PLT = The triple-loop learning 

SHV = Sharing Vision

KOP = Proactive Organizational Learning

KBB = Sutainable Competitive Advantage

PLT1 ... PLT6 = indicator variables of PLT
SHV1... SHV3 = indicator variables of SHV

KOP1... KOP6 = indicator variables of KOP

KBB1 ... KBB6 = indicator variable of KBB

8.2 Effect of KSI on ETA and ETA on ETA
Table-2 below, shows that construct PLT effects on KOP and on KBB strongly (( >0,5) and signicantly (t-value> 1,96). Based on that cut-off value, effect SHV on KOP and KPP is weak and not significant. Whereas KOP strongly and significantly effects on KBB.
Tabel-2
Effect of KSI on ETA and ETA on ETA

	ETA
	Effects of KSI on ETA
	Effect of ETA on ETA

	
	
	

	
	PLT
	SHV
	KOP

	
	Total
	Indirect
	Direct
	Total
	Indirect
	Direct
	Total
	Indirect
	Direct

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	KOP
	0,71
	
	
	0,18
	
	
	
	
	

	
	-0,16
	
	
	-0,16
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4,46
	
	
	1,16
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	KBB
	0,56
	0,51
	
	0,27
	0,13
	
	0,71
	
	0,19

	
	(0,17)
	(0,14)
	
	(0,17)
	(0,11)
	
	(0,13)
	
	(0,04)

	
	3,32
	3,53
	
	1,63
	1,15
	
	5,7
	
	5


Source : From this research

The relationship between constructs is stated by the folowing structural equations:
      KOP = 0.71*PLT  +  0.18*SHV,      Errorvar.= 0.23  ,     R² = 0.77

             
      (0.16)             (0.16)                 (0.045)           

                       4.46                 1.16                   5.10             

      KBB = 0.71*KOP + 0.055*PLT + 0.15*SHV, Errorvar.= 0.21  ,   R² = 0.79

                      (0.13)             (0.17)            (0.14)               (0.043)           

                        5.70               0.32              1.03                  4.99      

R² at that equation says that 77% of KOP is able to describe by those variable, and 79% for KBB.
8.3 Goodness of Fit Indices.
Each requirement of fit model is justified by each cut-off values.  Tabel-3 below shows that almost all indicess desrcibe that the model is fit.  
Table-3
Goodness of Fit Indices.

	GOODNESS OF FIT INDICES
	CUT-OFF VALUE
	RESULT OF THIS RESEARCH
	REMARKS

	Absolute Fit Indices
	 
	 
	 

	χ2 Significance Probability
	≥ 0.05
	0.022
	*)

	GFI
	≥ 0.90
	0,91
	Fit

	RMSEA
	≤0.07
	0,033
	Fit

	RMR
	≤0.08
	0,03
	Fit

	SRMR
	≤0.08
	0,034
	Fit

	χ2 : df
	<3
	1,225
	Fit

	
	
	
	

	Incremental Fit Indices
	 
	 
	 

	NFI
	≥ 0.95
	0,98
	Fit

	TLI (NNFI)
	≥ 0.95
	0,99
	Fit

	CFI (RNI)
	≥ 0.90
	1
	Fit

	
	
	
	

	Parsimony Fit Indices
	 
	 
	 

	AGFI
	≥ 0.90
	0,88
	Marginal

	PNFI
	≥ 0.50
	0,82
	FIT

	PGFI
	≥ 0.50
	0,69
	FIT

	
	
	
	

	*) Fit indicator is not reliable because of sample>200 (Ferdinand, 2006:59), for sample  > 250 with 13-29 indicators, P χ2 can be significant (<0.05) eventhough the model is fit model fit (Hair et al, 2006:753)

	


8.4 Hypothesis Test

Hypothesis is tested by justifying the T-Values of every relations, to T- Table at 5% degree of confidence or at cut-off value at +/- 1,96. The result is that the relation SHV to KOP and SHV to KBB are not significant hence they are refused. The relationship of PLT to both KOP and KBB are significant and the relation KOP and KBB as well, so they are accepted. See Table-4,.
Tabel -4
Hypothesis Test Result
	Hypothesis
	Relationship
	Parameter Value
	T-Value
	Decission

	H1
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PLT
	KOP
	0,71
	4,46
	accepted

	H2
	[image: image7.emf]SHV
	KOP
	0,18
	1,16
	refused

	H3
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	KBB
	0,56
	3,32
	accepted

	H4
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	KBB
	0,27
	1,63
	refused

	H5
	KOP
	KBB
	0,71
	5,7
	accepted


                             Source: this research
It shows that the of triple-loop learning effects on organitazional innovativeness strongly (regression coefficient, ( = 0,71). In the same time, it also has potitive impact on sustainable competitive advantage strongly too (( = 0,56), means that the triple-loop learning has a positive impact either directly to sustainable competitive advantage or through proactive organizational innovativeness. The impact of proative organizational innovativeness effects on sustainable competitive advantage also strong (β = 0,71).
9. Research Finding

The concept of organizational innovativeness as a vehicle toward sustainable competitive advantage, also incorporate the concept of tranformative organizational learning as its antecedent. This study emphasizes the role of the triple-loop learning as the most strategic factor of organizational in transformative organizational learning. 
This research found two key findings; the concept of  transformative organizational learning (where the triple-loop  learning and sharing vision reside) and the concept of Proactive Organizational Learning. Besides, this research had tested the set of indicators to measure the  both new concepts.
10. Theoretical Implication.
This findings support previous findings which stated that: 
1)  An innovative organization that is intelligent and creative organization (Glynn 1996; Woodman et al., 1993), the ability of effective learning (Senge, 1990; Agyris and Schon 1978) and create new knowledge (Nonaka 1994; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). 
2)   Learning capabilities allow companies more successful in generating innovative thinking, in other words, innovation is the result of organizational learning (Hult, 1998). 
3)   Organizational learning into innovation that is enabling the "breakthrough" that encouraged because of the shift in paradigm (Baker and Sinkula, 1999). 
4)  Organizational learning is a critical element for the process of innovation (Meeus, 2001). 
5)  Some factors influencing organizational learning capabilities of organizations to stimulate innovation. (Martins and Terblanche, 2003). 
6)  Antecedents important in building organizational innovativeness is organizational learning (Yeung, Hunglai & Yee, 2007). 
7)  Organizational learning generating development, acquisition, transformation and exploitation of new knowledge, which in turn drives organizational innovation. (Jimenez, 2008). Organizational learning is an effective factor for continuous improvement and innovation (Shahin & Zeinali, 2010).
11. Managerial Implication

Proactive organizational innovativeness of a company evolving in line with the development of triple-loop learning, that can be characterized from: 
1. Management team in a company consistently do a review of the existing ways of learning. 
2. The company has a way to determine something is right or wrong. 
3. Management team consistently perform the process of debate without any forcing force at the time of setting goals and how to achieve company goals. The participations open dialogue, encourages individuals leave their personal assumptions and enter the process of collective thinking.
4. Management team scans the company context and interpretation periodically of existing norms to be refurbished. 
5. Management team consistently use the new norm in the future strategic plan. 
6. Management team understand the unwritten road map on how to solve the problem of corporate strategy.

7. To encourage proactive organizational innovativeness degree, companies should encourage a culture of sharing and using knowledge of learning outcomes, encourage openness where one can experiment of "fail freel" be accepted. Involving employees in discussing the goals and means of achieving them, is an arena of triple-loop learning happened. Management should facilitate routine that allows the creation and application of new knowledge effectively, and encourage interaction among employees to gain new knowledge, encourages openness, creativity, and growth of new initiatives. 
As a learning, management is required to regularly scan the context of corporate changes that threat the long-term performance as learning. The scan results are then discussed in learning group and conduct a sharing vision to produce a new mental maps. The new mental maps perform as an enterprise perspective about themselves and their surroundings and how to proactively respond to these changes based on the new values agreed that results from the sharing vision in the learning group. It is the collective tasit knowledge that is strategic and not easily imitated. Personal mastery and systems thinking of each member of the management team can be viewed as an initial requirement that it should be owned by every individual who goes into the company. With such a learning system, allows a company to take strategic preventive action advance before product life cycle come to declining phase and decresasing performance.
12. The research agenda.

Future research needs to incorporate the variable time that is required for triple-loop learning variables to influence the proactive organizational innovativeness and sustainable competitive advantage. Of the research instrument, subsequent studies that used samples in industries with large populations such as banking, aviation, health services, modern shopping malls so that the findings can be generalized.
By using the triple-loop learning, this study analyzed organizational innovativeness into three level innovativeness. Its required further study to explore the role of innovativeness and innovativeness adaptive corrective on sustainable competitive advantage.
