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ABSTRACT

This independent study aimed to create measurement for readiness in becoming learning
organization and to sturdy the level of readiness of Bank for Agriculture and Agricultural
Cooperatives, Chiang Mai Provincial Office in becoming a learning organization.

The measurement development process began with asking three experts in knowledge
management to select the items that deem suitable for operationalizing five learning subsystems
from the 77 standardized items of Organization Readiness Inventory Profile, which James L.
Moseley and Douglas J. Swiakowski developed from McKinsey’s 7Ss model. The 5 learning
subsystems included learning, organization, people, knowledge, and technology. The selection
yielded 46 items consisted of 11 items in strategies, 3 items in structure, 6 items in system, 8
items in staff, 7 items in style, and 9 items in shared-values—resulting in a new questionnaire.

Subsequently, the questionnaire was translated by an English expert and tested for its
reliability based on Cronbach’s alpha co-efficience. In this study, 200 samples were collected
from the 399 population of employees from 19 branches and provincial office of Bank for
Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives in Chiang Mai. The overall reliability co-efficience

was at 0.966 with detailed value for each category in the following order: 0.898 for shared values,



0.873 for style, 0.845 for strategies, 0.805 for staff, 0.742 for skills, knowledge and capabilities,
0.735 for structure, and lastly 0.577 for system.

Besides, this study also evaluated the alpha co-efficient value from the perspective of the
five learning subsystems. Of the 46 items, thirteen were applicable to more that one subsystems.
The alpha co-efficient values for each of the 5 subsystems were as follows: 0.948 for
organization, 0.922 for people, 0.809 for learning, 0.769 for knowledge, and 0.551 for
technology.

Therefore, after analyzing alpha values from both the 7Ss and learning subsystems
perspectives, this measurement was statistically suitable for evaluating the readiness of the
organization for becoming a learning organization.

The results from the study of readiness to becoming learning organization of Bank for
Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives, Chiang Mai Provincial Office, were as follows: shared
values, and skills, knowledge and capabilities were at the high level. Strategies, structure, staff,
management style, and administration style were at the medium level. When compared between
administrative and operational levels, it was found that there was no different opinion in shared
values, strategies, structure, staff, style, and operational system but there was difference in

opinions in skills, knowledge and capabilities.



