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Study on the relationship between cognitive style organization learning

and organization routines updating of SOE managers

FU Yong-gang  GU Jing-ru

( Faculty of Management and Economics Dalian University of Technology Dalian 116024 China)

Abstract: From the perspectives of individual and organization this study takes 208 managers of 85 state-owned en—

terprises as the object to discuss the influence of the cognitive style and organization learning on organization rou—

tines updating. The results show that creative cognitive style learning cognitive style positively affect the organiza—

tion routines updating and the organization structure is more inclined to organic the positive effect is more signifi—

cant. While planned cognitive style negatively influences the organization routines updating and the organizational

structure more tends to be mechanical the negative effect is more significant. In addition organization learning

plays a partial mediating role between managers’ cognitive styles and organization routines updating. Finally the

conclusions of the study are discussed and the practical significance and shortcomings of this paper are put forward.

Keywords: SOE Managers; cognitive style; organization learning; organization routines updating; organization

structure

: 2017 —01 - 05
(1969—) :
(1993—)



1 ; 91

o Furse
4 Gal- . . ; Tennant
pin
o . Rayner’
o . Hayes " 22 ; Riding
1
_ - 2 » Cools 2
85 o
3
2 . N
3 AY 1
12
1
1.1 - Hambrick 1
» Nelson 6 ; N
“
” : 1 °
7 % Amabile 16
N “ - ” 5, Cohendet 17
1 o
| FTAYA LR .
18

1.2
20 40 o



92 19
la:
1b: 3.
lc:
1.3
Kim "
20 .
4a:
. Jerez 2
N N 4 4b:
: Huber # N
3 : Baker » 4e:
0 Baker 1.5
2%
% Burns i
0 2 o
25 .
2
2a:
2b:
Sa:
2c: ;
5b:
1.4 ;
Sc:
26-27 8

Hanvanich

Chassang *

29



93

B4

HEE

HEHITE T

B 5
AL
2
2
2.1
208
69.3% 85.02%
6.25%
21.15% - 59.47%
45
2.2
Linkurt5
2, Kaplan **
CoSI
3 Al
o 13

N 85
227

14.98%
72.6%
35

95. 11%

113

” o« ” o«

1""50

Baker

3
N R o 13
o 8 o
Robbins
4 o
2.3
SPSS LISREL
o SPSS
SPSS  LISREL ( EFA)
( CFA)
; SPSS
Bootstrap o
3
3.1
Cronbach’ s «
Cronbach’ s a 0.7
SPSS
1 o
1
Cronbach’ s «
4 0.783
4 0.899 0.914
5 0.850
5 0. 882
3 0.821 0.927
5 0.875
8 0.932
4 0.92
3.2
LISREL
X2 /df 5
GFI AGFI NFI CFI 0.9
. RMSEA 0.1
: RMR 0.05
2 o



94 19
2
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