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Abstract
Background
Organizational leaders in business and medicine have been experiencing a similar dilemma: how to ensure that their organizational members are adopting work innovations in a timely fashion. Organizational leaders in healthcare have attempted to resolve this dilemma by offering specific solutions, such as evidence-based medicine (EBM), but organizations are still not systematically adopting evidence-based practice innovations as rapidly as expected by policy-makers (the knowing-doing gap problem). Some business leaders have adopted a systems-based perspective, called the learning organization (LO), to address a similar dilemma. Three years ago, the Society of General Internal Medicine's Evidence-based Medicine Task Force began an inquiry to integrate the EBM and LO concepts into one model to address the knowing-doing gap problem.

Methods
During the model development process, the authors searched several databases for relevant LO frameworks and their related concepts by using a broad search strategy. To identify the key LO frameworks and consolidate them into one model, the authors used consensus-based decision-making and a narrative thematic synthesis guided by several qualitative criteria. The authors subjected the model to external, independent review and improved upon its design with this feedback.

Results
The authors found seven LO frameworks particularly relevant to evidence-based practice innovations in organizations. The authors describe their interpretations of these frameworks for healthcare organizations, the process they used to integrate the LO frameworks with EBM principles, and the resulting Evidence in the Learning Organization (ELO) model. They also provide a health organization scenario to illustrate ELO concepts in application.

Conclusion
The authors intend, by sharing the LO frameworks and the ELO model, to help organizations identify their capacities to learn and share knowledge about evidence-based practice innovations. The ELO model will need further validation and improvement through its use in organizational settings and applied health services research.
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An organizational scenario
You are the new Chief of Quality in a university health center and are studying the inadequate utilization of an evidence-based guideline designed to reduce the number of missed diagnoses and improve the early treatment of sepsis. Your predecessor implemented the guideline with standard implementation strategies, including training providers using the guideline's results, using timely chart audits with individual/unit reports, periodic detailing by an infection expert, identifying and engaging local opinion leaders and integrating reminders into the electronic patient record. These strategies improved the sepsis outcomes, but there is an obvious need to improve early diagnoses and antibiotic utilization. From the audit reports, you note that most units are underperforming on the practice standards. You are mystified how further to improve this situation.

Background
Research evidence about decision errors of omission, from diagnostic errors to the underutilization of medications, suggests that these errors may be due, in part, to unnecessary delays in knowledge translation and result in needless human suffering [1, 2]. Some people have labeled this continuing phenomenon, exemplified in the opening scenario, as the knowing-doing gap problem [3]. Educational solutions, such as Evidence-based Medicine (EBM) and Total Quality Improvement, and organizational change solutions, such as implementation science, attempt to address the knowing-doing gap by improving evidence availability, promoting evidence-based practice skills, and influencing evidence-based practice behaviors within and across healthcare organizations [4, 5]. Despite the wide availability of these state-of-the-art solutions, many organizations are still experiencing a knowing-doing gap problem [6].
To address a similar dilemma, successful business organizations respond to market changes by efficiently implementing practice innovations that incorporate market-generated information and make organizational changes to enhance utilization of this knowledge; such organizations are called "Learning Organizations" (LO) [7]. In the business and academic worlds, the LO concept is often extended with three additional organizational principles: organizational learning, organizational knowledge, and knowledge management [8]. Organizational learning is the process of transforming external market information into practical, contextual knowledge that informs practices across the organization [8]. Organizational knowledge is the product of the learning process and includes internal (tacit knowledge, or "know how" knowledge, held only in minds of organizational members) and external (explicit knowledge, such as best practice recommendations) forms [8]. Knowledge management is the control of organizational structures and processes, via communication networks and information systems, to facilitate knowledge sharing across the organization [8]. A successful LO is one that utilizes organizational learning and knowledge management principles while monitoring and managing human systems to facilitate the capture and use of new organizational knowledge.
Because of the similarity of the knowing-doing gap problems in medicine and business, some of the LO solutions learned in business organizations might be applied to the healthcare organizational setting. Indeed, some researchers admit that there are gaps in their knowledge about how healthcare decision-makers use knowledge contextually and adapt their decisions to new information [9–11], and LO frameworks may help to elucidate these processes. If relevant LO frameworks could be consolidated into one model for application in healthcare settings, then implementation experts and healthcare leaders would have a cohesive, theoretical foundation to understand some of the reasons why organizations fail to adopt practice innovations [5, 12–18]. Finally, implementation experts who use multifaceted implementation strategies tailored to different organizational contexts may need flexible tools to diagnose implementation targets across these different contexts [16, 18, 19].
Over three years, a multidisciplinary team of scholars completed a review of LO frameworks, interpreted them for healthcare organizational contexts, and consolidated them into a cohesive model. We describe the LO frameworks and the consolidated model, called Evidence in the Learning Organization (ELO), to provide healthcare leaders, managers, and their employees a practical framework for understanding how their organizations learn and build contextually-based knowledge gained through evidence-based decision making. This model should help organizational leaders and implementation experts identify their organizational flaws with learning and sharing this knowledge and, therefore, identify targets for interventions.

Methods
Literature Review
The ELO team consisted of six members of the Society of General Internal Medicine's EBM Task Force who have experience in EBM, medical education, healthcare management, public health, clinical research and quality improvement.
Our first task was to identify the scope of the LO and related literature within and outside of medical databases; thus, our aim was to get a large sample of the concepts by using a broad search strategy. We searched several databases using each database's unique thesaurus and field codes. We identified the following database/strategy combinations most useful:	In PubMed: "organizational learning [EXPLODE]," "organizational culture [EXPLODE]," "organizational innovation [EXPLODE]," "organizational culture [MeSH] AND evidence-based medicine [MeSH]," "evidence-based medicine [MeSH] AND organizational innovation [MeSH]," "informatics [MESH] AND organizational Innovation [MeSH]", and "models, organization [MeSH] AND evidence-based medicine [MeSH]."

	In Business Source Primer: "organizational learning [EXPLODE]," "organizational learning [TX] AND Knowledge Management [TX]," "organizational learning [TX] AND organizational change [TX]," "organizational learning [TX] AND culture [TX]," and "organizational learning [TX] AND organizational behavior [TX] AND knowledge management [TX]."

	In Sociological Abstracts: "organizational learning [KEY WORD]," "organizational culture AND organizational learning [SUT]," and "organizational culture [SUT] AND organizational development [SUT]."

	In SocINDEX: "organizational learning [EXPLODE]," "organizational learning [SU] AND corporate culture [SU]," and "organizational change [SU] AND corporate culture [SU]."





We used several of the search strategies described above with the ERIC database but were unable to identify any useful references.
In addition to the database searches, we searched the indices for one journal, The Learning Organization, back to its inception (1994). We also identified key texts from both academia and consultative business practitioners by cross-referencing these texts from resources identified in the search. We engaged several experts in various fields (health systems research, leadership, and quality improvement) to identify key works in organization leadership and management. We continued to review the literature until we consistently failed to identify new theories, frameworks, models, or concepts related to the LO principles (information saturation).

Framework selection
Because we were searching for the best theoretical LO frameworks and their constituent concepts to support the EBM and LO integration, we used consensus-based decision-making to select the relevant frameworks. We identified several qualitative criteria to assist our decisions: how seminal a framework was in establishing a new line of inquiry; how frequently a framework was cross-referenced in the literature; how representative a framework was for healthcare organizational applications; how well empiric research supported a framework; how well a framework fit with other frameworks, and how well a framework appealed to team members' intuition and experience. We reviewed all frameworks and their concepts independently and later, during a retreat, built consensus around our final choices. During the retreat, each ELO team member described his/her reasoning for choosing specific frameworks and concepts using the criteria. The other team members would subject these arguments to critical discourse and offer opportunities for rebuttal. The discourse continued until all team members could agree on which frameworks and constituent concepts to include in the review.

Model consolidation process
To consolidate the selected frameworks into one model, we used a narrative thematic synthesis, rather than a quantitative systematic review. For this consolidation phase, we identified a series of candidate ELO models and subjected them to the same consensus process described above. After reaching consensus on the best candidate model, we subjected it to a second review process by engaging leaders in medical management, quality control, medical sociology and health systems scholarship to review the model for clarity, representativeness, and inclusiveness. We updated the model with the feedback from these experts.


Results
Selected LO frameworks
From our literature review, we developed a glossary to guide our discourse (Appendix 1) and identified seven key LO frameworks that best informed healthcare contexts (Table 1). We excluded several frameworks and models because we could not build consensus around their inclusion [8, 20–41]. There were several reasons for this lack of consensus: we had difficulty in interpreting some models into healthcare organizational contexts or they did not fit well with earlier selections [8, 21, 22, 26, 28, 30, 33, 37, 39, 41]; some models were more focused extensions of seminal works [8, 20, 25, 29, 38, 40], and; some models were cited by infrequently by other references and had little applied research to support them [22–24, 27, 31, 35, 36].Table 1Seven Informative Learning Organization Frameworks and Their Key Concepts


	 	Learning Process:
	Who creates the knowledge?
	Knowledge is validated through:
	Organizational model:
	How evidence fits into each framework?

	
Organizational Learning[42, 44]
	Loop Learning and the "4i"
	Individual to Organization
	Applying a Work Strategy or Process
	Individuals as Agents for Organizational Inquiry
	Evidence as External Strategy To Consider

	
Decision-Execution Cycles[45]
	Testing Knowledge Gaps During Work
	Individual to Organization
	Knowledge Claims Tested Through Decisions
	Knowledge Formed in Minds & Information Systems
	External Knowledge Claim To Be Tested

	
Organizational Knowledge Creation[46]
	Team Discourse: Making Tacit Knowledge Explicit
	Individual and Team; then to Organization
	Negotiated Understanding of Decisions in Action
	Social Network of Relating Teams
	External Knowledge To Be Justified by Working Teams

	
Organizational Culture[52–56]
	Cultural Change Processes & Assimilation
	Organization & Organizational Subcultures
	Negotiated, Shared Beliefs of Organizations & Subcultures
	Vocational Society and Subcultures
	Evidence as Data to Confirm/Disconfirm Beliefs

	
Complex Adaptive Systems[57–61]
	Decentralized Decision-making with Rules & Policies
	Not Stated or Implied
	Not Stated or Implied
	Complex System (of Providers & Patients)
	Evidence as New Policy or Practice

	
Diffusion & Dissemination of Innovation[37, 62]
	Diffusion or Active Dissemination Strategies
	Not Stated or Implied
	Adoption of Practice Innovations
	System of Adopters with Variable Readiness for Change
	Innovative Concept or Practice to be Adopted

	
Total Quality Management (TQM)[24, 33]
	Redesign of Individual Work Processes
	Leaders & Practitioners
	Practice Standard or Benchmark Attainment
	Mechanical System (of Linear Processes)
	External Benchmark or Standard Practice





Two organizational learning frameworks
The first three frameworks in Table 1 were useful in elucidating the organizational learning and organizational knowledge creation processes. Argyris and Schön originally described the organizational learning (OL) concept and created the loop learning framework to demonstrate how organizational members, acting as agents for organizational inquiry, assist organizational learning with three cognitive tasks: 1) learning if work processes are adequate to implement current strategies (single-loop, or "adaptive" learning), 2) learning if the current organizational assumptions about strategy effectiveness are valid (double-loop, or "generative" learning), and 3) studying the effectiveness of organizational learning structures and processes (deutero-loop learning, also described as triple-loop or meta-learning) [42, 43].
Although Argyris and Schön's seminal loop learning framework provides a general understanding of organizational learning, it needs clarification on how it flows across different organizational levels. Crossan's "4i" framework (intuiting, interpreting, integrating, and institutionalizing) extends the description of loop learning processes across three organizational levels: members sense and capitalize upon organizational learning opportunities (intuiting to interpreting); teams, using the results of these learning processes, discuss and create a collective understanding for needed changes (interpreting to integrating); and organizations capture and share this new knowledge to benefit all its members (integrating to institutionalizing) [44]. Once the 4i cycle is complete, organizational knowledge is "renewed" and updated [44]. Thus, individuals, acting as agents of organizational inquiry, recognize and capitalize upon loop learning opportunities, teams help interpret the results of loop learning and integrate it with previous knowledge, and organizations monitor activities to capture and share this knowledge though detuero-loop learning management.
We can illustrate the loop-learning and 4i frameworks by describing a hypothetical initiative designed to improve Prostate Specific Antigen (PSA) testing decisions for prostate cancer screening. An organization can discover, through routine audit mechanisms, that providers' documentation show unacceptably low frequencies of orders for PSA tests. After implementing changes to improve work processes, managers determine, through further audit and reporting cycles, if the changes result in improved compliance with the practice standard. When organizations delegate to teams the responsibility for deliberating (interpreting) upon the team members' learning opportunities (intuiting) and forming recommendations about the needed process changes (integrating), the organization is adept at practicing single-loop learning at the team level. Single-loop learning provides organizations opportunities to learn more about the practical limitations of specific policies and how working teams can help provide feedback about these limitations.
Despite adapting adequate processes of care, teams may find through the same intuiting/interpreting/integrating processes that their patients are declining PSA tests at a high frequency because their patients desire more knowledge, discussion time, and decision options for all the complicated prostate screening issues, including their costs and consequences. In this example of double-loop learning, the organization should rethink its priorities and adapt its strategies accordingly, such as offering providers more time to discuss PSA decisions with patients, providing patients more education on screening decisions or resetting their benchmark targets to reflect more realistically on their patients' preferences. Finally, organizations may discover that they have inadequate structures or processes to facilitate sharing this new knowledge; for example, organizations may discover that no one is tasked to filter and reformulate knowledge gained from single- and double-loop learning at the management or committee level (deutero-loop learning). To be successful at single-, double- and deutero-loop learning, organizations must have adequate resources and processes to capture loop learning and flexibility to adapt policies when the assumptions underlying these policies are proven incorrect.

The Decision-Execution Cycle Framework
Firestone and McElroy's Decision-Execution Cycles framework describes more specifically how organizational members use the intuiting process as an opportunity for loop learning by testing recommendations from new (e.g., a new evidence-based recommendation) or old practice policies, called knowledge claims, with patient care decisions. In this process, members compare the expected outcomes of their decisions to the actual ones (in the form of qualitative experience or quantitative feedback) and form epistemic gaps, or "a-ha" moments, as learning moments about specific knowledge claims [45]. The knowledge gained through epistemic learning can be added to the organizational knowledge base, which is held collectively in members' minds and information systems [45].
In their analysis of the Partners HealthCare case study, Firestone and McElroy described how physicians in Partners HealthCare, when provided with electronic prescribing alerts integrated with the electronic patient record, improved compliance with prescribing standards by challenging the physicians to rethink the assumptions of their decisions [45]. Because the system also required physicians who overrode the prescribing alerts to provide reasons for the override actions (as they did 28% of the time), physicians could provide feedback to the information system and improve the collective understanding about specific prescribing decisions [45]. The hospital committee assigned to manage the alert system would reformulate this feedback into more sophisticated reminders and add them to the information system, thus renewing the existing organizational knowledge base [45]. The DEC framework implies that organizations that provide decision-makers with a flexible, interactive and adaptive knowledge system with viable decision options (and their assumptions) may help better support loop learning and decision-making at the point of service.

Organizational knowledge creation framework
Sometimes external knowledge claims need to be translated into working knowledge through discourse prior to their use. Nonaka and Takeuchi's organizational knowledge creation framework helps clarify the team learning (interpreting/integrating) process by describing how "know-how" knowledge, called tacit knowledge, is continually built, used, and reformulated [46]. Within this framework, any practice policies coming from outside the team structure (e.g., an evidence-based policy) must be validated through informal team discourse and modified for practical applications [46]. Team members then use this tacit knowledge with work applications and form, through further team discourse, a clearer and a more explicit description of its practical applications and limitations [46]. Teams often share these reformulated recommendations across an informal network of working teams, which provides another avenue for validating the recommendations [46]. Professional networks that help validate and clarify policy and practice recommendations for practical application are called "communities-of-practice." [47].
An example of the organizational knowledge creation framework comes from Gabay and Lemay's ethnographic "mindlines" study. These investigators studied how primary care doctors and nurses used external evidence-based guidelines to create "mindlines," which were internally-based, tacit guidelines that the providers socially-constructed through an iterative process [48]. For example, one physician who wanted an updated protocol for heart failure management synthesized the protocol from two published guidelines, recommendations from local cardiologists, and her local practice patterns [48]. She then presented this modified protocol to other members of her practice, who debated its utility based upon its flexibility to fit into the team's practice patterns, the experiences of other local care teams, the feasibility of practice changes required for its success, and its likely impact on practice finances and healthcare quality [48]. Several local events could trigger further team discourse and modify the mindlines, including critical incidents, new practice barriers, unique anecdotes, patient opinions, and audit reports [48]. These providers' believed the mindlines constructed this way to be highly authoritative, even more so than the broader organizational policies [48]. Organizational leaders who understand how their patient care teams socially-construct their own care guidelines may be in a better position to understand cross-unit variability in decision-making and influence these local practice constructs.

Organizational culture framework
The last four frameworks in Table 1 provide systems-based perspectives for understanding potential facilitators or inhibitors to organizational learning and knowledge management. Schein notes that organizational members work under shared assumptions expressed as the beliefs and norms of the organizational culture, and these cultural influences can impact their acceptance or resistance to organizational learning [49–52]. For example, organizations that have members who collaboratively make decisions in teams, show a willingness to experiment with innovation, question policy and practice assumptions, share cohesive team values, and are committed to improvement have a higher frequency of research use, adapt faster to innovations, and possibly improve healthcare quality [9, 19, 53–55]. Hierarchal organizations that display cultures of centralized decision-making and directive leadership seem to inhibit organizational learning and new knowledge formation [30, 37]. If the prevailing organizational cultural climate is resistant to learning, then only coordinated efforts by leadership, using strategies such as organizational restructuring, emphasizing performance discordance, championing change, and using incentives that promote adoptive practices, can induce cultural change [52].
Beyond broad organizational cultural beliefs that may inhibit decentralized learning, specific subculture conflicts may exist in organizations and cause variable adoption of evidence-based practices. For example, the subcultural values of autonomy held by physicians or pragmaticism held by nurses may be sources of resistance to change [30, 56]. Organizational leaders who fail to negotiate these variable belief systems within organizations may risk failure with implementation initiatives.

Complex Adaptive Systems Framework
The Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS) framework views organizations as a group of semi-autonomous decision-makers who try to reconcile best practice recommendations (minimum specifications) and their policies (attractors) with the complex, local influences on healthcare delivery (additional attractors), including the contextual barriers to decision-making and the beliefs of co-workers, management and patients [57–59]. As they negotiate how to work together in teams to face these continually evolving challenges, decision-makers develop locally coordinated practice patterns (self-organization) around these attractors and minimum specifications [60]. The implication of the CAS framework is that these local influences on decisions, some of which we described earlier, are best identified and managed locally by teams and their managers and evidence can serve as a behavioral influence if these decision-makers perceive it as a strong attractor (policy) or minimum specification (best practice recommendation).
In their description of an a new initiative at a United Kingdom Primary Care Trust, Rowe and Hogarth illustrated their attempt to influence more responsive public health decision-making using CAS as a guiding framework [61]. The Trust managers historically used multiple, centrally-generated policies, procedures, and outcome measures as their primary decision tools and procedures [61]. In order to become more responsible to the diverse communities it served, the Trust leadership recognized the need to decentralize decision processes and delegate the decisions about health priorities, initiatives and processes to local practitioners [61]. Each primary care site personnel generated, through team reflection and debate, a common understanding of the needed health priorities for their immediate communities using variety of attractors: valuing generative relationships with the community and other practice sites, shared accountability for outcomes in their catchment area, multidisciplinary input, experimentation and innovation, beliefs of local providers, and cooperation between teams and management [61]. The public heath personnel also simplified principles from numerous health policies into a few minimum specifications to guide their practices [61]. The results of this initiative included a wide variety of new health service lines and processes across practice sites to address immediate community needs, from targeting the needs of specific patients, such as an outreach clinic for asylum seekers, to community-focused programs, such as an exercise class for a particular ethnic group (self-organization) [61].

Diffusion and dissemination of innovation frameworks

Diffusion and dissemination of innovation are two closely related perspectives that help us understand how evidence-based practice innovations are adopted passively and variably by members and teams (diffusion) or can be accelerated thorough intentional organizational strategies (dissemination) [37, 38, 62, 63]. These perspectives have identified several characteristics about individuals, teams, and organizations which can predict their readiness for change. In their study of seven patient care units from four Canadian hospitals, Estabrooks et al found that the units with higher clinical research utilization clustered around several cognitive domains: positive attitudes towards research use, values of work creativity and efficiency, co-worker support, critical thinking, a willingness to question work behaviors, expressing the importance of continuing education (i.e., learning), perceived authority to implement practice changes, perceived organizational (i.e., leadership) support and the ability to suspend prior beliefs [9].
A systematic review on diffusion and dissemination research from several research fields (business, medicine, social ecology, etc.) has identified additional characteristics about readiness for innovation adoption [37]. An individual's readiness for innovation is reflected by his or her intellectual skills and traits that, in the context of this narrative, we interpret as technical skills (e.g., computer skills) and cognitive skills/traits (e.g., EBM skills, attitudes towards using evidence and intrinsic learning motivation) [37]. Organizational antecedents for successful innovation dissemination include: decentralized decision-making processes; availability of slack resources (including time); professional networks of semiautonomous, specialized teams; strong leadership for change; a risk taking culture (experimentation); a high degree of innovation/cultural match; and the ability to form, capture and share socially-constructed knowledge [37].
These multiple lines of inquiry have been fairly consistent in identifying the types of cognitive, attitudinal, cultural, relational and resource characteristics that promote readiness for innovation adoption within organizations, and many of these characteristics are reflected in earlier frameworks. One barrier to implementing this research is the lack of knowledge about how these characteristics fit together to predict adaptability by decision-makers and teams.

Total Quality Management Framework
The Total Quality Management (TQM) framework views evidence-based decisions as mostly linear logic models intended to improve health outcomes by re-designing care processes and measuring success through achievement of practice standards and benchmark targets [64]. The TQM approach has been valuable in helping practitioners identify local process changes and tools to improve decision-making [24]; thus, TQM fits nicely into Execution portion of DEC cycle. In the Partners HealthCare case study, the reminder system was a valuable decision process to assist physicians to question their assumptions and expected outcomes. The TQM approach can also be useful for supporting single-loop learning; in the PSA example, when patient care teams deliberated and created better decisions around processes and outcomes, they became adept single-loop learning. However, TQM, in its theoretical formulation, is insufficient to support other forms of loop learning [24, 33, 64, 65]. In the PSA example, only the practice teams could identify patient considerations that required changes in expectations for the standard practices; maintaining executive control of these types of decisions risked losing these learning opportunities. In these instances, organizational leaders typically use knowledge from their own experience to form beliefs about necessary healthcare strategies, priorities, and initiatives, and these beliefs serve the basis for best policy or practice recommendations. This is not to say that quality managers cannot organize successful double-loop learning processes; it is likely that, whenever the limitations of theory meet practicality, these successful managers draw upon other perspectives than TQM to fill the performance gaps [24, 33, 47].


Model description
We consolidated these frameworks into the ELO model to assist organizational leaders and scholars with the task of diagnosing organizational learning and knowledge sharing flaws. The ELO model is constituted of four themes and their subthemes that represent the processes required for organizations to learn and share new knowledge more effectively. These processes are not necessarily sequential but can occur simultaneously and interactively:1)
Inquiring: Are members are ready to inquire on behalf of teams/organizations to facilitate the loop learning processes?a.Acquiring: Do they possess technical skills related to locating resources and communicating feedback about this inquiry (e.g., IT training)?

 

b.Informing: Do they possess the cognitive skills (i.e., EBM skills) that support evidence-based decisions?

 

c.Transforming: Do they possess cognitive traits that facilitate behaviors for inquiry (e.g., internal learning motivation)?

 





 



2)
Deciding: Are members and teams utilizing effective decision processes to integrate evidence into healthcare decisions?a.Deliberating: Are they comparing and analyzing new working goals/strategies and structures/processes that will lead to better decisions (e.g., weighing alternative work procedures)?

 

b.Decision-taking: Are they using appropriate decision methods/tools to support better decision-making making (e.g., computer assisted decision tools)?

 

c.Evaluating: Are they using adequate analytical methods (qualitative or quantitative) to measure outcomes of evidence-based decisions (e.g., adequate audit and feedback)?

 





 



3)
Relating:Are members, teams, and organizations facilitating evidence-based practices through effective organizational communication and relationships?a.Sharing: Do the organizational communication structures and processes facilitate sharing knowledge (e.g., adequate information networks)?

 

b.Cooperating: Are teams available and functioning to facilitate efficient knowledge generation and evaluation (e.g., team composition and roles)?

 

c.Advocating: Is there adequate and sufficient leadership with effective motivational strategies to induce organizational cultural change towards learning (e.g., incentives, championing, leadership style, etc.)?

 





 



4)
Interpreting: Are members and teams sensing the need for evidence-based practice innovations and explicitly describing their tacit knowledge?a.Judging: Are they properly evaluating judgments about the outcomes of decisions and needed practice changes (i.e., testing for epistemic gaps)?

 

b.Knowing: Are they building new models of shared understanding based upon the results of evidence-based decision-making (i.e., interpreting/integrating with communities of practice)?

 

c.Formulating: Are they codifying this new knowledge (e.g., team-tested practice recommendations) for organizational consumption?

 





 





ELO model application
To illustrate the application of this model, we return to our opening scenario to diagnose what went wrong (Figure 1):[image: A12961_2008_Article_77_Fig1_HTML.jpg]
Figure 1
Application of the Evidence in the Learning Organization Model to a Healthcare Scenario.





With the ELO model in hand, you, the Quality Chief, do further investigation to discover why the guideline initiative failed. Over three days, you talk with providers from patient care units, observe their practice patterns, and review their charts. Additionally, you interview several individuals from leadership, management and hospital committees. After completing your investigation, you find several flaws that may be amenable to specific interventions:1)
Inquiring difficulty: Some physicians have yet to learn the reminder system and seem unmotivated to learn it or information shared through the other implementation strategies; thus they lose opportunities to adapt their practices, provide feedback about practical limitations of the initiative (e.g., physician availability to confirm quickly the sepsis source) or to recognize when certain reminders are clinically inappropriate (flaws of acquiring and transforming). Additionally, nurses from several nursing units possess a "punch-the-clock" norm, through which team members are discouraged by influential senior staff members to challenge team leadership with ideas about improving patient care (flaw of transforming).
Because of lost opportunities to improve decision-making processes (single-loop) and to address the quality of the clinical reminders and their limitations (double-loop), teams do not have the capacity to take advantage of these learning opportunities. Also, the committee that oversees the reminder system fails to integrate into it the practice innovations identified by teams that enhance early diagnosis and to adjust the benchmarks with feedback about inappropriate reminders (flaw of deutero-loop learning). The latter flaw has led, in some cases, to an overestimation of the number of missed diagnoses.

 

2)
Deciding difficulties: Because of time constraints, providers have little time to review the results of audit reports (flaws of deliberating). Also, the hospital's nursing subculture admires some physicians more than others, and many nurses defer decisions to these physicians (flaws of decision-taking). Unfortunately, these physicians are largely responsible for delayed empiric antibiotic courses and have been identified as local opinion leaders by a recent survey.
Because the diagnosis and treatment decisions are mostly made by under-informed individuals (physicians), teams are not fully vetting decision evaluations and needed changes (flaws of evaluating). Organizational leaders and management committees, unaware of these flaws, make uninformed strategic resource decisions (e.g., time management and team information needs).

 

3)
Relating Difficulties: Because of the physicians' inattentiveness to reminders, nurses do not provide feedback to the system about the practical limitations of certain recommendations and when reminders are inappropriate (flaw of sharing). Also, instead of using performance-based incentives, middle managers have used other more controversial tactics to motivate non-compliant physicians, including threats to modify hospital privileges (flaws of advocating). These tactics conflict directly with the autonomy beliefs held by physicians, and this conflict has led more resistance to change.
Because the patient care teams work under these contextual constraints, there are no opportunities for meaningful team discussions about the potential advantages of the guideline, how to modify local practices to achieve its general goals, and address its contextual limitations (flaws of cooperating). Additionally, the hierarchal organizational culture inhibits senior managers delegating process decisions to teams and creating incentives at the team level (additional flaws of advocating). Despite its potential as a flexible knowledge repository, the current IT system is currently managed only for information exchange and, therefore, the organization cannot share new knowledge (additional flaw of sharing).

 

4)
Interpreting Difficulties: Because of impairment of individual learning and decision-making, providers are unable to generate accurate judgments about what is happening with their practices and what, if any, changes should occur. Teams cannot form and validate explicit practice recommendations based on these experiences and thus they fail to "buy-into" the initiative. Because of its resource structure and leadership, the organization is failing at knowledge management. The consequences of all these flaws, when magnified at three organizational levels, result in the failure to build and share new organizational knowledge.
During your investigation, you do identify a unit that seems to more successful with this initiative than others. This team consists of technically (IT, communication and EBM) sound providers and local opinion leaders who encourage the norms of inquiry, experimentation, open dialogue, and critical debate. The collective beliefs that guide these norms are shared by most team providers (including physicians) and seem to have helped the team members in adapting to audit reports, detailing, and reminders when these measures suggest improvements are needed. This team is also somewhat successful at identifying inappropriate reminders and adapting their processes to address the initiative's local limitations (such as distance and communication barriers between the unit and the central pharmacy), but they have not experienced a push-back from organizational leadership for variations with standard practices on these issues. The managers who oversee this unit have been adept at shielding the team from this push-back, using incentives to induce practice changes (e.g., paid leave), and using a collaborative leadership style by delegating decisions about process changes to their teams (at their own peril). These managers also help share knowledge gained through team deliberations with other shifts, use creative management techniques to improve time efficiencies to support team discourse, and use their available budgets to improve the technologies (IT system) that support learning and sharing of knowledge across the unit.

 




We need to make three points about our description of this scenario as a representative ELO model application. First, we described the scenario narrative in a linear manner, but the processes that compose the four themes interact and influence each other in a complex and iterative way (represented by the bi-directional arrows in Figure 1). Second, the scenario reflects barriers, such as cultural resistance and lack of readiness for change, that create flaws across all themes. Third, because the model's utility is broadly applied to identify learning flaws, additional contextual details and other limiting factors may need to be identified prior to forming intervention tactics and strategies.
Because the ELO model is built for in-depth analysis, organizational leaders may need a more concise method to screen for organizational learning, so we have developed eight questions about organizational learning competencies that can be applied to teams or a broader organization. We have used the exemplary unit described in the scenario to demonstrate how to use these screening questions (Appendix 2). In this case, the answers for all eight questions were "yes"; therefore the Quality Chief could quickly bypass this unit to focus her efforts on more flawed units. If any of the answers to the questions are "no," then the unit or organization may have flaws in its learning competencies that could be, in part, contributing to the failures. In this case, leaders would need a broader framework, such as the ELO model, to perform a more thorough analysis.


Discussion and conclusion
In summary, we described the LO frameworks that we believe relevant for understanding how healthcare organizations learn, create, and share knowledge about evidence-based practices and the system issues that facilitate or inhibit these learning processes. We also describe the ELO model as a cohesive framework to help organizations and implementation experts diagnose flaws in their organizational learning and knowledge management.
From the implementation perspective, the ELO model's weakness may be that it only helps identify targets (monitoring the system) for organizational change, not in its ability to identify specific implementation strategies or tactics to reach this end (managing the system). Fortunately, the research about useful organizational interventions that help facilitate evidence uptake is growing, and we refer readers to a sample of this literature [12, 37, 66–69]. Ultimately, we see the ELO and implementation science as complementary and convergent perspectives that better inform each other. We also believe that the ELO model could help identify areas for fruitful research where current implementation evidence is scant (as in the case for organizational culture change strategies).
The strengths of our model is its inclusiveness of LO topics, thoughtful consolidation, theoretical grounding, and flexibility to be applied in naturalistic organizational contexts. In the future, we aim to use this model as a framework for research on ideal ELO organizational structures and processes. For example, we intend to use this ELO model to organize and guide the inquiry into the characteristics that are expressed by excellent healthcare organizations and compare them to less successful organizations. This inquiry should both uncover these organizational features and guide refinements and improvements in the ELO model itself. The model also needs validated through its application in naturalistic organizational settings and feedback about its practical application should lead to further refinements.

Appendix 1 – glossary of relevant terms

                1.
The 4i Model (intuiting, interpreting, integrating, and institutionalizing) [44]: The 4i demonstrates loop learning by showing how: 1) organizational members reflect on the results of patient care decisions and share this experiences with other team members (intuiting/interpreting), 3) teams form a collective understanding of required practice changes (interpreting/integrating), and 4) organizational leaders disseminate this new knowledge to the organization (integrating/institutionalizing). Members begin this process, called organizational knowledge renewal, by reflecting on failures or successes of old work routines or by using practice innovations championed by leadership (such as in an evidence-based practice guideline).

 

2.
Communities of Practice [47]: Sponsored or spontaneously formed teams of practitioners who deliberate on practice issues and form a shared understanding of needed practice changes. These teams can be formed within clinical units, between units, or between organizations.

 

3.
Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS) [57]: CAS theory attempts to identify general patterns of in behaviors in complex systems, including human systems. Complex human systems are composed of autonomous/semi-autonomous agents whose behavior patterns are non-linear (i.e., dynamic), interactive, and difficult to predict. Organizational behaviors may move towards chaos, so organizational members tend to react by self-organizing their behaviors around attractors (self or external imposed guidelines) or minimum specifications (self or externally imposed practice rules that are simple and clear). Other local influences, including practitioner-patient interactions and local constraints, can impact self-organized behaviors and produce variability in decision-making.

 

4.
Decision-Execution Cycles (DEC) [45]: A decision model developed by Firestone and McElroy that describes how decision cycles help practitioners recognize failures in their current work routines (a single-loop learning opportunity) or the need to reconsider strategies that are guiding routines (a double-loop learning opportunity). In the DEC, practitioners test new information, called knowledge claims (such as new evidence-based innovations), by integrating it into work decisions. When practitioners realize that the expected results of patient care decisions do not match the observed outcomes of those decisions, they form moments of recognition, called epistemic gaps, where single- or double- learning opportunities may occur.

 

5.
Innovation Diffusion Theory and Dissemination of Innovation [37, 62]: Diffusion theory describes how innovative ideas and practices move (passively) through human systems and the rate of innovation adoption is determined by the characteristics of the adopters. Dissemination strategies are active and explicit attempts by organizations to increase the rate of innovation adoption by its members.

 

6.
Knowing-doing Gap [3]: A systemic problem recognized as the failed translation of clinical care research into patient care decisions despite the availability of research knowledge.

 

7.
Knowledge Management [8]: Methods that capture and disseminate organizational knowledge to enhance organizational performance.

 

8.
Learning Organization [8]: An organization that purposefully designs structures and strategies as to maximize organizational learning.

 

9.
Loop Learning (single-, double-, and deutero-) [42]: Organizational learning occurs at three levels of cognitive understanding: 1) learning if work processes are adequate to implement current strategies (single-loop, or "adaptive" learning), 2) learning if current organizational assumptions about strategy effectiveness, patients' need for the strategy, or if the strategy itself should be altered (double-loop, or "generative" learning), and 3) studying the effectiveness of organizational learning processes (deutero-loop learning). In this framework, organizational members act as inquiring agents for the organization by applying organizational knowledge during decision-making with patients and providing feedback about the results of these decisions.

 

10.
Organizational Culture [52]: The shared, basic assumptions learned by a group as it strives for external adaptation, internal integration and socialization of new members. Schein identified the overall organizational culture as a source of resistance or acceptance for learning innovative practices, and subculture beliefs within organizations may cause uneven uptake of these innovative practices.

 

11.
Organizational Knowledge [8]: The embodied structures of the organization containing the collective understanding, including routines, systems, culture and strategies.

 

12.
Organizational Knowledge Creation (OKC) [46]: Members begin the OKC process by applying and recognizing the results of practical applications of knowledge, including evidence-based innovations, during their daily work routines (developing tacit knowledge). Tacit knowledge then must then be negotiated with other team members in order to validate and clarify it prior to disseminating it to the organization (i.e., tacit knowledge becomes explicit and validated).

 

13.
Organizational Learning [8]: Knowledge acquisition, dissemination, refinement, creation, and implementation within an organization; the ability to share common understanding so this knowledge can be exploited for the organizations' benefit.

 

14.
Total Quality Management TQM) [24]: Described by Deming as a process to improve manufacturing quality and efficiency, TQM is a learning method used by healthcare organizations to identify process changes that will produce an expected improvement in a measurable outcome (e.g., benchmark). TQM views organizations as mechanical systems and uses linear logic models to guide process changes. TQM is useful when certainty of outcomes from decisions is high, processes are mostly linear, and the expected variability in decision-making is low.

 



              

Appendix 2 – Eight screening questions for organizational learning competencies applied to an exemplary patient care team
Providers

                  	Are providers asking questions about current practices and finding, appraising and using external knowledge to inform their practices?	
YES: The exemplary unit is composed of providers (nurses and doctors) who have taken their own time to bookmark evidence-based resources and updates about team-generated best practices on their workstations. They have a workable EBM knowledge and use their resources during point-of-service decisions.






	Are providers effectively deliberating, taking, and evaluating decisions among a viable set of decision options, decision tactics, and potential outcomes?	
YES: The providers from this unit rely both on the audit reports and their own experiences to provide feedback about the outcomes of their decisions and demonstrate flexibility to consider other decisions when they are required.






	Are providers participating in collaborative relationships and encouraging open dialogue?	
YES: The providers are remarkably egalitarian; they all demonstrate openness, experimentation, tolerance, and teamwork.






	Are providers forming sensible conclusions about the reasons for the outcomes of their decisions?	
YES: The providers often make useful suggestions about changes to the unit's work space, work flow, and best practices that will improve care delivery and outcomes.









                

Healthcare Teams

                  	Are practice teams forming and functioning collaboratively?	
YES: Teams from different shifts are composed of all care providers and deliberate regularly using open discourse with input from all team members.






	Are practice teams deliberating the reasons for patient care outcomes?	
YES: During deliberations, the teams discuss and debate the conclusions for their failure to achieve their expected outcomes and ways to improve work space, work flow and application of knowledge to achieve the desired outcomes.






	Are teams explicitly sharing their recommendations about needed practice and policy changes with its members, other teams, and organizational leadership?	
YES: The team's author and share (integrated into their local information system) these conclusions with teams from other shifts and their local managers.









                

Organization

                  	Are organizational leaders providing necessary resources (time, people, information, etc.) and effective motivational strategies to encourage organizational learning, knowledge creation, and knowledge sharing?	
YES: Although the broader organization is failing to support learning and knowledge management, the managers from this unit use creative time management techniques to create more time for team deliberations, use deft capital project decisions to improve their information systems, demonstrate a collaborative management style, and use thoughtful incentives to induce adaptive practices.









                


Acknowledgements
The authors thank the Society of General Internal Medicine's Evidence-based Task Force for providing the necessary funding and administrative support to make this scholarship possible.

References
1.
Kohn LT, Corrigan JM, Donaldson MS: To Err Is Human: Building a Safer Health System. 2000, 21 (6): 453-4.

2.
Shrank WH, Asch SM, Adams J, Setodji C, Kerr EA, Keesey J, Malik S, McGlynn EA: The quality of pharmacologic care for adults in the United States. Med Care. 2006, 44 (10): 936-945.CrossRefPubMed

3.
Davies J, Ireland P, Buchan H: Closing the knowing-doing gap. EBHPH. 2004, 9: 361-364.

4.
Straus SE, Richardson WS, Glasziou P, Haynes RB: Evidence-based Medicine: How to Practice and Teach EBM. 2005, New York NY: Churchill Livingstone, 3

5.
Eccles MS, Mittman BS: Welcome to Implementation Science. Implement Sci. 2006, 1 (1): 1-3.CrossRefPubMedCentral

6.
McGlynn EA, Asch SM, Adams J, Keesey J, Hicks J, DeCristofaro A, Kerr EA: The quality of health care delivered to adults in the United States. N Engl J Med. 2003, 348 (26): 2635-2645.CrossRefPubMed

7.
Senge PM: The Fifth Discipline: The Art & Practice of the Learning Organization. 1990, New York, NY: Currancy Doubleday, 1

8.
Easterby-Smith M, Lyles MA: The Blackwell Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowledge Management. 2005, Malden, MA: Blackwell

9.
Estabrooks CA, Thompson DS, Lovely JE, Hofmeyer AA: A Guide to Knowledge Translation Theory. J Contin Educ Health Prof. 2006, 26 (1): 25-36.CrossRefPubMed

10.
Hancock HC, Eason PR: The decision-making processes of nurses when extubating patients following cardiac surgery: An ethnographic study. Int J Nurs Stud. 2006, 43: 693-705.CrossRefPubMed

11.
Dobbins M, Rosenbaum P, Plews N, Law M, Fysh A: Information transfer: what do decision makers want and need from researchers?. Implement Sci. 2007, 2: 20-CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

12.
Grimshaw JM, Thomas RE, MacLennan G, Fraser C, Ramsay CR, Vale L, Whitty P, Eccles MP, Matowe L, Shirran L, Wensing M, Dijkstra R, Donaldson C: Effectiveness and efficiency of guideline dissemination and implementation strategies. Health Technol Assess. 2004, 8 (6): iii-iv. 1–72CrossRefPubMed

13.
Eccles M, Grimshaw J, Walker A, Johnston M, Pitts N: Changing the behavior of healthcare professionals: the use of theory in promoting the uptake of research findings. J Clin Epidemiol. 2005, 58 (2): 107-112.CrossRefPubMed

14.
The Improved Clinical Effectiveness through Behavioural Research Group (ICEBeRG): Designing theoretically-informed implementation interventions. Implement Sci. 2006, 1: 4-CrossRef

15.
Weinert CR, Mann HJ: The science of implementation: changing the practice of critical care. Curr Opin Crit Care. 2008, 14 (4): 460-465.CrossRefPubMed

16.
Hamilton S, McLaren S, Mulhall A: Assessing organizational readiness for change: use of diagnostic analysis prior to the implementation of a multidisciplinary assessment for acute stroke care. Implement Sci. 2007, 2: 21-CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

17.
Goetz MB, Bowman C, Hoang T, Anaya H, Osborn T, Gifford AL, Asch SM: Implementing and evaluating a regional strategy to improve testing rates in VA patients at risk for HIV, utilizing the QUERI process as a guiding framework: QUERI Series. Implement Sci. 2008, 3: 16-CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

18.
Bosch M, Weijden van der T, Wensing M, Grol R: Tailoring quality improvement interventions to identified barriers: a multiple case analysis. J Eval Clin Pract. 2007, 13 (2): 161-168.CrossRefPubMed

19.
Estabrooks CA, Scott S, Squires JE, Stevens B, O'Brien-Pallas L, Watt-Watson J, Profetto-McGrath J, McGilton K, Golden-Biddle K, Lander J, Donner G, Boschma G, Humphrey CK, Williams J: Patterns of research utilization on patient care units. Implement Sci. 2008, 3: 31-CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

20.
Huber GP: Organizational Learning: The Contributing Processes and the Literatures. Org Sci. 1991, 2 (1): 88-115.CrossRef

21.
Reynolds R, Ablett A: Transforming the Rhetoric of Organizational Learning to the Reality of the Learning Organization. Learn Organ. 1998, 5 (1): 24-35.CrossRef

22.
Bierley PE, Kessler EH, Christensen EW: Organizational Learning, Knowledge, and Wisdom. JOCM. 2000, 13 (6): 595-618.

23.
Lipshitz R, Popper M, Friedman VJ: A Multifaceted Model of Organizational Learning. J Appl Behav Sci. 2002, 38 (1): 78-98.CrossRef

24.
Murray P, Chapman R: From Continuous Improvement to Organizational Learning: Developmental Theory. Learn Organ. 2003, 10 (5): 272-282.CrossRef

25.
Berta W, Teare GF, Gilbert E, Ginsburg LS, Lemieux-Charles L, Davis D, Rappolt S: The contingencies of organizational learning in long term care: factors that affect innovation adoption. Health Care Manage Rev. 2005, 30 (4): 282-292.CrossRefPubMed

26.
Sun PYT, Scott JL: Exploring the Divide – Organizational Learning and Learning Organizaton. Learn Organ. 2003, 10 (4): 202-215.CrossRef

27.
Ortenblad A: The Learning Organization: Towards an Integrated Model. Learn Organ. 2004, 11 (2): 129-144.CrossRef

28.
Gorelick C: Organizational Learning vs. the Learning Organization: A Conversation with a Practitioner. Learn Organ. 2005, 12 (4): 383-388.CrossRef

29.
Kukafka R, Johnson SB, Linfante A, Allegrante JP: Grounding a New Information Technology Implementation Framework in Behavioral Science: A Systematic Analysis of the Literature on IT Use. J Biomed Inform. 2003, 36: 218-227.CrossRefPubMed

30.
Marshall MN, Mannion R, Nelson E, Davies HTO: Managing Change in the Culture of General Practice: Qualitative Case Studies in Primary Care Trusts. BMJ. 2003, 327: 599-602.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

31.
Hannes K, Leys M, Vermeire E, Aertgeerts B, Buntinx F, Depoorter AM: Implementing Evidence-based Medicine in General Practice: A Focus Group Based Study. BMC Fam Pract. 2005, 6 (37): 1-13.

32.
Buckler B: A Learning Process Model to Achieve Continuous Improvement and Innovation. Learn Organ. 1996, 3 (3): 31-39.CrossRef

33.
Furguson-Amores MC, Garcia-Rodriguez M, Ruiz-Navarro J: Strategies of Renewal: The Transition from 'Total Quality Management' to the 'Learning Organization'. Manag Learn. 2005, 36 (2): 149-180.CrossRef

34.
Kochever LK, Yano EM: Understanding Health Care Organization Needs and Context: Beyond Performance Gaps. J Gen Intern Med. 2006, 21 (S2): S25-S29.

35.
Dijkstra R, Wensing M, Thomas R, Akkermans R, Braspenning J, Grimshaw J, Grol R: The Relationship Between Organizational Characteristics and the Effects of Clinical Guidelines on Medical Performance in Hospitals, A Meta-Analysis. BMC Health Serv Res. 2006, 6 (53): 1-10.

36.
Gauthier N, Ellis K, Bol N, Stolee P: Beyond Knowlege Transfer: A Model of Knowledge Integration in a Clinical Setting. Healthc Manage Forum. 2005, 18 (4): 33-37.CrossRefPubMed

37.
Greenhalgh T, Robert G, MacFarlane F, Bate P, Kyriakdou O: Diffusion of Innovations in Service Organizations: Systematic Review and Recommendations. Milbank Q. 2004, 82 (4): 581-629.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

38.
England I, Stewart D, Walker S: Information Technology Adoption in Health Care: When Organizations and Technology Collide. Aust Health Rev. 2000, 23 (3): 176-185.CrossRefPubMed

39.
Drew SAW, Smith PAC: The Learning Organization: "Change Proofing" and Strategy. Learn Organ. 1995, 2 (1): 4-14.CrossRef

40.
Weber V, Joshi MS: Effecting and Leading Change in Health Care Organizations. Jt Comm J Qual Improv. 2000, 26 (7): 388-299.PubMed

41.
Harkema S: A Complex Adaptive Perspective on Learning within Innovation Projects. Learn Org. 2003, 10 (6): 340-346.CrossRef

42.
Argyris C, Schon DA: Organizational Learning II: Theory, Method, and Practice. 1996, New York, NY: Addison-Wesley, 1

43.
Rushmer R, Kelly D, Lough M, Wilkinson JE, Davies HTO: Introduction to the Learning Practice- III. Leadership, Empowerment, Protected Time and Reflective Practice as Core Contextual Competencies. J Eval Clin Pract. 2004, 10 (3): 399-405.CrossRefPubMed

44.
Crossan MM, Lane HW, White RE: An Organizational Learning Framework: From Intuition to Institution. Acad Manage Rev. 1999, 24 (3): 522-537.

45.
Firestone JM, McElroy MW: Doing Knowledge Management. Learn Organ. 2005, 12 (2): 189-212.CrossRef

46.
Nonaka I: A Dynamic Theory of Organizational Knowledge Creation. Org Sci. 1994, 5 (1): 14-37.CrossRef

47.
Ayers LR, Beyea SC, Godfrey MM, Harper DC, Nelson EC, Batalden BC: Quality Improvement Learning Collaboratives. Q Manage Health Care. 2005, 14 (4): 234-247.CrossRef

48.
Gabbay J, le May A: Evidence based guidelines or collectively constructed "mindlines" Ethnographic study of knowledge management in primary care. BMJ. 2004, 329: 1013-1018.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

49.
Smith CS, Francovich C, Gieselman J: Pilot Test of Organzational Culture Model in a Medical Setting. Health Care Manag. 2000, 19 (2): 68-77.

50.
Safran DG, Miller W, Beckman H: Organizational Dimensions of Relationship-centered Care. J Gen Intern Med. 2006, 21: S9-S15.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

51.
Fitzgerald L, Ferlie E, Hawkins C: Innovation in Health Care: How Does Credible Evidence Influence Professionals?. Health Soc Care Community. 2003, 11 (3): 219-228.CrossRefPubMed

52.
Schein EH: Organizational Culture and Leadership. 2004, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 3

53.
Borrill C, West m, Shapiro D, Rees A: Team working and effectiveness in health care. Br J Healthc Manag. 2000, 6 (8): 364-371.CrossRef

54.
Shortell SM, Marsteller JA, Lin M, Pearson ML, Wu SY, Mendel P, Cretin S, Rosen M: The role of perceived team effectiveness in improving chronic illness care. Med Care. 2004, 42 (11): 1040-1048.CrossRefPubMed

55.
Meterko M, Mohr DC, Young GJ: Teamwork culture and patient satisfaction in hospitals. Med Care. 2004, 42 (5): 492-498.CrossRefPubMed

56.
Scott-Findlay S, Golden-Bidlle K: Understanding How Organizational Culture Shapes Research Use. J Nurs Adm. 2005, 35 (7/8): 359-365.PubMed

57.
Anderson RA, McDaniel RR: Managing Health Care Organizations: Where Professionalism Meets Complexity Science. Health Care Manage Rev. 2000, 25 (1): 83-92.CrossRefPubMed

58.
Plsek PE, Greenhalgh T: The Challenge of Complexity in Health Care. BMJ. 2001, 323 (7313): 625-628.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

59.
Suchman AL: A New Theoretical Foundation for Relationship-centered Care: Complex Responsive Processes of Relating. J Gen Intern Med. 2006, 21: S40-S44.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

60.
McDaniel RR, Driebe DJ: Complexity Science and Health Care Management. Advances in Health Care Management. Edited by: Blair J, Fottler M, Savage G. 2001, New York: Elsevier Science, 2: 11-36. 1

61.
Rowe A, Hogarth A: Use of Complex Adaptive Systems Metaphor to Achieve Professional and Organizational Change. J Adv Nurs. 2005, 51 (4): 396-405.CrossRefPubMed

62.
Berwick DM: Disseminating Innovations in Health Care. JAMA. 2003, 289 (15): 1969-1975.CrossRefPubMed

63.
Fink R, Thompson CJ, Bonnes D: Overcoming Barriers and Promoting Use of Research in Practice. J Nurs Adm. 2005, 35 (3): 121-129.CrossRefPubMed

64.
Litaker D, Tomolo A, Liberatore V, Strange KC, Aron D: Using Complexity Theory to Build Interventions to Improve Health Care Delivery in Primary Care. J Gen Intern Med. 2006, 21 (S2): S30-S34.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

65.
Amitay M, Popper M, Lipshitz R: Leadership Styles and Organizational Learning in Community Clinics. Learn Organ. 2005, 12 (1): 57-70.CrossRef

66.
Iles V, Sutherland K: Managing Change in the NHS: Organizational Change. 2001, London: National Co-ordinating Centre for NHS Service Delivery and Organization R & D

67.
Rubenstein LV, Pugh J: Strategies for promoting organizational and practice change by advancing implementation research. J Gen Intern Med. 2006, 21 (Suppl 2): S58-64.CrossRefPubMedPubMedCentral

68.
Shojania KG, Grimshaw JM: Evidence-based quality improvement: the state of the science. Health Aff (Millwood). 2005, 24 (1): 138-150.CrossRef

69.
Shortell SM, Rundall TG, Hsu J: Improving patient care by linking evidence-based medicine and evidence-based management. JAMA. 2007, 298 (6): 673-676.CrossRefPubMed



Competing interests
Some expenses related to this study were supported from an internal, unrestricted educational fund from the Society of General Internal Medicine.

Authors' contributions
GEC, MCM, EAA, and WSR contributed to the literature review, identification of frameworks, model synthesis and manuscript authorship. CAU and JN contributed to the model synthesis and manuscript authorship.


OEBPS/sidebar.gif





OEBPS/contact.gif





OEBPS/A12961_2008_Article_77_Fig1_HTML.jpg
Providers:

Patient Care
Teams:

Organization:

INQUIR]

Cannot use
information system
effectively

Express a “punch-
the-clock” mentality

v
Fail to monitor
single & double-
loop learning
processes

\

Fails to address
deutero-loop
learning

DECIDING

Have little time
to deliberate &
evaluate
decisions

& nurses defer
decisions to
physicians

A
A\
Don’t fully vet

the results of
decisions

A
\Z

Fails to deliver
learning
resources to
teams

RELATING

Are resistant to
change
Lack proper <>

motivation

A\

Don't form
practice teams
Fail to provide
feedback

A
v
Avoids risk

Doesn’t share
new knowledge

INTERPRETING

« Don’tform
judgments
about what is
needed to
improve
practices.

A
v
« Don’t form
practical
knowledge and
“buy-in”
A

v

© Failsat
knowledge






