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Abstract

This empirical study investigated the relationship between the learning climate and
training participation in Dutch organizations and how subsidies and the sharing of in-
vestments in time and costs between employers and employees affect this
relationship. Our analyses are based on a survey of a representative sample of 512 or-
ganizations with at least five employees in a Dutch region. Respondents replied to five
statements to measure the learning climate, while training was measured through
participation and intensity. We found that an organization’s learning climate is positively
related to participation and intensity of training in terms of hours. However, we observe
that the effect of learning climate on the number of hours of training decreases when the
employer pays the costs for the training and when the training takes place during working
hours. When organizations can use government subsidies, participation in training in-
creases, and the number of hours per participant increases.
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Introduction'

The speed of digital and technological developments in the labour market requires
workers to continuously adjust and improve their skills and constantly acquire new
knowledge (Koster & Brunori, 2021). Policymakers stress the importance of this con-
tinuous development of the workforce — particularly by providing training programs —
under the name of Lifelong Learning (LLL) (De Grip, 2021; Regmi, 2016). While
encouraging LLL, policymakers often acknowledge the importance of organizational
culture in continuous learning (OECD, 2021). Policymakers argue that the normalization
of learning in organizations is conditional on increasing participation in learning across
the workforce (OECD, 2021). Research shows that lifelong learning is also crucial for
organizations as organizations where learning is essential have employees with more up-
to-date knowledge and skills (Egan et al., 2004). Furthermore, this increases productivity,
increasing profits (Lomineishvilli, 2021).

An environment supportive of learning consists not only of norms and values but also
of concrete training opportunities for employees. However, these opportunities come at a
cost for the employer, which can be an obstacle in providing training. This paper in-
vestigates the relationship between a positive learning environment, defined as learning
climate, training participation, and organizations’ financial considerations to prepare
organizations and their employees for the future. We observe the obstacles through fi-
nancial incentives and wonder how they interact with the relationship between training
and learning climate.

The following questions guided our research: Is there a relationship between the
learning climate in an organization and its employees’ training? How do subsidies and the
sharing of time and costs between employers and employees affect this relationship? We
reviewed the literature and used a survey among 512 firms in the Northern provinces of
the Netherlands to collect data on the learning climate and training in organizations of
different sizes. We conclude this paper with our main findings and the associated policy
implications.

Theoretical background and state of research

Learning climate

In this study, we adopt Ortenblad’s (2002, 2018) definition of the learning climate to
represent the norms and values about learning in an organization: a learning climate
‘implies that an organization offers tools and opportunities for learning to individuals and
groups within it’ (2018, p. 152). Ortenblad (2002) clarified this definition by citing Pedler
and Aspinwall (1998, p. 43): ‘Some organizations create better conditions for [...]
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learning than others. They make learning a value at the heart of the enterprise, they
encourage people to talk to each other, they simply have a better “learning climate’”. This
indicates that the opportunities and tools Ortenblad refers to imply not only a presence of
concrete training opportunities but also a norms and value system that must support
learning. An organization must internalize the attitude that learning is a strategic element
in the organization, which positively affects participation in the training of individual
workers (see also Dirani, 2009; Marsick & Watkins, 2003). Incorporating learning in the
heart of an organization is what makes a learning climate. Next, integrating what em-
ployees have learned into the organization’s systems is also a crucial part of the learning
climate (Tracey & Tews, 2005). Ortenblad’s tools thus also include the systems in place to
support integrating learning activities and their results into the organization (Marsick &
Watkins, 2003).

Learning climate and training

There is a relationship between this learning climate, the norms and values, and the
concrete training opportunities. Initiating training activities can normalize learning in an
organization and improve its learning climate (Manuti et al., 2015). Simultaneously, we
expect more eagerness to participate in training in an organization with a better learning
climate. When new skills are necessary, learning will be encouraged and managers are
more likely to accept training requests from employees, and employees are more en-
couraged to pursue training opportunities themselves. This reinforces our expectations of
a positive relationship between learning climate and training, but there is no certainty on
the direction or duality of the causal relationship.

Furthermore, studies have shown a positive relationship between training and on-the-
job learning (Manuti et al., 2015; Van der Heijden et al., 2009) and a positive relationship
between on-the-job learning and learning climate; see (Uhunoma et al., 2021) and Noe
et al. (2014). As both relationships have a positive sign, the sign of the relationship
between training and learning climate is expected to be positive as well.

To operationalize training, we define training in this paper as participation in courses
and study programs with a preset goal, with or without a diploma or certificate.

Financial factors affecting training

In addition to norms and values, and opportunities for training, financial constraints are
the third aspect we consider. Financial constraints may affect the training opportunities
offered to people. If an organization has no budget for training, people will have less
training. Similarly, if workers are necessary for production, they cannot simply be absent
for a training course.

In other words, even when everyone is aware of the importance of learning and
training, people and organizations have budget and time constraints. Learning and
training resources are scarce, requiring people and organizations to choose which ac-
tivities to undertake. Hovdhaugen and Opheim (2018) have shown that constraints in
costs and time are barriers to individual participation. Therefore, when we investigate the
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relationship between learning climate and training participation, we also consider the
financial constraints of organizations. In the model, we include the effects of organi-
zations’ total investments rather than the investments in or by specific individuals like
Desjardins et al. (2006) because we only have information at the organizational level. The
financial constraints were measured as direct costs, time investment of the organization,
and the use of government subsidies.

First, direct costs — for example, study costs, cost of books, and travel costs—increase
with the length of the training course. Usually, employers pay most of the costs as training
improves productivity. In the Netherlands, Kiinn-Nelen et al. (2022) found that employers
pay 84% of the direct costs, and based on the same data, Poulissen et al. (2021) concluded
that direct costs are a factor in the decision of employers.

Second, training takes time: time spent on the course and for self-study. Kiinn-Nelen
etal. (2022) found for the Netherlands that training takes place during both working hours
and in employees’ own time. This means organizations need to find a replacement for the
worker. Both organizations and employees invest in training, and the time spent on a
training course is a factor in employers deciding to offer a training course (Pischke, 2001).

Third, government subsidies can offset some of the costs organizations and employees
incur. By providing subsidies, the government can increase the rate of return on private
investment and thereby increase training uptake. In the Netherlands, subsidies offset financial
barriers for both organizations and employees (Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment
Ministry of Education, Culture and Science; Ministry of Education, Culture and Science,
2022), although Shah (2017) found that the availability of subsidies had no effect. We in-
vestigated the actual use of subsidies at the organizational level rather than their availability,
and we expected people working in organizations that use subsidies to train more.

Control variables

In addition to the norms and values, and the financial considerations, the organi-
zations’ and employees’ characteristics affect training participation. We include these
factors as controls to ensure that we find the effects of learning climate and not the
effects of specific characteristics of organizations. Research on the organizational
level has shown that participation in training varies between industries and sectors
(Hu, 2023; Karger et al., 2022). In some sectors, it is mandatory to continuously be in
training to maintain a license, for instance, in health care. Furthermore, Smith and
Smith (2023) concluded that training varies between organizations of different sizes;
they found that employees of larger organizations undertake more training. Research
has shown that there is a relationship with individual characteristics in addition to
these organizational characteristics. Age, gender, and education level are the best
predictors of participation. Studies have indicated a difference in men’s and women’s
participation (Punksungka et al., 2022). Furthermore, older workers (over 50) have a
lower participation rate, while people with a university degree are more likely to
participate (Kalenda et al., 2020, 2023). The training participation in organizations is
likely to vary with the differences in their labour force composition. We, therefore,
incorporated gender, education level, and age into our model.
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Materials and methods

Study design

To analyze the relationship between learning climate and training in organizations, we
surveyed organizations with at least five employees in the provinces of Groningen and
Drenthe, the Netherlands.? The survey, addressed to the owner and/or HR manager, was
sent out in December 2021. Two reminders were sent in December 2021 and January
2022 to organizations that still needed to complete their survey responses.

We used the branch registry of the municipality of Groningen and the provinces of
Drenthe and Groningen to reach the organizations. This registry contains records of all the
region’s organizations. Since some organizations can have multiple branches in our study
region, for example, supermarket chains with several locations, the records were bundled
by organization. Organizations with fewer than five employees were not included. The
final data included all the organizations (both public and private) with at least five
employees in the provinces of Groningen and Drenthe. Because of financial consider-
ations, we emailed the survey to the smaller organizations (<100 employees, n = 9401).
There was a known email address for 5959 (63%) organizations. All the large organi-
zations (=100 employees, n = 563) were sent a letter and, if an email address was known,
an email. In total, 6522 of the 9964 (65%) organizations were sent the survey.

Five-hundred twelve (8%) of the organizations we contacted replied to our survey. The
organizations that filled out the survey were similar to the population in sector and size;
see Table 1. In both the working population and the final data file, most organizations were
small, and the distribution over different sectors was similar. Trade, transport, and
hospitality is the biggest sector by the number of organizations. Online Appendix A
shows the spread over the detailed industries.

Learning climate

To assess the learning climate, we used the responses to five statements (S1-S5) relating
to the learning climate in organizations. The responses were on a Likert scale from 1
(completely disagree) to 6 (completely agree). The Dimensions of a Learning Organi-
zation Questionnaire (DLOQ) (Marsick & Watkins, 2003) inspired the statements we used
(see below); we conducted the survey in Dutch. Organizations with a higher score have a
stronger and more positive learning climate. Dirani (2009), Marsick (2013), Watkins and
Dirani (2013), and others used the DLOQ, and it focuses not on whether training is
important but on other aspects like feedback and the integration of learning into the
organization’s formal and informal systems. As a major part of the DLOQ focuses on the
intangible parts of the culture in an organization, we think those aspects fit best with the
learning climate definition of the learning organization. Therefore, we use them as in-
spiration for our study. The shortest version of the DLOQ uses one statement per di-
mension. We limited the number of dimensions to five, those that fit best with the learning
climate: continuous learning (1), inquiry and dialogue (2), creation of learning systems
(3), empowering people (4), and strategic leadership (5). Other instruments to measure


https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/14779714241278108

Journal of Adult and Continuing Education 0(0)

Sk 6L §9€ Tl6 €9 0§ I'S ¥E L¥ 0§ 00 88 I'€E€ 07§ TS 966 [2CT8
(433 9k (X4 788 SEL §S 9§ ¥E ¥¥ §S €0 £'201 [:33% 815 LI 801 adoad 005<
K24 L'y 095 £06 TPS TS €5 8¢ 8% €5 €0 8€6 0'6€ SIS ST 091 a|doad 664—-00T
'ty (132 9'€9 616 9.9 TS €5 TE I¥ TS 10— 599 €97 61y €€ 887  9|doad ¢61-001
(444 SLE THE 606 065 I'S TS TE S¥ ¥S 00 (444 8L 615 8 86% a|doad 660§
Tob [44 €6€ €06 '€ IS €S S€ L¥ TS 10 T66 €67 6T 19 €051 a|doad 6457
9by (424 S0€ T06 €19 0§ I'S vE 8F I 10 8l 9LE §0S  £91 wht ajdoad 4701
S99 424 (443 66 LYy 6v 6% vE 8% L¥ 10— ¥'85 L€ £85 1L 196¥ a|doad g

azis
S9IIAIRS
6SE K14 oLy g4 176 0vL TS TS VE LY 6F 00 €68 ¥'SE 96k 111 581 [erIoWwWOD
SIVIAIDS
9¥L (524 09€ 80F 118 TS TS TS vE 0§ €5 0 8L 1'8€ €€9  LSI PSIT  [eJOWWOd-UON
Ansnpuy
8Ll 1514 091 [a4] €6 669 0§ TS VE b¥ IS 10— 6001 0'0€ 90r €0l {44 pue SujuLiey
Aypeadsoy pue
SEy 66l ozl 867 L06 T LY 8% vE 9¥ 8F To— 69L 617 96k I¥l ¥§L€  dodsuen oped|
403398
@d.10pjIom 2.J0pjIom 22.10p|Iom salpisqns  Jakojdwis Aq sanoy sS ¥S €S T IS arewd juedpn.ed ov4ojdwe  uopedipn.ed N uonejndog
dewdy % a3 ul 99439p a3 Ul spjo-aeak Jo osn apew ey3  pred 53500 9 Slom Buiuiea Jad sanoy Jad sanoy %
Ausaaaun -0§ J49A0 % suoneziuedio ¥ Suninp % JO Jaquinu JO Jaquinu
' YIM % sJojedipul aewid Bujues] a3eloAy adesany
(zn (91) (s1) Q)] (e @) a1 D e 6 0 ) () () e @ ()]

"pasn sa|qelJeA |[e Jo sonsnels aAndudssq | dqel



de Kruijf et al. 7

learning climate specifically, like LCS (Nikolova et al., 2014) and D-RECT (Boor et al.,
2011), were not suitable for our study as they focus on residency and the culture in
learning environments, like universities, or they focus solely on the individuals working
in the organization and could not be translated for a survey on the organizational level.
The DLOQ was a more suitable inspiration as it focuses on organizations specifically. We
created five statements, one for each of the dimensions (numbers correspond with the
dimensions):

(1) In my organization, we think it is important to offer learning places and in-
ternships for students.

(2) Feedback and reflections are part of all routines.

(3) The effect of time and money spent on development is measured.

(4) Learning is seen as essential for improving the organization.

(5) Learning is part of the organization’s short- and long-term goals.

To create one measure of a learning climate, we combined the five responses to these
statements into an index by extracting the first component of a polychoric principal
component analysis (PCA). A standard PCA assumes continuous and normally dis-
tributed underlying variables, but the responses to our statements were on a Likert scale
and not normally distributed. We, therefore, used a polychoric PCA, which assumes the
variables are ordered measurements of an underlying continuum; this holds for our data
(Olsson, 1979). The five statements showed a high correlation, with a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.7. The first principal component accounted for 57% of the total variance (eigenvalue =
2.856) and the second for 17% (eigenvalue = 0.876). Following Kaiser’s rule (1960), we
kept the first principal component. We standardized this component with a mean of 0 and a
standard deviation of 1. Table 2 shows the full results of the polychoric PCA.

Table 2. Results of the polychoric PCA.

Statement | Statement 2 Statement 3 Statement 4 Statement 5
Statement | |
Statement 2 81191603 |
Statement 3 48372071 .58012913 |
Statement 4 3251352 32611567 458001 11 |
Statement 5 3736742 .37510399 29798152 1953144 |
Factor Eigenvalue Proportion Cumulative proportion
| 2.754 0.551 0.551
2 0.859 0.171 0.723
3 0.729 0.156 0.869
4 0.481 0.096 0.965
5 0.176 0.035 1.000
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Training

Our definition of training in this survey was ‘participation in courses with preset clear
learning goals’. We specified that organizations answer the questions about training in the
last 12 months. However, the intensity of training can differ according to our definition.
Many short courses during a series of years can have the same effect on the total learned as
one big intensive module in a shorter period. We need to incorporate these effects when
talking about participation. Therefore, measuring participation in training as a binary
variable would neglect the different intensities of training and the associated different
outcomes. Nonetheless, a binary variable on whether employees participate at all sheds
light on the average training in an organization, and a single outlier within an organization
does not affect a binary variable as a measure of training intensity is affected. Therefore,
we adopted the use of both a binary variable and a measure of the training intensity to
measure the average training undertaken in an organization.

We operationalized training in three different ways accordingly: (1) training partic-
ipation as the proportion of employees who participated in training, (2) training intensity
per employee as the average number of hours that employees in an organization undertook
training (including those who participated and those who did not participate), and (3)
training intensity per participant as the average number of hours of training for the people
who participated in the training within an organization.

To determine these three measures of training, we asked two questions: ‘What is the
proportion of employees that participated in training activities in the last 12 months?’ and
‘What is the average number of hours participants undertook training?’ These resulted in
our first two variables: participation rate and hours per participant. To determine our third
variable — hours of training per employee in the organization — we multiplied the answers
to these two questions.

Financial considerations

We asked the following questions about three financial considerations: (1) ‘Can you
indicate what proportion of the costs of courses and study programs are paid for by the
employer? (These costs include, for example, registration fees, travel costs, and costs for
books and other materials)’; (2) ‘Can you indicate what proportion of courses and study
programs take place during work hours?’; and (3) ‘Have you used subsidies, for example,
from the national or regional government, in offering courses and study programs?’

Other factors

We considered six organizational characteristics, two of which came from the survey: the
proportion of employees older than 50 years and the proportion of employees with a
university degree. The other four characteristics come from the registry data: the or-
ganization’s size, the gender mix, the sector they are active in, and their location. If an
organization is active in multiple sectors, we allocate it to the sector with the most
employees.* We include a dummy for the urbanized regions to measure the effect of
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location. This dummy takes the value 1 for organizations located in municipalities with a
higher address density than 1500 addresses per square kilometre and 0 for municipalities
with a lower density.

Statistical model

We estimated three models using the three independent variables: participation, intensity
per employee, and intensity per participant. To check the robustness of the results, we
estimate three versions of each model with the following specifications:

Participation; = L; + e; (1)
Participation; = L; + F; + ¢; 2
Participation; = L, + F; + X; + e; 3)

where i indicates the factor relates to organization i; Participation is operationalized in
three ways: (1) the proportion of employees in an organization that participated in
training, (2) the average number of hours of training per employee, and (3) the average
number of hours of training per participant. L is the learning climate, F is a vector of
financial considerations: percentage of costs paid by the employer, percentage of training
during work hours, and a dummy indicating the use of subsidies, and X is a vector of
control variables (sector, size, proportion of employees over the age of 50, proportion of
employees with a university degree, proportion of employees that is female and urbanity).
e is an error term. To check the robustness of the results, we first estimate the model with
only learning climate as an explanatory variable. Next, we add variables that might
directly affect participation in training. Finally, we add variables to control for sector, size,
location, gender, age, and education of the employees within a firm.

Because the data are censored, we cannot use simple OLS to estimate the models.
Therefore, we use a TOBIT model to estimate these models. A TOBIT model can handle
data for which the dependent variable is censored (Austin et al., 2000). For participation,
the value proportion of participants had to be between 1% and 100%. If it is 0%, there is
no training, and we cannot measure the impact of financial incentives. By definition, when
there is no training, there are also no financial incentives. Furthermore, we cannot observe
the effect of financial incentives for organizations where everyone already trains.
Therefore, there is censoring at 100 as well. The value had to be higher than 0 for the hours
of training because if employees train, the minimum is 1 hour. Again, we do not observe
the organizations that do not train, so the data is censored. There is no right censoring for
the number of hours as the maximum number of hours is not limited because, in practice,
it seems unrealistic that workers spend close to the maximum of 1850 annual working
hours on training.

Appendix B shows a correlation matrix of the continuous variables. No variables correlate
highly except for hours per employee and hours per participant. This might be because
training hours per employee are constructed based on reported hours per participant.


https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/suppl/10.1177/14779714241278108

10 Journal of Adult and Continuing Education 0(0)

Results

Descriptive statistics

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of all variables. We combined the 18 sectors
defined by Statistics Netherlands (CBS, 2019) into four main sectors to keep it presentable
in Table 1. Detailed statistics for all sectors can be found in Online Appendix A. Column
3 shows that employers indicate that, on average, 52% (ranging from 41% to 63% over
sectors and sizes) of their employees had some form of training in the past 12 months; this
is comparable to other findings in the Netherlands like De Grip (2021) and Kiinn-Nelen
et al. (2022). On average, participants undertook 85 (range 58—116) hours of training, and
for all employees, this worked out to 33 (range 23—44) hours (columns 4 and 5). The
learning climate (column 6) is best in the public sector and large organizations, although
differences are minor.

Regarding the financial considerations (columns 12—14), we observed only minor
differences between the different sectors. The costs paid by employers varied between
88% and 94% (average 91%). Furthermore, a large part of the training was undertaken
during working hours (64%, ranging from 52% to 74%), similar to the findings of Kiinn-
Nelen et al. (2022). Notably, only 37% (24—64%) of organizations responded that they
used subsidies.

The characteristics of the workforce differ between organizations’ size and sector
(Table 1, columns 15 and 16), suggesting a need to control for these factors. People with a
university degree are overrepresented in larger organizations. The trade, transport, and
hospitality sector has the fewest people with a university degree. Older employees work
more often in larger organizations and the service industries (public and private). Fur-
thermore, women are overrepresented in public services, including health care.

When we inspected the dependent variables more closely, we found a wide range of
hours per participant: between 1 and 1850 hours per year (Table 3, mean = 84.8 hours,
SD = 205.4). Twelve observations were more than three standard deviations from the
mean and were therefore classified as outliers. The maximum number of training hours
allowed in the survey was 1850 hours per year, that is, all working hours were spent on
training. It is unrealistic for the people working in an organization to train that much.
Therefore, we dropped the 12 outliers from the dataset for our econometric analysis.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the dependent variables.

% participants Average hours per employee Average hours per participant

Mean 52.00 33.08 84.81
Standard deviation 31.77 75.21 205.49
Minimum value 12 0.0l |?
Maximum 100° 900 1850°
N 512 512 512

2minimum value that could be filled in.
®maximum value that could be filled in.
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Econometric results: Participation in training and learning climate

Table 4 shows the results of the TOBIT estimation for the relationship between learning
climate and training participation. We estimated the three specifications of our econo-
metric model, and all specifications show a significant positive relationship between
learning climate and participation in training. However, the magnitude of the coefficient
slightly decreases in the full model in column 3. Of the variables for financial consid-
erations added in column 2, only the percentage during work hours is significant. This
indicates that financial effects are of limited importance in decisions regarding partici-
pation. Of the control variables, the proportion of women, elderly, and higher educated are
insignificant. Location matters and shows a significant adverse effect, indicating that
workers in organizations located in more urban areas participate less in training.

Intensity of training and learning climate

Table 5 shows the results of the TOBIT estimations for the intensity of training measured
by the number of hours spent on training per employee and participant as the dependent
variables. As in Table 4, we estimated again the same three specifications. We found that
the variable for learning climate had a significant relationship with the intensity of training

Table 4. Results of the TOBIT regression with a share of participants as the dependent variable.

(M @ ©)

% participation % participation % participation

Learning climate 6.101" 6.309" 4232"
Share costs paid by employer 0.133 0.115
Subsidies: Yes —3.544 —3.834
Share during work hours 0.002 0.079*
Control factors

Proportion of 50+ workers 0.042
Proportion of workers with a university degree —0.004
Proportion of female workers 0.043
Urbanity —8.108™
Size of organization No No Yes
Sector No No Yes

N 446 446 446
pseudo R? 0.0026 0.0036 0.0289
Lower limit 1 (2) 1 (2) 1 (2)
Upper limit 100 (65) 100 (65) 100 (65)

*significant at the 10% level.

*significant at the 5% level.

*¥significant at the 1% level. The lower limit is |; the upper limit is 100. The number of observations that are
censored is in brackets.
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Table 5. Results of the TOBIT regression with the measures for intensity as the dependent
variable.

(M @ ©) ) ©) ()

Hours per Hours per Hours per Hours per Hours per  Hours per
employee employee employee participant participant participant

Learning climate 8355  7.8427" 5318”7 118527 99927 8.052*

Share costs paid —0.280"" —0.250" —0.740"  —0.701™"
by employer

Subsidies: Yes 5.673 4401 16.933* 16.587*

Share during —0.047  0.027 —0337"  —03607"

working hours
Control factors

Proportion of —0.135 —0.311
50+ workers
Proportion of —0.131% —0.191
workers with
a university
degree
Proportion of —0.187" —0.107
female
workers
Urbanity —1.219 2.748
Size of No No Yes No No Yes
organization
Sector No No Yes No No Yes
N 446 446 446 446 446 446
pseudo R? 0.0033 0.0059 0.0166 0.0012 0.0067 0.0100
Lower limit 0.01 (1) 0.01 (1) 0.01 (1) I (1) I (1) 1 (1)
Upper limit - - - - - -

*significant at the 10% level.

*significant at the 5% level.

*FFsignificant at the |% level. The lower limit is |; the upper limit is 100. The number of observations that are
censored is in brackets.

in all specifications and in line with the results for participation in Table 4. However, the
relationship’s magnitude and significance decrease if more variables are added to the
model. For hours per employee, learning climate is significant at the 5% level, and for
hours per participant, it is only significant at the 10% level in the complete model.
While for participation, in Table 4, only share during work hours is a significant
determinant, for the intensity, we find that more financial considerations are significant.
Table 5, column 3 shows that only the share of costs paid by the employer has a significant
negative effect on the number of hours employees spend on training, indicating that a
higher share of costs results in fewer hours of training per employee. When looking at the
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hours per participant, the effect of financial considerations becomes even more prominent:
all three variables are significant. In line with the results for participation in Table 4, the
positive and significant coefficient for share during work hours shows that organizations
need people to do the work and struggle to find time for training. Training during working
hours is insignificant in determining the hours per employee, but it is a significant factor in
determining the hours per participant. However, the effects can be offset by subsidies. The
use of subsidies increases the intensity of training.

In conclusion, employers invest in training people who participate for a small number
of hours, and a learning climate is important to increase that participation. However,
employers are less willing to invest in more extended training. The results for hours spent
on training show that for the intensity of training, learning climate becomes less im-
portant, and employers consider the financial aspect in terms of cost and time, which has a
negative effect on training hours. At the same time, the use of subsidies increases training
hours.

Robustness

To test the robustness of our results, we estimated various specifications by adding more
(control) variables to our model for each of the three dependent variables. The results
show that the signs and significance levels for the variables learning climate and the
financial considerations were stable over the three specifications, with only minor effects
on the magnitude of the coefficients. Although there are slight differences in significance
and magnitude, the overall conclusion that learning climate positively affects learning is
robust for all specifications. Although the results show some variation for the three
different types of operationalization of the dependent training variable, financial con-
siderations also play a significant role.

Discussion

Our results confirm several studies, and we find some notable differences. A positive
relationship between learning climate and training is expected based on the positive
correlation between informal learning and learning climate (Crans et al., 2021) and
between informal learning and training (Manuti et al., 2015). Our study indeed confirmed
this positive impact of learning climate on training. However, we also found that em-
ployers’ financial considerations are important in training intensity. The importance of
financial considerations is in line with the findings of Poulissen et al. (2021).

The finding that financial considerations are important also indicates that employers
endorse the human capital theory of Becker (1964). The negative correlation between
financial considerations, both direct costs and time in work hours, and training intensity
shows how employers view investments in training. Becker (1964) concluded that general
training, which is usually more intensive, requires investment by the employee, whereas
the employer typically pays for work-related training. Our findings show that employers
endorse this view and are less willing to invest in more extended training. However, we
also find that employers are applying for government subsidies in the case of more
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extended training. This indicates that a part of the costs does not necessarily have to move
from the employer to the employee but might be covered by the government. These
government investments decrease the required private investment and thus reduce the risk
of the employer that an investment in training a worker has benefits for other firms if the
employee changes employer. Subsidies increase participation in more intense training.
This is a contrasting finding to Shah (2017), who finds that the availability of government
subsidies generally does not affect the employer’s decision to provide training. Lastly,
unlike much of the literature (e.g. Kalenda et al., 2020; Kalenda et al., 2023), we do not
find that organizations with younger and higher-educated workers or a different gender
mix invest more in training. This raises the issue if those differences might be sorting
effects, viz. people choosing the sector or choosing an organization that has a better
learning climate. Such sorting effects require further research.

Based on our findings, we have several recommendations for organizations and
governments to increase lifelong learning both in the Netherlands and internationally.
First, an organization’s investment in a learning climate, in money and effort, is important
to increase training participation, but investment in a learning climate alone is not enough.
The positive relation between training and learning climate shows its importance, but
more than just a positive learning climate is required for training with higher intensity. Our
study shows that investments must come from employers, employees, and governments.
Employers are unwilling to cover all the costs. They invest time and money but expect
employees to invest time as well when taking more extended training programs. An
implication for the government is the provision of subsidies; subsidies can (partially)
offset high costs, and we found them to increase the intensity of training. Only 36% of
employers use such subsidies, so many more can benefit from them. Therefore, gov-
ernments need not only to focus on the subsidy amount but also on increasing awareness
of the need for lifelong learning. In this way, governments can increase the total training
undertaken by the working population. Government investments can be justified because
a better-trained workforce is beneficial for an individual organization and society as a
whole.

One of our study’s limitations is that employers are at risk of being over-optimistic in
their response of their learning climate. We tried to minimize this risk by making simple
and clear statements in our survey questions. Additionally, as with any voluntary survey,
there will be some self-selection. Lastly, we have only considered the view of employers.
As we know from Le et al. (2023), there might be differences in the experiences of
learning climate by employees, but this needs further investigation.

Additionally, we suggest that further research should investigate the causality of the
relation between learning climate and training. This study has shown the existence of such
arelationship, but the next step is to determine its direction. Furthermore, we recommend
further research on the effects of learning climate and training, individually and combined,
on organizational performance. Lomineishvilli (2021) already established a positive
effect of training participation on organizational performance, and Plasman and
Thompson (2023) have shown the effect of informal learning on wages. The next
step is to find how learning climate affects this relationship. Lastly, further investigation
into government subsidies is recommended. In the Netherlands, there is a plethora of
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different subsidies depending on sector, size, organizational structure, and participants. As
a result, this study could not incorporate concrete measures. However, further study into
which subsidies can enhance learning culture is recommended.

Conclusion

Technological changes like automation and computerization mean people must con-
tinuously adopt new knowledge and update skills. A positive learning climate in an
organization can positively contribute to people’s lifelong learning. To study the rela-
tionship between learning climate and training in organizations, we analyzed data ob-
tained from a survey among 512 organizations with at least five employees in the northern
Netherlands. We operationalized participation in training in three ways: through the
proportion of employees that participated and through course intensity, measured by the
average number of hours per employee and the average number of hours per participant.
We find a significant positive relationship between learning climate and training. A more
positive learning climate goes hand-in-hand with a higher percentage of employees
participating in training and with longer training. However, we also find that financial
considerations, like the costs and the time spent on training and the use of government
subsidies, are important when determining the hours of training.
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Notes

1. This paper is an improved version of the earlier publication in Dutch. De samenhang tussen
leercultuur en de scholingsdeelname bij organisaties. Tijdschrift voor HRM, (4), 50-72. https:/
doi.org/10.5117/THRM2022.4.005.KRUI). Conceptually, this paper uses the same general idea
that participation in training, learning climate (named culture in the Dutch publication), and
financial considerations are linked together. However, the Dutch publication leaned heavily on
the Dutch policy literature; the definition of learning culture was from a Dutch policy institution.
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In this version, we relate to the international literature to build a better argument and use
Ortenblad’s (2018) definition of the learning climate. Furthermore, our measure for learning
climate is based on a polychoric PCA as opposed to an average, and for the statistical analysis we
now use the more sophisticated and more applicable truncated TOBIT model that can handle the
censored data we use in an appropriate way.

2. Groningen and Drenthe are two provinces in the northern Netherlands. This region has ap-
proximately 1.1 million inhabitants and covers 5,000 square kilometres of land. It is one of the
most rural regions of the Netherlands but is relatively urbanized in Europe. One city has a
population of over 200,000 people, and one city has over 75,000 people. The rest of the
population lives in smaller towns with up to 60,000 inhabitants.

3. Four organizations were approached that did not fall into one of the categories. Hence, the
numbers do not add up.

4. One organization had two locations in two sectors with the same number of employees and was
allocated randomly to one of the two sectors.
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