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1. Introduction
Today the organizations are experiencing dramatic changes; organizational development and the conversion of the closed fixed and predetermined patterns into living and changing entity organization and self-consistent models is dependent to the flexible structures and they are examples of changes that have occurred in organizations. According to the law of entropy that in a closed system, entropy increases in an organization also if it does not match itself with the environmental changes, it faces with Disorder, that eventually it will be stopped from the continuation of work. In fact the organizations for the purpose of survival of discipline and development attempt that by the use of their resources to achieve rapid growth in the global scope, improve continued effectiveness, profitability, flexibility, preparation for the future and enjoy a privileged position in benefiting from the excellent field of their activities (Hong & Kuo, 1999, Shuler & Jackson, 2001). The rapid environmental factors, the complexity and ambiguity level is increased and the organization's management faces with challenges In such circumstances the use of old paradigm of command and control expertise that emphasizes on the integration and efficiency, leading to a multi-sectoral organizations which are not remedial (James, 2003, Pablos, 2003, Uzumeri & Nembhard, 1995).
Today’s knowledge is considered as one of the main and most important intangible assets of organizations, this type of attitude opposes the past which has introduced a big deal of organization capitals as intangible assets (Sullivan 2000). In the definition of intangible assets, it can be stated that they are the non-physical and valuable sources which are created by innovation and exclusive plans of the organization or human sources (Alavi & ghorishi, 2007). In today’s knowledge-oriented economy, the success of organizations is dependent to the ability of intangible assets management. By entering the knowledge-oriented economy we need to have access to new models of the organizational assets (Tayles et al, 2002).
Organizational learning is a dynamic process that enables organization to quickly adapt to the changes. This process involves the production of new knowledge, skills and behaviors. The organizational learning is the main way to create working knowledge and performance improvement of the organization. So a successful organization should be dynamic in learning (Jerez-Go'mez et al, 2005; Khanalizadeh et al, 2010, Skerlavaj et al., 2012).
Fevil and Liles (1985) in clearing the concept of organizational learning suggest that organizational learning changes the organization as an entity of cognitively which is able to observe their actions, to explore the effects of reform measures for the purpose of organizational development (Phang et al, 2008). In most of the definitions that have been mentioned regarding organizational learning, changes in behaviors is considered as the most essential principle of learning (Alavi, 2010, Peck, et al., 2013).
Intellectual capital is defined as "a package of useful and practical knowledge and knowledge assets, including talent, skill, questions, procedure and relationships that can lead to the creation of value (Steward, 2001, 1997, 1994, 1991).
Organizational learning
Today, in organizations, learning has become the heart and essence of the activity, and we must confess that if the organizations are ignoring learning, this issue can be similar to accepting death for the organization. Organizational learning in recent years is among the organizational ability to respond changes in the external environment. Aragon (2003) stated that various changes in environment requires a realistic reaction that balances the interaction of organization with the environment Montes et al (2004). Brno Locke in explanation of the word of learning says, today the word of learning has a new understanding that is different with its concept in administrative theories and organizational context that existed in a few decades ago, because Of the complex nature of today's issues, technological advances, unstable environment and especially changes in individual and group values. Now the emphasis is on the modern process of distribution and dissemination of information and new knowledge of social and organizational issues, in a way that adopting practical solutions to review these issues and also recipient's participation in all stages of setting and performance of policy making could be effective (Javanmard & Sakhaei, 2009).
The organizations face with changes without delays during century 21st; In order to empower them in effective competence in a competitive market, the key point is how they should learn and produce new knowledge. Survival and growth of organizations in today's world which is full of changes requires the ability to react on time and appropriately against the rapid environmental changes. Only those Organizations can predict the needs and environmental changes timely and continue their survival in the constantly changing environment that emphasize and concentrate on organizational learning. Learning requires that the people to deploy the knowledge that they learn in their organizations. The terms of organizational learning apparently refers to the individual learning in organization, but organizational learning in fact in its real meaning mostly refers to a group or the organizational level learning. The individual learning is obtained through studying, research, interviewing, cognitive, experience, training and development of mental models which take place in the mind, but the organizational learning occurs when the group learns to interact, share knowledge and to act collectively; In a way that the combined capacity of group is increased and the ability of understanding and implementing effective action to be achieved (Bennet & Bennet, 2008; Hung et al, 2010; Yukl, 2008). By reviewing that were conducted on the organizational learning from 1963 till now, some of the selected definitions have been presented in the following table (Table A).
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Table A. Some of the selected definitions
	The authors
	Definition of organizational learning
	resources

	Kern and March (1963)
	Organization's efforts in response to changes in its external environment for compliance of goals with the new conditions
	Allame & moghadami, 2009

	Garjlosi and Dale (1965)
	Set of interactions between individual and group conformity and compliance in the organizational level
	Miresmaeli, 2007

	R. Jeris and Shan (1987)
	It is a process in which the members by identifying and correcting errors and recording the results of this process
	Farhang et al, 2010

	Senge (1990)
	It is a balanced relationship with the environment in which the organization activities are done dynamically to obtain knowledge
	Senge, 1990

	Huber (1991)
	Process that will result in the development of insight for the individuals to influence the potential of human behaviors
	Cegarre-Navarro et al, 2007

	Huber (1992)
	A change in the range of potential behavior of the organization which may lead to the organization effectiveness
	Robey et al, 2000

	Gu (1992)
	It is a long-term activity which leads to competitive advantage over time and it requires sustained management attention, commitment and efforts.
	Alavi, 2010

	Kim (1993)
	Organizational learning means increased ability to perform the actions for the purpose of effective actions
	Erabi & Fakhariyan, 2008

	Dixon (1994)
	Conscious use of learning processes in the individual and group levels which leads to the organization move towards a more satisfying level of shareholders
	Erabi & Fakhariyan, 2008

	Slater and Narro (1995)
	The most basic level of knowledge and insight development which is the potential for influence on effective behavior
	Hult et al, 2001

	Menzer and Nikloni (1995)
	The behavior between minds, groups or individuals in special social adaptation and culture
	Hong et al, 2006

	Mal Hatra (1996)
	The ability for organizations to insight and understanding through experiencing, observing and analyzing and having desire to success and failure tests.
	Fathi, 2010

	Tsang (1997)
	A concept used to describe certain types of activities that occur to secure the organization against the environment changes
	Dawes 2002

	Simon (1998)
	Vision growth a renew structure and successful revision of the organizational problems by the persons who have reflected the results of that in structural factors and organization results.
	Fathi, 2010

	Garoein (1999)
	It is a process that will be revealed over time and it is followed with acquiring knowledge, deeper understanding and performance improvement.
	Yaghobi et al, 2010

	Robey (2000)
	It is a group process that by presence of that, the organizational effectiveness will be increased.
	Robey et al 2000

	Jones (2000)
	It is a process through which managers try to increase the capabilities of organizational members in order to better understand their conditions.
	Skerlavajet al, 2006

	Lane (2001)
	Acquiring knowledge and its transmission in the organization levels for manifestation in the required behavior of the organization
	Saka- Helmhout, 2009

	Moravad Rigrez (2003)
	It is a collective process to support organization behavior change
	Sharifi & Eslamiye, 2008

	Lopez (2005)
	Dynamic process of creating, acquiring and collecting knowledge for the purpose of developing sources and capacity which leads to better performance
	Allame & moghadami, 2009

	Panayides (2005)
	The organizational ability for the purpose of stabilizing itself according to the environmental changes.
	Panayides, 2005

	Hong (2006)
	The process of social participation which leads to group solidarity
	Hong et al, 2006

	Algra and Chiva (2008)
	Learning process to change the organizational model which leads to improvement or preservation of organization performance
	Khanalizadeh et al, 2009

	Huang (2011)
	The process of knowledge production which is effective in improving human skills
	Hung et al, 2011
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Dimensions of organizational learning based on the perspective of Nif (2001) include:
A shared vision:
It states a desired future and to attract and retain the best and creative knowledge workers, which is provocative and challenging. The importance of shared vision to become the learner organization: First, a shared vision provides the focus and energy to learn. Second, the prospects are pushing people to act. Outlook expresses their aspirations and dreams and to give them meaning. Third, the aim of drawing up is towards a higher favorable objective by the ruling force on the current condition. The share vision creates the ultimate goal and it encourages risk taking and innovation. Fourth, the values and shared meanings in determining the type of a knowledge that the organization preserves and transfer is important.
Organizational Learning Culture:
The values are the driving force of the Organization which help the organization to to achieve its vision. When the members of an organization or group for compliance with external environment and problem solving are active uniquely, unconsciously help to learning. Because of this, in accordance to theorist, learning and problem solving are not only different, but also it should be said that different perspectives have the same process. When members of any society or organization or department are trying for compliance with the external environment and internal problem solving they have helped for learning unconsciously.
Team working and learning:
They are a committed group which can look for a rapid movement to achieve the target of learning, one of the most important strategies for organizational learning is that for learning in the organization, a team should b created. In work and team learning the emphasis is on the importance of the forces and personnel parallel and personnel of the organization to avoid wasting energy. Collective learning is a process of that during that, the capacity of the team members are developed and to be aligned so that its results to be something that all really want it.
Knowledge Distribution:
It consists transmission and distribution of knowledge, organizational transfer and technological data and information. The capacity of the organization to replace the knowledge states the capability of transferring and sharing the power which is needed for the success of the organization as well. Knowledge should be distributed on time and quickly in all around the organization or the areas of company.
System Thinking:
System Thinking means the use of systemic method in the analysis and administration of organization affairs and paying attention to the impact of organizational factors on each other. With a general retrospective thinking, business activities and generally all the other human endeavors are the overall system. They are limited by the activity associated with encapsulation, the activities which usually require years of time to fully affect each other. Where we are a part of this set, in order to understand the change model we face with additional difficulties (Marquardt, 1995; Khanalizadeh et al, 2010; Miresmaeli, 2007).
Intellectual Capital
At the same time of developing the market value of knowledge-based organizations, during decade 1990, a great interest was created towards the intellectual capital. So the researchers tried to define and measure intellectual capital categories that until that time was something non-measurable. In the field of intellectual capital many definitions have been presented, the intellectual capital is the competence and experience of the organization which are mainly associated with the experience and allocation of staff. In fact this is the knowledge and experience of the persons inside the organization which can create values. This issue is done through the process of knowledge interaction and creation of new knowledge. It should be under attention that these capabilities are not only created by the individuals and inside the organization, but also it is possible that they be created by the environment which in the organization (Hame and prahald, 1994, Kalkan et al, 2014).
The intellectual capital can be considered as intellectual items that have been obtained, official and to be used as an asset with more added values (Stewart, 1997). The intellectual capital is the existing knowledge in the organization and it is stated at two individual and organizational levels and the individual level includes knowledge, skill and talent and the structural level includes some items such as a database for each customer, technology, organizational methods and processes (Haanes and Lowendah, 2000). In fact the intellectual capital is a set of knowledge oriented assets which is special for an organization and it is considered from its features and by adding the value to the owners of interests of organization, it will lead to the considerable improvement and increase of competitive advantages of the organization (Marr, 2004). Stewart (2001) defines the intellectual capital in accordance to organizational resources as something related to wealth making through investment of knowledge, information intellectual knowledge and experience. This concept includes the three components that are non-financial and they have mutual relationship as follows:
Human capital:
Human Capital (HC) can be defined as the health, knowledge, motivation and skills of human sources of the organization without considering the future potential values for that organization. The existence of these features in human capitals can lead to satisfaction. Continuous strengthening of intellectual capacity and resources should necessarily create a large collection of talent and professional skills in the organizations (Usoff et al, 2002).The essence of human capital is considered as the pure intelligence of the organization members. In fact The human capital includes preserving knowledge of the members of an organization which includes capabilities and thinking method of personnel. The human sources play a vital and crucial role inside an organization and as a result in this investment, the staff play the most important role. The knowledge of personnel specially their technical knowledge against the tangible assets has strategic importance for the organizations, because they are among those sources that any kind of copy or their transferring to the organization is really difficult (Pike et al, 2002).
Structural capital:
Structural capital (SC) points out to the structures and processes existing inside an organization that the personnel use them and by this method, they use their knowledge and skills ( (Vergauwen & Van alem 2005). It can be said that structural capital includes all the non-human knowledge inside the organization which include databases, organizational charts, process instructions, guidelines and whatever grants a greater value than its tangible assets. This type of capital arising from products and systems that the organization has developed them over time and when the people leave the organization and remain in the organization, so the organizations that have very strong structures, they have a culture that by its background to allow employees to learn and practice (Bontis et al, 2000).
Customer Capital:
Customer capital or relational capital (RC) includes the total of all the assets which organize relations of the organization with the outside environment. This investment includes relationships, customers, shareholders, suppliers, competitors, government, and legal institutions of society. The most important part of capital is the customer capital or relational capital. The relational capital indeed is a reflex of long term performance of companies. Relational capital is related to the conformity level of organization with its surrounding areas (Bozbura, 2004). In fact the relational capital includes the knowledge sourced in the marketing channels and customer relationships in an organization (Bontis et al, 2000). These three components are the interdependence of intellectual capital. Intelectual capital is evaluated through combination, deployment, engagement, integration and balance between its three components and also manage their knowledge flow between them which presents the best values for the organizations (Pike et al, 2002).
The research hypothesis
1- There is a relation between dimensions of intellectual capital and organizational learning components.
2- There is a relation between dimensions of intellectual capital with a shared vision.
3- There is a relation between dimensions of intellectual capital with the culture of organizational learning.
4- There is a relation between dimensions of intellectual capital and work and group learning.
5- There is a relation between dimensions of intellectual capital and knowledge sharing.
6- There is a relationship between dimensions of intellectual capital with System Thinking.
Methods
The method of current research is descriptive correlation method. Target population consisted of 350 persons of faculty members of Razi University. Using stratified random sampling, a proportional class appropriate to the capacity of each of the colleges, 86 persons were selected as statistical population for the purpose of studying. In order to determine the sampling population according to the statistical capacity of sampling population the formula Cochran was used.
Tools for data collection
Data required in this study were collected through two questionnaires is as follows: Intellectual capital questionnaire: the abovementioned questionnaire by using Bontis model (2001) and Piqué (2002) were designed in the form of 35 separate species, using a scale designed of Likert. Results of factor analysis (three components of human capital, structural capital and customer capital) were gained. The KMO = 0.93 and Bartlett (P <0.001) showed that the sampling population is enough and these factors exist in the statistical society. The results of factor loads are higher than 0.3 with orthogonal rotation got the three required components.
Organizational learning questionnaire: the questionnaire is based on Nif model (2001) on the form of 15 buoy in a separation method and by using the five degree scale of Likert. The results of factor analysis, five components (shared vision, organizational culture, work and group learning, sharing knowledge and system thinking) to be obtained. The KMO = 0.94 and Bartlett (P< 0.001) showed that the sampling capacity is sufficient and this factor exists in the statistical population. The results of the factor loadings higher than 0.3 with orthogonal rotation god the five required components.
Findings
1- There is a relation between dimensions of intellectual capital and organizational learning components.
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Table 1: Results of Manova analysis of the relationship between intellectual capitals with the total size of each component for organizational learning
	Intellectual Capital Components
	Vilchez Lambra
	F
	df
	Sig
	Sharing Level
	Statistical Power

	Human Capital
	0.22
	48.39
	5
	0.001
	0.76
	0.99

	Structural Capital
	0.13
	94.81
	5
	0.001
	0.87
	0.99

	Customer Capital
	0.32
	31.59
	5
	0.001
	0.69
	0.98
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The F coefficients in table 1 shows that there is a positive and significant relationship between human capital and all the organizational learning components (P=0.0001) and the participation level is 0.76. There is a significant and positive relation between customer capital with the whole of organizational learning (P= 0.0001) and the sharing level if 0.69 and the statistical power for all three cases is equal to 0.99 that exhibits the sufficiency of sample capacity for the test of hypotheses. 
2- There is a relationship between intellectual capital dimensions and shared vision.
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Table 2: Results of multiple regression analysis between intellectual capital dimensions with shared view
	Prediction Variables
	Standard Variable
	F
	P
	R
	R2
	β
	t
	P

	Human Capital
	Share vision
	46.41
	0.001
	0.76
	0.57
	0.09
	0.24
	0.81

	Structural Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.20
	-1.28
	0.20

	Customer Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	0.78
	4.60
	0.01
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Results of table 2 shows that the results of the test statistic for examining the components of intellectual capital with shared vision is equal to 46.41 which in the level (P= 0.0001) is significant. The value R2 indicates that 0.57 is obtained from the shared vision variance by the intellectual capital dimensions. Also a review on the regression coefficients indicates that that the customer capital (β = 0.78) and they can predict the shared vision positively and significantly.
3- There is a relationship between intellectual capital dimensions and organizational learning culture.
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Table 3: Results of multiple regression analysis between intellectual capital dimensions with organizational learning culture
	Prediction Variables
	Standard Variable
	F
	P
	R
	R2
	β
	t
	P

	Human Capital
	Organizational Learning Culture
	26.31
	0.001
	0.66
	0.44
	0.07
	0.99
	0.32

	Structural Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	0.11
	0.62
	0.53

	Customer Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	0.49
	2.29
	0.006
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The results of table 3 indicates that the results of the test statistic for examining the relationship between intellectual capital dimensions and organizational learning culture is equal to 26.31 which is significant in the level (P= 0.0001). The amount of R2 indicates that 0.44 is obtained from the organizational learning culture by the intellectual capital dimensions. Also a review to the regression coefficients indicate and the customer capital (β = 0.49) can be predicted by the organizational learning culture positively and significantly.
4- There is a relation between intellectual capital dimensions and group learning. 
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Table 4: Results of multiple regression analysis between intellectual capital dimensions with team working and learning
	Prediction Variables
	Standard Variable
	F
	P
	R
	R2
	β
	t
	P

	Human Capital
	Team working and learning
	35.49
	0.001
	0.68
	0.46
	0.67
	3.84
	0.06

	Structural Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.32
	-1.89
	0.15

	Customer Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	0.23
	0.61
	0.54
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Results of table 4 exhibits that the results of the test statistic for examining the relationship between intellectual capital dimensions with work and team learning is equal to 35.49 which in the level (P= 0.0001) is significant. The value of R2 exhibits 0.46 is determined from team working and learning by the intellectual capital dimensions. Also a review to the regression coefficients show that the human capital (β = 0.67) and they can predict team working and learning positively and significantly.
5- There is a relationship between the intellectual capital dimensions and sharing knowledge.
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Table 5: Results of multiple regression analysis between intellectual capital dimensions with knowledge distribution
	Prediction Variables
	Standard Variable
	F
	P
	R
	R2
	β
	t
	P

	Human Capital
	Knowledge Distribution
	61.15
	0.001
	0.79
	0.69
	0.73
	4.48
	0.001

	Structural Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	0.25
	1.23
	0.093

	Customer Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.19
	-1.05
	0.11
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Results of table 5 that the results of the test statistic F for examining the relationship between intellectual capital components by sharing knowledge is equal to 61.15 which in the level (P= 0.0001) is significant. The value R2 indicates that 0.62 is determined from the sharing knowledge variance by the intellectual capital dimensions. Also a review on the regression coefficient indicates that human capital (β = 0.73) they can predict knowledge sharing positively and significantly.
6- There is a relationship between intellectual capital dimensions and systems thinking.


Table 6: Results of multiple regression analysis between intellectual capital dimensions with system thinking
	Prediction Variables
	Standard Variable
	F
	P
	R
	R2
	β
	t
	P

	Human Capital
	System Thinking
	83.13
	0.001
	0.58
	0.33
	0.09
	-0.84
	0.32

	Structural Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	0.60
	3.97
	0.001

	Customer Capital
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.21
	-1.66
	0.12




The results of table 6 exhibit that the results of the test statistic for examining the relationship between the components of intellectual capital with system thinking is equal to 83.13 which at the level (P = 0.0001) is significant. The value R2 exhibits that 0.33 is determined from the system thinking variance by the intellectual capital dimensions. Also a review on the regression coefficients indicates that Structural Capital (β = 0.60) which they can predict the system thinking positively and significantly.

Conclusion
The results of the first hypothesis showed that there is a positive and significant relation between total intellectual capital dimensions and the total of components of organizational learning. These results indicate that existence of intellectual capital dimensions can lead to the formation of a shared vision, organizational learning culture, team working and learning, sharing knowledge and system thinking, so it is good that great attentions to be paid to the intellectual capital in the organizations and the result of such attention will lead to the staff to become innovative and creative individuals in organizations and to have greater motivation and ability to solve internal and external problems of their organizations, the personnel will act with integrity and with the formation of groups and teams of business knowledge and information exchange between organizational members and they will have a comprehensive vision towards current and future issues and they will be so effective for organizational effectiveness. The results of this hypothesis are consistent with the results of Ghalich Li and Moshabeki (2006), Bontis et al (2000) and Bontis (2004) which indicates there is a positive and significant relation between the intellectual capital dimensions and the organizational learning components.
The results of the second hypothesis showed there is a positive relationship between dimensions of intellectual capital and shared vision. The customer capital represents the potential of an organization due to external evident factors. The importance of intellectual capital, as the key part of intellectual capital which plays the role of a mediator and bridge in the investment process and it in the external environment it causes that the customer capital to be preserved in the organization by a survey of clients, addressing their problems, increasing time with customers and providing better services and issues like this. The results of this hypothesis are consistent with the results of Alavi and Gharshi researches (2005), Jafar Nezhad and Ghasemi (2007) and Alameh Moghadami (2009) which exhibits the increasingly attention to the customer capital category should be done in the organizations.
The results of the third hypothesis of research indicated that there is a positive and significant relation between intellectual capital dimensions and organizational learning culture, and 0.44 is explained from the organizational learning culture variance by the intellectual capital dimensions and also the Human Capital and customer capital has a significant predictor relation with the organizational learning culture which exhibits the importance of intellectual capital dimensions in the organizations which states helping to the organizations to set up strategies, assess for implement of strategies to aid decisions, expansion and diversification of organization activities, which here the customer capital has an extraordinary importance which is the main factor determining the of intellectual capital to value and thus, the organizational performance. The results of this hypothesis are consistent with the study results of Alavi and Gharshi (2005), Jafar Nezhad and Ghasemi (2007) and Alameh and Moghadami (2009) which indicates in order to match with the external environment and attempting to solve its problems it is good that much attentions to be paid to the intellectual capital dimensions including the customer capital.
The results of the fourth hypothesis of the research indicated that there is a positive and significant relation between dimensions of intellectual capital and the team working and learning and 0.46 is explained from the team working and learning variance by the intellectual capital dimensions and also the human capital has a predictor relations with team working and learning. The human capital is considered as the standard of intellectual capital and it is dependent to some factors such as knowledge, skills, capabilities and staff attitudes and human capital has caused that the organizations to be dependent to the knowledge and skills of staff to create revenue and growth and also improvement of efficiency and productivity. Results of this hypothesis are consistent with the research results of Bontis (2004), Bord (2006) and Buzbora (2000), which shows that the team working and learning causes sharing in information and thoughts and the existence of human capital and paying attention to that causes the organization to prevent wasting energy and to reach the target earlier.
The results of the fifth hypothesis showed that there is a positive and significant relation between intellectual capital dimensions and sharing knowledge and 0.69 is explained from the sharing knowledge variance by the intellectual capital dimensions and also the human capital and Structural Capital has a predictor and significant relation with knowledge sharing. The staff create the intellectual capital through competence, attitude and intellectual agility and the human capitals of an organization includes the skills, expertise, problem-solving ability and leadership styles. The organizations by creating an environment in which the personnel be able to continuously present new ideas, holding training workshops and providing the required training for their staff should act in order to empower their staff. The results of this hypothesis are consistent with research results of Bontis (2004) and Buzbora (2000) which indicates paying attention to the human capital and surveying their comments about the working programs or activities will lead to success.
The results of the sixth hypothesis showed there is a positive and significant relation between intellectual capital dimensions with system thinking and 0.33 is explained from the system thinking variance by the intellectual capital dimensions and also the structural capital has a predictor and significant relation with system thinking. The structural capital includes all the non-human sources of knowledge of the organization which consists of databases, organizational charts to administrative instruction for implementation of processes, procedures, strategies, executive plans, and executive programs and entirely up all the things which have higher values for the organization. The results of this hypothesis are consistent with the research results of Bontis et al (2004) and Lucy (2005) which indicates by creating reasonable structures and by presenting reasonable solutions, a comprehensive vision could exist for the problems for the purpose of solving them and it considers all the dimensions systematically.
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