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Abstract

This study provides empirical evidence that the practical wisdom of an organisation (organisational phronesis) promotes socially re-
sponsible practices in businesses. Specifically, it highlights how organisational phronesis enhances performance while contributing to
the larger societal good. We examined the correlation between organisational practical wisdom, learning strategy, and corporate social
responsibility (CSR) by analysing self-reported perceptions of employees in Austrian for-profit organisations, using multiple regression
models in STATA. The findings show a noteworthy and favourable association between the constructs. Results reveal that an organisa-
tion’s learning strategy positively affects the presence of phronesis within an organisation, implying that a deliberate focus on learning can
contribute to developing and cultivating phronesis. Furthermore, organisational phronesis is positively associated with CSR, reflecting
a greater commitment to ethical and sustainable practices that benefit both society and the environment. This paper offers novel insights
into how organisational phronesis fosters future-oriented, socially responsible behaviour, thereby contributing to long-term organisational
success.
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1. Introduction
Societal challenges such as social injustice, political

instability, and climate change require organisations to bal-
ance social, ecological, and economic objectives (Ghoba-
dian et al, 2015; Rocha and d’Angelo, 2023; Shahzad et
al, 2020). In response to this need, research is turning
to the ancient idea of phronesis, which dates to Aristotle
and emphasises the practical wisdom necessary for ethical
decision-making (Bierly et al, 2000; Kaiser, 2017; Krag-
ulj, 2023; Nonaka et al, 2000; Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021b;
Roos, 2017; Rowley and Gibbs, 2008). Organisations can
better navigate today’s complex and dynamic challenges by
incorporating this wisdom. According to Aristotle (2009,
p. 106), phronesis is “a reasoned and true state of ca-
pacity to act with regard to human goods”. Phronesis is
action-oriented knowledge that serves practical purposes
and strives for the common good (Nonaka and Takeuchi,
2019). Rowley (2006) stated that it is “the capacity to put
into action the most appropriate behaviour, taking into ac-
count what is known (knowledge) and what does the best
(ethical and societal considerations)” (Rowley, 2006, p.
1250). As a distinct type of knowledge, it can help indi-
viduals, organisations, and societies to understand and re-
spond to the moral expectations placed on them by vari-

ous stakeholders (Rowley and Gibbs, 2008), thereby serv-
ing the sustainability agenda (Giannini et al, 2017). Con-
sidering this increasing need for organisations to balance
social, ecological, and economic objectives while navigat-
ing complex societal challenges, this study aims to examine
the relationship between organisational phronesis, learn-
ing strategy, and social responsibility performance. Conse-
quently, the research question reads: What effect do organ-
isational phronesis and the learning strategy have on corpo-
rate social responsibility (CSR) performance? Answering
this question contributes to the theoretical understanding
of how phronesis can enhance an organisation’s ability to
navigate complex societal challenges while achieving eco-
nomic goals. The findings provide practical insights into
how organisations can cultivate phronesis as a key driver
of sustainable business practices, benefiting both organisa-
tions and the wider society.

While there is considerable conceptual research about
phronesis in the field of knowledge management (Bierly
et al, 2000; Kodama, 2021; Kragulj, 2023; Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 2019; Nonaka and Toyama, 2007; Rocha and
Pinheiro, 2021b; Rowley and Gibbs, 2008), there is lit-
tle research that had been done on its effectiveness, and
no empirical evidence has emerged of its impact on the
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sustainability performance of organisations. Consequently,
measuring phronesis remains an emerging area of research
(Serenko, 2024; Swartwood, 2020). Given the increas-
ing need for organisations to balance social, ecological,
and economic objectives while navigating complex societal
challenges, we aim to investigate the relationship between
organisational phronesis, an organisation’s learning strat-
egy, and their performance in corporate social responsibil-
ity. We contribute to the theoretical understanding of how
phronesis can facilitate responsible and sustainable busi-
ness practices. The findings provide practical insights into
how organisations can cultivate phronesis as a critical driver
of sustainable business practices, benefiting the organisa-
tions and the environment in which they are embedded.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1 Corporate Social Responsibility

The call for sustainable and responsible business prac-
tices emerged more than half a century ago (Ghobadian et
al, 2015). However, they only recently made it to the top of
the political agenda (Ban, 2016), and are considered essen-
tial parts of global business operations (Durst, 2024). Both
constructs provide the context for CSR research (Jonker,
2006). CSR is a framework that structures the responsi-
ble handling of corporate power and social commitment
(Turker, 2009), combining economic, social, and environ-
mental goals (Jonker, 2006).

Carroll (1999) identifies four avenues of CSR: (I) eco-
nomic responsibility, which considers profit as the main
factor in the creation of the company; (II) legal responsi-
bility, which sees complying with the law as a prerequisite;
(III) ethical responsibility, which focuses on the expectation
society has towards the organisation; and (IV) philanthropic
responsibility, which is desired by society, but not neces-
sary for the organisation’s survival. It is a voluntary service
attitude to society to increase the communities’ well-being
(Crane et al, 2008).

Over the past few decades, CSR has evolved from a
philanthropic to a mandatory endeavour (Crane et al, 2008).
It can be a successful business model that offers a compara-
tive advantage (Porter andKramer, 2011) and promotes sus-
tainable development (Ye et al, 2020). CSR can be seen as
a strategic opportunity that can be seized (Lubin and Esty,
2010). Further research on the layers of CSR has led to
a more ethical foundation for a corporation’s sustainable
behaviour. Meynhardt and Gomez (2019) propose a sus-
tainable behaviour hierarchy, with the “do no harm” im-
perative as its foundation. Departing from this, organisa-
tions should consider political and social interests and, only
then, achieve sustainable economic profits while exhibiting
moral judgment. Furthermore, Turker (2009) understands
CSR as a form of corporate behaviour that seeks to impact
stakeholders positively and extends beyond mere economic
motivations. This view stresses the importance of CSR in
terms of companies’ positive effects on their stakeholders.

In this way, CSR treats business and society as elements that
are interwoven and not contradictory. Business is embed-
ded in the organisation’s social and natural environment. It
can only act successfully if it tends, rather than exploits, the
patch in which it wants to flourish in the long run (Porter
and Kramer, 2011).

In empirical terms, however, this sustainability triad
of economic, social, and ecological goals (i.e., the triple
bottom line) (Elkington, 2018) comes with inherent ten-
sions (Haffar and Searcy, 2017). The dominance of an in-
strumental logic that we see in business practice gives prior-
ity to financial over social and ecological goals, which leads
to trade-offs (Ivory and Brooks, 2018). Only when these
contradictions are acknowledged (Gao and Bansal, 2013)
and the resulting paradoxes intentionally addressed, can
sustainable value can be achieved (i.e., “integrative view
on corporate sustainability”) (Hahn et al, 2015, p. 299).
Knowledge is vital in strategically aligning the organisa-
tion with the sustainability agenda and the CSR framework
(Durst, 2024). Organisations require new types of knowl-
edge that combine know-what, know-how, and know-why,
and must emphasize the importance of ethical values to
achieve this end. Therefore, organisational knowledge
practice fosters CSR scope from the organisational to the
societal level (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2019).

2.2 Organisational Practical Wisdom (Organisational
Phronesis)

Given the knowledge-based view of the firm, phrone-
sis (practical wisdom) is considered a promising knowledge
source for strategically enacting the sustainability agenda
in business practices. Though not new to knowledge man-
agement (e.g., Bierly et al, 2000; Nonaka and Takeuchi,
2011; Nonaka et al, 2014; Rowley and Gibbs, 2008), it re-
cently gained momentum in knowledge management re-
search (Cegarra-Navarro et al, 2023; Cegarra-Sánchez et
al, 2023; Chin et al, 2025; Kragulj, 2023; Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 2019, 2021; Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021c; Rocha
et al, 2022; Serenko, 2024). The concept of phronesis orig-
inates with Aristotle and was recently defined as “experi-
ential knowledge that enables us to make prudent judge-
ments in a timely fashion and to take actions guided by val-
ues, principles and morals” (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2021,
p. 2). Phronesis is grounded on knowledge, reasoning,
and action (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021a). Mainly, a per-
son’s knowledge and reasoning depend on their life experi-
ence, and involves employing appropriate methods to attain
favourable results (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021b). It moti-
vates individuals to think deeply about the ‘good’ and what
is necessary to lead a good life (Bierly et al, 2000). Since
the perceived ‘good’ must be realised through means ap-
propriate to the situation, phronesis emphasises practices in
specific contexts (Nonaka and Toyama, 2007). In this con-
text, phronesis does not only help individuals to reach the
‘good’ for themselves, but to judge what goodness is for
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the whole (Nonaka and Toyama, 2007). Phronesis comple-
ments the well-known duo of episteme, i.e., universal sci-
entific knowledge, and techne, i.e., technique, technology,
and art, requiring technical know-how. Both can be inter-
preted as objective intellectual virtues. In contrast, phrone-
sis includes values and judgement. It thus entails an ethi-
cal dimension and allows for considering the ends and not
only the means. Whereas episteme is about the ‘know-
why’ and techne is the ‘know-how’, phronesis is about
“knowing what should be done” (Nonaka and Takeuchi,
2019). Phronesis provides an orientation for the ends of
doing business (i.e., the common good) and gives knowl-
edge management a clear normative direction (Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 2021). It draws a link between normative busi-
ness ethics and knowledgemanagement that is currently be-
ing (re)discovered (Baird and Calvard, 2019; Bornemann,
2023; Evans and Mckinley, 2010; Serenko, 2024). At the
organisational level, phronesis allows companies to identify
what is good in given situations and to take the most appro-
priate actions for the common good (Nonaka and Takeuchi,
2019).

Organisational practical wisdom enables organisa-
tions to survive and do good for society (Kessler, 2006;
Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021b). It encourages organisations to
understand and respond to themoral expectations of various
stakeholders (Rowley and Gibbs, 2008). Therefore, organ-
isations understand and can act on the complexity within
their environment (Rowley and Gibbs, 2008). A phro-
netic organisation embodies virtuous qualities and a com-
mitment to continuous learning (Rowley and Gibbs, 2008),
profoundly shaped by experiential growth (Rocha and Pin-
heiro, 2021b). It can be considered a conceptual advance-
ment of Senge’s learning organisation (Senge, 1990). To ar-
rive at a phronetic organisation, members must ensure that
their mental models include an understanding of an organi-
sation’s impact beyond economic importance (Rowley and
Gibbs, 2008). Hence, a wise organisation must compre-
hend all stakeholders’ interdependence and the intricacy of
connections. Collaboration across boundaries and borders
is necessary to cope with society’s bigger problems yet to
come (Rowley and Gibbs, 2008).

Although Aristotle’s (2009) definition of phronesis
may seem precise, different interpretations have developed
among authors regarding the definition of ‘common good-
ness’ (Sluga, 2014), which is considered central to organ-
isational phronesis. For instance, Erden et al (2008) and
Nonaka and Toyama (2007) consider the common good as
a supra-individual variable that is socially constructed and
depends on the specific group context rather than derived
from an ethical principle. Similarly, Beabout (2012, p. 420)
interprets the common good as targeting “a good life, both
for oneself and for one’s community”, suggesting a utilitar-
ian perspective. In contrast, Ardelt and Harma (2021, p. 4)
consider the main goal of a wise organisation is to “make
the world a better place”. Similarly, Zacher and Kunzmann

(2019, p. 261) characterise “the maximization of a com-
mon good, rather than individual well-being” as the end-
point of practical wisdom. Both emphasise its individual-
transcending and universal claim inherent to human nature.
There remains a tension between the specific circumstances
of doing business and the level of universality of the com-
mon good. The narrower (i.e., natural and non-natural sys-
tems targeted, social scope, and time frame) the common
good is considered, the more the concept loses its univer-
sality and thus its ethical strength. In a recent empirical
account of the concept, Wheeler et al (2024, p. 13) empiri-
cally investigated folk theories of the common good, lead-
ing to the definition as “achieving the best possible outcome
for the largest number of people, which is underpinned by
decision-making that is ethically and morally sound and
varies by the context in which the decisions are made”.

While we position our research in the Aristotelian tra-
dition of phronesis, we account for the empirical ambiguity
of its core normative pillar (i.e., the common good) and de-
fine organisational phronesis as “organizational proficiency
of acting efficiently and effectively toward its purpose and
values leading to high performance and the common good,
doing the least harm, and envisioning the long term” (Rocha
et al, 2024).

2.3 Learning Strategy
Organisational learning is vital for knowledge pro-

cesses and organisational adaptation (Shipton, 2006). It
can be seen as a process that creates, generates, adminis-
trates and processes individual knowledge into organisa-
tional knowledge, thereby shaping the character of the or-
ganisation (i.e., its structures, strategies, processes, capabil-
ities, and culture) (Valdez-Juárez et al, 2019). Knowledge,
collaboration, a vision, and a shared context are essential to
this process (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021b).

To make organisational learning effective, key factors
such as a learning strategy are essential (Baker and Sinkula,
1999). A learning strategy refers to a learner’s attitudes and
actions while learning. While the primary goal of a learn-
ing strategy is to trigger the learner’s motivation, it can also
impact how the learner chooses, grasps, organises, and uni-
fies new knowledge (Weinstein and Mayer, 1983). Learn-
ing strategies of organisations can be seen as “systematic
approaches to learning and creating contexts to facilitate or-
ganizational learning” by “emphasizing knowledge acqui-
sition, distribution, and interpretation”, which ensure “con-
tinuous learning, improvement, and adjustment” at the or-
ganisational level (Douglas and Haley, 2024, p. 13). An
organisation’s performance and long-term success improve
when it can learn and adjust accordingly (Kragulj, 2016).
The argument that competitive advantage arises from or-
ganisational learning has elevated this topic to a fundamen-
tal element within competitive strategy and organisational
behaviour (Curado, 2006).
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Fig. 1. Theoretical framework. CSR, corporate social responsibility. Source: Authors’ creation.

3. Hypotheses Development
Our theoretical framework (Fig. 1) depicts the theo-

retical constructs and their relationships. From this, it is
evident that the constructs and their relationships are well
grounded in theory but have not yet been empirically tested.
To this end, we develop a conceptual model to empirically
examine an organisation’s learning strategy and organisa-
tional phronesis affecting CSR.

3.1 The Effect of an Organisation’s Learning Strategy on
Organisational Phronesis

Experience and actions are the essences of organisa-
tional learning (Erden et al, 2008). An organisational learn-
ing strategy affects how the learner selects, acquires, organ-
ises or integrates new knowledge (Weinstein and Mayer,
1983). The organisation’s learning strategy can promote
the creation of organisational phronesis, which can be seen
as high-quality tacit knowledge that allows organisational
members to make mindful decisions and take appropriate
actions towards the common good based on shared values,
cultural norms, and commonly set goals as a team (Erden
et al, 2008). Thereby, the organisational culture and values,
as well as the beliefs of organisational members, defines the
outcome of organisational learning (Rocha and Pinheiro,
2021b). Integrating phronesis in organisations can explain
the practical, subjective, and forward-looking elements of
knowledge-based organisations’ dynamic strategy creation
and implementation process (Nonaka and Toyama, 2007).

To guarantee a connection and learning among indi-
viduals, a ba, that is, a shared context, must be created
where phronesis is integrated and the knowledge of every-
one is shared, utilised, and learned (Rocha and Pinheiro,
2021b). These learning-oriented interactions in a shared
context are necessary to spread individual phronesis among
teammembers and develop collective phronesis (Rocha and
Pinheiro, 2021c). A shared context allows organisational
members to be understood and see beyond their limited per-
spectives (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2011). Consequently, we
propose the following:

Hypothesis (H1). An organisation’s learning strategy
positively affects organisational phronesis.

3.2 The Effect of an Organisation’s Learning Strategy on
CSR

Organisational learning strategies can facilitate the or-
ganisation’s focus on sustainability and responsible busi-
ness conduct (Martínez-Martínez et al, 2023). In this way,
organisational learning can be considered the process of
aligning the organisation with CSR goals (Fortis et al, 2018;
Parisi, 2013). Organisational alignment involves adapt-
ing various organisational elements such as its structures,
strategies, processes, capabilities, and culture to foster its
CSR performance (Kathuria et al, 2007). The involved
knowledge can increasingly be considered one of the cru-
cial resources for organisations to flourish in the current
socio-economic climate (Martínez-Martínez et al, 2023).
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Therefore, organisational learning is instrumental in adopt-
ing and executing CSR (Ghasemzadeh et al, 2022). Like-
wise, businesses must maintain their competitiveness and
profitability, but accountability is also essential for busi-
ness activities’ ecological and social impact (Ghasemzadeh
et al, 2022).

Companies are under increasing pressure to act eth-
ically to satisfy the expectations of various stakeholders
(Ghasemzadeh et al, 2022; Ghobadian et al, 2015). More
and more organisations are trying to adopt and implement
new learning strategies to improve their social responsibil-
ity processes (Valdez-Juárez et al, 2019). Organisational
learning can be seen as a process that realises that chang-
ing an organisation’s knowledge base and organisational
behaviour is an essential element that highlights the ability
of companies to integrate and face up to the expectations of
CSR (Fortis et al, 2018). The act of organisational learning
can be viewed as a necessary condition formodifying the at-
titudes and incentives of workers, resulting in a rise in their
dedication to improving CSR efforts (Ghasemzadeh et al,
2022). A learning organisation can build up, develop, and
pass on knowledge. The behaviour of individual members
can be changed to show new knowledge and understand-
ing (Martínez-Martínez et al, 2023). Similarly, to enact
suitable performance behaviour, learning other skills and
knowledge is necessary to change and adapt to the context
(Jundt and Shoss, 2023). Therefore, we hypothesise the fol-
lowing:

Hypothesis (H2a). An organisation’s learning strat-
egy positively affects employee-related sustainability.

Hypothesis (H2b). An organisation’s learning strat-
egy positively affects public-related sustainability.

Moreover, by integrating new learning strategies, or-
ganisations care about their members’ well-being and cus-
tomer satisfaction. However, while acting, they also always
consider what is good for the environment. A learning ori-
entation promotes sustainable innovations, which leads to
responsible behaviour in organisations (Valdez-Juárez et al,
2019). For instance, practices such as using electric cars,
building zero-emissions buildings, and the increased oper-
ation of trains are being promoted as measures to increase
sustainability (Banerjee and Duflo, 2020). An ecological
perspective enables people to see how a destructive/creative
process works. Destruction creates spaces in an ecosys-
tem that can allow small-scale innovation without disrup-
tion due to a lack of resources (Hurst, 2013). Furthermore,
“environmental learning” consists of processes that acquire,
disseminate, and use knowledge about the natural envi-
ronment to improve sustainability performance (Martínez-
Martínez et al, 2023). Accordingly, we propose the follow-
ing:

Hypothesis (H2c). An organisation’s learning strat-
egy positively affects environmental management sustain-
ability.

Hypothesis (H2d). An organisation’s learning strat-
egy positively affects pollution control measures.

Companies that prioritise organisational learning wit-
ness increased market opportunities, innovation, and eco-
nomic outcomes (Valdez-Juárez et al, 2019). Organisa-
tional learning enables new ideas, products, processes, and
technologies (Martínez-Martínez et al, 2023). Furthermore,
a good organisational learning strategy is crucial for gain-
ing a competitive advantage (Ghasemzadeh et al, 2022).
The better individuals and organisations are at learning, the
greater their opportunities to understand and seize trends in
the business environment (Ghasemzadeh et al, 2022). We
propose the following:

Hypothesis (H2e). An organisation’s learning strat-
egy positively affects financial sustainability.

Hypothesis (H2f). An organisation’s learning strat-
egy positively affects governance sustainability.

3.3 The Effect of Organisational Phronesis on CSR
As phronesis ultimately targets the common good, the

practical wisdom of the organisation is expected to have an
impact on their CSR, where values and ethical behaviour
are important (Ghobadian et al, 2015; Zwetsloot, 2003).
Organisations can shape their business environment by in-
corporating phronesis and working towards a future that
unites social, ecological, and economic goals (Rocha et al,
2022). Goede (2011) argues that a phronetic organisation is
an environmentally conscious one that effectively handles
the triple bottom line, encompassing the well-being of in-
dividuals, the well-being of the environment, and financial
prosperity, thus serving the common good.

Phronesis enables organisations to take wise actions,
with social well-being as its outcome (Rocha et al, 2022).
It can be viewed as a construct that may be one pathway to
reconnecting businesses with society (Rocha and Pinheiro,
2021c). Wise organisations can survive if they deliver
sustainable performance, serving the interests of society
and various stakeholders (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021b,c).
Phronesis as knowledge practice extends the social sci-
ence’s agenda by focusing on improving the human con-
dition (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2019).

Organisational scandals, inequality, and climate
change scream for the importance of improving social well-
being for all (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021a). Having a shared
purpose that puts commitment to the common good first
helps organisations unite (van Ingen et al, 2021). It thus
encourages them to accept the common goal or plan, giv-
ing them a reason for action (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021c).
We propose the following:

Hypothesis (H3a). Organisational phronesis posi-
tively affects employee-related sustainability.

Hypothesis (H3b). Organisational phronesis posi-
tively affects public-related sustainability.

Furthermore, phronesis strives for interaction among
colleagues, customers, business rivals, and the environ-
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ment, and helps move companies, communities, and soci-
ety in a sustainable direction (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2019).
The depletion of natural resources and the repercussions of
environmental decline have emerged as crucial concerns.
Climate change threatens the survival and stability of mod-
ern societies (Rosário et al, 2022). As phronesis is an
action-oriented construct, it can be integrated into the Sus-
tainable Development Goals (SDGs) goals, which draw at-
tention to the fact that sustainability must become an imper-
ative for organisations all around the world (Hurst, 2013;
Rocha et al, 2022).

A transformative process necessitates a practical pur-
suit of knowledge, encompassing ethical perspectives
through sustainable actions and rationality (Gillberg, 1999).
Ecological rationality helps individuals to understand that
destruction occurs swiftly, while progress, prosperity,
and growth require a significantly longer duration (Hurst,
2013). Surpassing certain temperatures could initiate sud-
den, unpredictable, and potentially irreversible transforma-
tions that can cause significant environmental disruptions
(Klein, 2015).

The common good can be linked to the natural envi-
ronmental good since a healthy environment is a prerequi-
site for living well (Wiefek and Heinitz, 2018). Over the
past few decades, scientists have identified connections be-
tween the natural environment and humans’ physical and
mental health (Biedenweg et al, 2017). Specifically, living
in a healthy natural environment positively affects an indi-
vidual’s stress level (Irvine et al, 2013; Ulrich et al, 1991),
emotional well-being (Bratman et al, 2015), and cognitive
performance (Keniger et al, 2013). For reaching the natural
environmental good, phronesis is required, as it helps or-
ganisations realise that thoughtful actions towards sustain-
ability and the environment necessitate immediate action
in the present while holding a clear vision for the future
(Lee, 2020; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2019). Accordingly, the
fourth hypothesis reads as follows:

Hypothesis (H3c). Organisational phronesis posi-
tively affects environmental management sustainability.

Hypothesis (H3d). Organisational phronesis posi-
tively affects pollution control measures.

To maintain a competitive advantage, focusing on or-
ganisational performance is necessary for any for-profit or-
ganisation (Rhodes et al, 2008). To achieve long-term suc-
cess, shared value is essential, as it generates economic
value for society by catering to its demands and difficulties.
Thus, as shared value is a new path that leads to economic
success, leaders and managers should evolve new knowl-
edge (Porter and Kramer, 2011). Phronesis can be seen as
such knowledge that strives for the common good and eco-
nomic growth (Rocha et al, 2022). As a practically wise
organisation achieves longevity due to greatly sustainable
performance, its outcomes have social and economic value,
referred to as shared value (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021a).
Shared value pushes the boundaries of capitalism, since bet-

ter networking in favour of organisational success and so-
cial improvement opens many opportunities to serve new
needs, gain efficiencies, create differentiation, and expand
markets (Porter and Kramer, 2011).

In addition, continuous innovation and optimal re-
source utilisation contribute to the growth of economic
value (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021a). Phronesis as knowl-
edge practice can also be seen as an approach that fosters
continuous open innovation and performance (Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 2019). As Bierly et al (2000) argue, the ability
to address issues and perform tasks that have an impact on
an organisation’s efficiency and effectiveness is facilitated
by phronesis. Organisations can choose to use the most ef-
ficient knowledge for a given situation while causing min-
imal harm (Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021c). Thus, we suggest
the following:

Hypothesis (H3e). Organisational phronesis posi-
tively affects financial sustainability.

Hypothesis (H3f). Organisational phronesis posi-
tively affects governance sustainability.

4. Research Design

4.1 Data Collection

We performed a power analysis to determine the ap-
propriate sample size (Sarstedt et al, 2022) using G*Power
software version 3.1.9.7 (Düsseldorf, Germany) (Faul et al,
2009). The input parameters were an f2 value of 0.15, a
confidence level of 95% (error of 0.05), and two predic-
tors, following the structural mensuration model of Faul et
al (2009). Consequently, based on the power analysis re-
sults, a sample of 107 was identified as appropriate. We
collected data through an online survey from employees in
Austria who work in for-profit companies. The actual sam-
ple size is 250, characterised by accessibility (Hair et al,
2019b). The role and perception of employees about CSR
are crucial as they can be seen as legitimate stakeholders
at the heart of an organisation. They need to be integrated
into business activities and practices that lead to organisa-
tional change. Therefore, it is crucial to comprehend the
employees’ perception of their organisation.

4.2 Survey Design

The survey used a five-point Likert scale—from
‘strongly agree’ (1) to ‘strongly disagree’ (5)—and con-
sidered three factors. The survey items were selected
based on scales previously validated on organisational
phronesis (Rocha and d’Angelo, 2023), learning strategy
(Rhodes et al, 2008), and corporate social responsibility—
organisational sustainability (Balasubramanian and Balaji,
2022).

Organisational Phronesis: The items were selected
from the Organisational Phronesis Scale (Rocha and
d’Angelo, 2023). Using the Organisational Phronesis Scale
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from learning lenses can be helpful in underlining the valid-
ity of the effectiveness of the introduction of organisational
phronesis management.

Learning Strategy: The items were adopted from the
study by Rhodes et al (2008) on knowledge transfer and
originated from the Learning Trend Survey by Baker and
Sinkula (1999). Differently from scales, that focus on indi-
vidual learning strategies in organisational contexts (e.g.,
Raemdonck et al, 2017; Martins et al, 2018), Learning
Trend Survey is an efficient instrument that combines the
individual and organisational aspects of learning, as it sheds
light on the organisational facilitation of individual learn-
ing.

CSR: To measure CSR, the items were selected from
the Organisational Sustainability Scale by Balasubrama-
nian and Balaji (2022). In line with the intention of this
study, this recent measurement instrument allows for as-
sessing an internal perspective on CSR, i.e., the employees’
assessment of the sustainability performance of their com-
pany. Different to other instruments (e.g., Lechuga San-
cho et al, 2021), it exclusively focuses on the employees’
perception of CSR performance while covering all three
domains of corporate sustainability (i.e., economic, social,
and ecological). The scale consists of six factors, two
for each CSR dimension (i.e., social, ecological, and eco-
nomic).

To test the model, we applied multiple linear regres-
sion modelling using STATA software version 17 (Stat-
aCorp LLC, TX, USA) (StataCorp, 2021), applying the
summed scores calculated by the latent variable’s items av-
erage. Regression analysis is a statistical technique used
to examine and construct a model for the correlation be-
tween variables (Montgomery et al, 2021, p. 1). It is the
most widely used technique for dependency testing and ap-
plies to research questions that involve either prediction or
explanation (Hair et al, 2019a). Multiple regression anal-
ysis is a statistical technique within the general linear re-
gression model, analysing the relationship between single
dependent and multiple independent variables (Hair et al,
2019a). As our research goal is to understand the relation-
ship between complex theoretical models, multiple linear
regression is suitable.

5. Analysis of the Results
5.1 Sample Profile

Table 1 presents the characteristics of the sample.
Most participants were females (59.60%) and between 20
and 39 (46.80%) years old. Most were employed in the pri-
vate sector (69.60%), in a small (30%) or large (32.40%)
company. Additionally, most respondents had worked in
the company for a period between less than one year to five
years (66.40%).

5.2 Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 illustrates the descriptive statistics and corre-

lations.
In general, Environmental Management Sustainabil-

ity (µ = 3.560) and Pollution Control Measures (µ = 3.614)
have the lowest averages, while Learning Strategy (µ =
4.128), Governance Sustainability (µ = 4.007) and Organi-
sational Practical Wisdom (µ = 4.047) have the highest av-
erages.

The averagemean of Organisational PracticalWisdom
(OPW) is µ = 4.047. Most of the employees believe learn-
ing is important (µ = 4.404), they can effectively choose
and apply the appropriate knowledge in a given situation
(µ = 4.148), and they are convinced that employees reflect
on their actions and mistakes (µ = 4.132), In addition, they
tend to agree that their company’s actions are weighted (µ
= 3.792), efficient (µ = 3.920), and effective (µ = 3.948),
and that there is an understanding of the moral and ethical
expectations of stakeholders (members, customers, suppli-
ers, partners, and others) (µ = 3.968) (Rocha and d’Angelo,
2023).

The mean of Learning Strategy (L) (µ = 4.128) sug-
gests that the employees help each other with learning (µ =
4.280), and that the company encourages employee discus-
sion and team learning (µ = 4.128). In addition, the employ-
ees tend to agree that the company offers a good learning
environment to help innovation development (µ = 3.976)
(Baker and Sinkula, 1999).

The Employee-related Sustainability (ERS) mean (µ
= 3.990) indicates that the employees tend to agree with the
company focus on social actions. Particularly, they agree
that the company supports the training and development of
staff (µ = 4.140). In addition, they tend to agree that the
company provides optimal job security to its employees (µ
= 3.980), provides safety norms and training for safety to
its employees (µ = 3.976), and that employees can enjoy an
optimal work-life balance while serving their company (µ
= 3.864) (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022).

The Public-related Sustainability (PRS) mean (µ =
4.010) indicates that the employees agree that the com-
pany supports gender equality (µ = 4.248), and the com-
pany helps to protect human rights in the maximum possi-
ble ways (µ = 4.108). In addition, they tend to agree the
company supports the local economy (µ = 3.976), public
safety and security (µ = 3.904), and the local culture (µ =
3.812) (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022).

The average mean of Environmental Management
Sustainability (EMS) (µ = 3.560) indicates that the em-
ployees are neutral regarding such actions. For instance,
sustainable development in maximum possible ways (µ =
3.864), encouragement of cycling, walking, or using public
transport to keep the air clean (µ = 3.720), providing opti-
mal air quality assurance (µ = 3.572) or adequate ventilation
(µ = 3.512) and an appropriate water recycling system (µ =
3.132) (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022).
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Table 1. Sample profile.
Characteristics Freq. %

Gender

Female 149 59.60
Male 100 40.00
Other 1 0.40
Total 250 100.00

Age

20–29 years 117 46.80
30–39 years 65 26.00
40–49 years 28 11.20
50–59 years 38 15.20
60–69 years 2 0.80
Total 250 100.00

Time in the company

Up to 1 year 74 29.60
1–5 years 92 36.80
5–10 years 40 16.00
10–15 years 20 8.00
15–20 years 14 5.60
More than 20 years 10 4.00
Total 250 100.00

Sector
Private 174 69.60
Public 76 30.40
Total 250 100.00

Size of the company

Micro company (<9 employees) 56 22.40
Small company (<49 employees) 75 30.00
Medium company (<249 employees) 38 15.20
Large company (>249 employees) 81 32.40
Total 250 100.00

The average mean of Pollution Control Measures
(PCM) (µ = 3.614) also indicates that the employees are
neutral whether the company is not polluting nature (µ =
3.560) or has a proper electronic waste management sys-
tem (µ = 3.332). However, they tend to agree and report if
the company has an appropriate recycling system for paper,
plastic glass, and other solid waste (µ = 3.920) as well as a
proper solid waste management system (µ = 3.644) (Bala-
subramanian and Balaji, 2022).

The Financial Sustainability (FS) mean (µ = 3.921) in-
dicates that the employees tend to agree with the financial
aspects, such as the company has the intention to reinvest
its profits for its growth (µ = 3.976) and is financially strong
enough to withstand economic uncertainties (µ = 3.968)
(Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022).

The Governance Sustainability (GS) mean (µ = 4.007)
shows that the employees tend to agree the company has a
clear alignment with its policies and vision (µ = 4.052), sup-
ports creativity and innovation (µ = 4.032), and has opin-
ions and views for improvement from all levels of employ-
ees (µ = 4.032). They tend to agree on whether the com-
pany is investing in the right policies for future growth (µ
= 3.912) (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022).

Table 2 also illustrates the Pearson Correlation, whose
coefficients above zero suggest a positive correlation be-

tween variables (Taylor, 1990). The p-value for all correla-
tions is 0.000, indicating statistical significance among the
latent variables, except for L and FS (p-value = 0.083). The
strength and direction of the relationship between the vari-
ables range from 0.210 (OPW and FS) to 0.567 (EMS and
GS), indicating a weak correlation but defined and moder-
ated, respectively.

5.3 Regression Analysis

The following tables display the testing results of all
the variables under study. Overall, the regression analysis
indicates that the p-value of the regression model is suitable
and significant (p < 0.001). It can be read at the top left of
Table 3 at Prob> F = 0.0000. The R-square can take values
between 0 and 1.

Table 3 reports the results for H1, with a p-value of
<0.000. Thus, H1 is supported, meaning the Learning
Strategy significantly impacts OPW. The value of the R-
squared (R2 = 0.132) means that the Learning Strategy can
explain 13.20% of the variability of OPW. The coefficient
of the variable L is 0.314, stating that for every unit increase
in the L, OPW increases by an average of 0.314 units.

In Table 4, the p-value is <0.000 for hypothesis H3a,
which means OPW significantly impacts ERS. In other
words, OPW can explain 13.20% (R2 = 0.132) of ERS vari-
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations.
L OPW ERS PRS EMS PCM FS GS

L 1.000

OPW
0.474

1.000
0.000

ERS
0.270 0.342

1.000
0.000 0.000

PRS
0.282 0.470 0.355

1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000

EMS
0.310 0.474 0.419 0.413

1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

PCM
0.283 0.410 0.345 0.400 0.665

1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

FS
0.110 0.210 0.432 0.239 0.336 0.264

1.000
0.083 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

GS
0.435 0.583 0.387 0.490 0.567 0.508 0.324

1.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Mean 4.128 4.047 0.399 4.010 3.560 3.614 3.921 4.007
SD 0.570 0.377 0.493 0.460 0.624 0.701 0.575 0.546
Min 2.00 2.30 2.25 2.60 1.20 1.50 2.25 1.75
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
L, Learning Strategy; OPW, Organisational Practical Wisdom; ERS, Employee-
related Sustainability; PRS, Public-related Sustainability; EMS, Environmental
Management Sustainability; PCM, Pollution Control Measures; FS, Financial
Sustainability; GS, Governance Sustainability.

Table 3. Testing for Organisational Practical Wisdom (OPW).
Number of observations 250
F (2, 247) 14.48
Prob > F 0.000
R-squared 0.132
Root MSE 0.461

OPW Coefficient Robust standard err t-value p-value [95% confidence interval] VIF 1/VIF
H1 L 0.314 0.046 6.85 0.000 0.224 0.404 1.000 1.000

_cons 2.751 0.190 14.46 0.000 2.376 3.125
MSE, Mean Squared Error; VIF, Variance Inflation Factor; err, Error; cons, constant term.

ability. Also, for every unit increase in OPW, ERS in-
creases by an average of 0.360 unities. On the contrary
for hypothesis H2a, whose p-value is >0.000 (p-value =
0.099), meaning that L does not affect ERS. Thus, hypoth-
esis H3a is supported but not H2a.

Table 5 shows that the effect of OPW on PRS is signif-
icant, as indicated by a p-value < 0.000. OPW can explain
the variability in PRS up to 22.50% (R2 = 0.225). On aver-
age, with a unit increase in OPW, PRS increases by 0.529
units. Conversely, L has no significant impact on PRS (p-
value = 0.350). Thus, hypothesis H3b is supported, but hy-
pothesis H2b is not.

Since the p-value in Table 6 is <0.000 for hypothesis
H3c, OPW significantly impacts EMS, explaining 23.43%
(R2 = 0.2343) of EMS variability. Also, for every unit in-
crease in OPW, EMS increases by an average of 0.700 uni-
ties. On the contrary for hypothesis H2c, whose p-value is

>0.000 (p-value = 0.140), meaning that L does not affect
EMS. Thus, hypothesis H3c is supported but not H2c.

Table 7 confirms a significant effect of OPW on PCM,
as the p-value is <0.000. The variability of PCM can be
attributed to the R-squared of 0.1782. On average, there
is a 0.662 increase in PCM for every unit increase in OPW.
On the contrary, hypothesis H2d has a p-value of>0.000 (p-
value = 0.103), meaning that L does not affect EMS. Thus,
hypothesis H3d is supported but not H2d.

Since the p-value in Table 8 is <0.000 (p-value =
0.011) for OPW, it significantly impacts FS. OPW can ex-
plain 4.42% (R2 = 0.0442) of FS variability. Also, for every
unit increase in OPW, FS increases by an average of 0.310.
Conversely, L has no significant impact on FS (p = 0.851).
Thus, only hypothesis H3e is supported, but hypothesis H2e
is not.
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Table 4. Testing for Employee-Related Sustainability (ERS).
Number of observations 250
F (2, 247) 14.48
Prob > F 0.0000
R-squared 0.1320
Root MSE 0.4610

ERS Coefficient Robust standard err t-value p-value [95% conf. interval] VIF 1/VIF
H2a L 0.121 0.073 1.66 0.099 0.023 0.265 1.29 0.775
H3a OPW 0.360 0.099 3.64 0.000 0.165 0.555 1.29 0.775

_cons 2.033 0.362 5.62 0.000 1.320 2.746

Table 5. Testing for Public Related Sustainability (PRS).
Number of observations 250
F (2, 247) 35.64
Prob > F 0.0000
R-squared 0.2250
Root MSE 0.4063

PRS Coefficient Robust standard err t-value p-value [95% conf. interval] VIF 1/VIF
H2b L 0.061 0.065 0.94 0.350 –0.068 0.190 1.29 0.775
H3b OPW 0.529 0.077 6.88 0.000 0.377 0.680 1.29 0.775

_cons 1.618 0.301 5.37 0.000 1.024 2.211

Table 6. Testing for Environmental Management Sustainability (EMS).
Number of observations 250
F (2, 247) 32.39
Prob > F 0.0000
R-squared 0.2343
Root MSE 0.5485

EMS Coefficient Robust standard err t-value p-value [95% conf. interval] VIF 1/VIF
H2c L 0.120 0.081 1.48 0.140 –0.040 0.279 1.29 0.775
H3c OPW 0.700 0.124 5.65 0.000 0.456 0.944 1.29 0.775

_cons 0.234 0.416 0.56 0.573 –0.584 1.053

Table 7. Testing for Pollution Control Measures (PCM).
Number of observations 250
F (2, 247) 0.2794
Prob > F 0.0000
R-squared 0.1782
Root MSE 0.6381

PCM Coefficient Robust standard err t-value p-value [95% conf. interval] VIF 1/VIF
H2d L 0.140 0.086 1.64 0.103 –0.029 0.308 1.29 0.775
H3d OPW 0.662 0.116 5.70 0.000 0.433 0.891 1.29 0.775

_cons 0.357 0.435 0.82 0.413 –0.500 1.214

Table 8. Testing for Financial Sustainability (FS).
Number of observations 250
F (2, 247) 3.90
Prob > F 0.0214
R-squared 0.0442
Root MSE 0.5642

FS Coefficient Robust standard err t-value p-value [95% conf. interval] VIF 1/VIF
H2e L 0.013 0.070 0.19 0.851 –0.126 0.152 1.29 0.775
H3e OPW 0.310 0.121 2.56 0.011 0.072 0.549 1.29 0.775

_cons 2.610 0.475 5.49 0.000 1.674 3.546
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Table 9. Testing for Governance Sustainability (GS).
Number of observations 250
F (2, 247) 54.29
Prob > F 0.0000
R-squared 0.3727
Root MSE 0.4340

GS Coefficient Robust standard err t-value p-value [95% conf. interval] VIF 1/VIF
H2f L 0.196 0.097 2.02 0.044 0.005 0.387 1.29 0.775
H3f OPW 0.704 0.117 6.02 0.000 0.474 0.934 1.29 0.775

_cons 0.349 0.362 0.96 0.336 –0.364 1.063

Table 10. Results of the Hypotheses Test.
Hypothesis Result

H1. An organisation’s learning strategy positively affects OPW. Supported
H2a. An organisation’s learning strategy positively affects ERS. Not Supported
H2b. An organisation’s learning strategy positively affects PRS. Not Supported
H2c. An organisation’s learning strategy positively affects EMS. Not Supported
H2d. An organisation’s learning strategy positively affects PCM. Not Supported
H2e. An organisation’s learning strategy positively affects FS. Not Supported
H2f. An organisation’s learning strategy positively affects GS. Supported
H3a. OPW positively affects ERS. Supported
H3b. OPW positively affects PRS. Supported
H3c. OPW positively affects EMS. Supported
H3d. OPW positively affects PCM. Supported
H3e. OPW positively affects FS. Supported
H3f. OPW positively affects GS. Supported

The significance level of the p-value< 0.05 in Table 9
indicates that both OPW and L considerably influence GS.
The variability of GS can be attributed to 37.27% (R2 =
0.3727) explained by OPW and L. For each unit increase
in OPW, there is a corresponding increase of 0.704 in GS.
Likewise, for each unit increase in L, there is a correspond-
ing increase of 0.196 in GS. So, OPW has more effect than
L on GS. Thus, both hypotheses H2f and H3f are supported.

To summarise, the research found that an organi-
sation’s learning strategy positively affects organisational
phronesis. This, in turn, positively influences social, eco-
logical, and economic CSR outcomes (Table 10). Specifi-
cally, organisational phronesis positively affects employee-
related sustainability, public-related sustainability, envi-
ronmental management sustainability, pollution control
measures, financial sustainability and governance sustain-
ability. Moreover, an organisation’s learning strategy sig-
nificantly influences only governance sustainability.

The findings underscore the importance of fostering
an organisational culture that values a continual organisa-
tional learning strategy and practical wisdom, as this can
lead to enhanced overall performance and encourage ethical
and sustainable practices. It can help organisations adapt to
changing circumstances and navigate complex challenges
with greater agility and resilience.

6. Discussion
This study provides empirical evidence for the posi-

tive impact of learning strategies on organisational practi-
cal wisdom and its impacts on CSR performance. Our find-
ings support and extend the literature by demonstrating the
significant relationships between these constructs (Nonaka
and Toyama, 2007; Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021b; Rocha et
al, 2022). Thus, the results highlight the value of cultivat-
ing phronesis to promote socially responsible practices and
contribute to sustainable development.

Previous literature has argued that an organisation’s
learning strategy strengthens organisational phronesis and
that both are crucial for being sustainable in general and
for corporate social responsibility performance, in particu-
lar (Erden et al, 2008; Goede, 2011; Nonaka and Toyama,
2007; Rocha et al, 2022; Zwetsloot, 2003). Our study
provides the earliest empirical evidence that organisational
phronesis positively affects CSR performance. By confirm-
ing the claimed connection of these concepts (Nonaka and
Takeuchi, 2021; Rocha et al, 2021) through empirical anal-
ysis, this study strengthens the theoretical foundation of
phronesis and its implications for CSR practices in organi-
sations, which are detailed below.

The results further substantiate that higher levels of
organisational phronesis positively affect social, ecologi-
cal, and economic CSR outcomes. Thus, it is verified that
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phronesis is an ethical resource to help organisations act re-
sponsibly and sustainably, benefiting society and the envi-
ronment (Rocha et al, 2022). The outcomes demonstrate
that organisational phronesis has a beneficial impact on
both employee- and pubic- related sustainability. Phrone-
sis is viewed as a means to initiate the reintegration of busi-
ness with society by expanding social science’s focus to pri-
oritise advancing human well-being. This underscores the
importance of incorporating practical wisdom into business
practices, as it can serve as a tool to promote ethical and sus-
tainable behaviours that benefit the organisation and society
at large (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2019; Rocha and d’Angelo,
2023). As phronesis emphasises the importance of under-
standing and responding to the ethical and moral expecta-
tions of stakeholders, it leads to positive effects on provid-
ing optimal job security to employees but also on support-
ing the wider public, such as through supporting the local
economy (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022).

The results show that organisational phronesis pos-
itively influences environmental management sustainabil-
ity and pollution control measures. The common good of
phronesis can be linked to the natural environmental good,
as a thriving environment is essential for a good quality
of life (Biedenweg et al, 2017). This research affirms that
phronesis is necessary to address the natural environment,
as a phronetic organisation can effectively choose and ap-
ply the appropriate knowledge in a given situation (Rocha
and d’Angelo, 2023). Thus, it encourages environmental
management sustainability by advocating for practices like
cycling, walking, or utilising public transportation to re-
duce air pollution, but also supports pollution control mea-
sures, such as implementing an effective recycling system
for solid waste materials like paper, plastic, and glass (Bal-
asubramanian and Balaji, 2022).

The findings demonstrate that organisational phrone-
sis positively affects financial sustainability and gover-
nance sustainability. Utilising phronesis allows organisa-
tions to address issues and accomplish tasks that directly
impact the productivity and success of an organisation
(Rocha and Pinheiro, 2021b). As phronesis helps organ-
isations adapt to changes and instabilities in the environ-
ment (Rocha and d’Angelo, 2023), it helps organisations
to be financially strong enough to withstand economic un-
certainties (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022). In addi-
tion, a phronetic organisation also emphasises effective-
ness and efficiency (Rocha and d’Angelo, 2023), which
positively impacts innovation and an organisation’s future
growth (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022).

Overall, the high correlations between organisational
phronesis and CSR suggest that organisations prioritising
phronesis are more likely to achieve socially responsible
outcomes. The statistically significant relationships be-
tween these variables provide empirical evidence that in-
creases in organisational phronesis are linked to corre-
sponding increases in an organisation’s CSR’s social, eco-

logical, and economic dimensions (Taylor, 1990). Thus, or-
ganisations are better positioned to positively influence so-
ciety (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2021; Rocha et al, 2022). Con-
versely, an organisation’s learning strategy does not signif-
icantly influence most of the CSR dimensions in the Aus-
trian context. These findings are unexpected as the features
of a learning strategy should also result in broader societal
transformations for the wider public (Balasubramanian and
Balaji, 2022).

Moreover, organisation’s learning strategy positively
influences organisational phronesis. They corroborate that
learning interactions that prioritise acquiring knowledge
and skills within a collaborative context are crucial in dis-
seminating individual phronesis among team members and
facilitating the development of collective phronesis (Rocha
and Pinheiro, 2021c). So, when employees engage in col-
laborative learning, promote dialogue, and participate in
team-based learning (Baker and Sinkula, 1999), they be-
lieve that learning is important—a characteristic of a prac-
tically wise organisation (Rocha and d’Angelo, 2023).

The results confirm that an organisation’s learning
strategy positively affects governance sustainability. So,
suppose an organisation implements a learning strategy
in an organisation. In that case, a good learning en-
vironment supports innovation development (Baker and
Sinkula, 1999), which supports creativity and innovation in
an organisation (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022). Con-
versely, an organisation’s learning does not significantly
impact financial sustainability. Financial outcomes of CSR,
such as if the company has optimal plans for constant rev-
enue generation over a foreseeable number of years or
has a scope of making a profit for the next five years,
are not significantly affected by an organisation’s learn-
ing strategy (Balasubramanian and Balaji, 2022). These
results are surprising, since the literature sufficiently con-
firms that a learning strategy positively influences an organ-
isation’s economic performance (Ghasemzadeh et al, 2022;
Martínez-Martínez et al, 2023; Torkkeli and Durst, 2022).

6.1 Theoretical Implications

Our study makes numerous theoretical contributions
to the literature on phronesis, learning strategies, and CSR.
First, we empirically validate the conceptual link between
phronesis and CSR performance (Rocha et al, 2022), prov-
ing that phronesis is a valuable ethical resource for organi-
sations striving to balance social, ecological, and economic
objectives. Second, we extend the understanding of learn-
ing strategies by showing their positive influence on organ-
isational phronesis. Third, our findings indicate pioneering
evidence of the role of phronesis in the relationship between
learning strategies and CSR performance, suggesting that
phronesis could be a key mechanism through which learn-
ing strategies contribute to responsible business practices.

Accordingly, this study advances our theoretical un-
derstanding, as it complements and strengthens existing lit-
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erature by providing empirical evidence for the theoreti-
cal link between organisational phronesis, organisational
learning strategy, and CSR outcomes. The findings con-
firm that organisational phronesis significantly impacts key
CSR outcomes and can be considered an ethical resource for
organisations to act responsibly and sustainably. Organisa-
tional phronesis contributes to internal, i.e., organisation-
focused sustainability, and external CSR, i.e., beyond-
organisation sustainability.

6.2 Practical Implications
Our findings offer valuable insights for managers and

organisations seeking to enhance their CSR performance.
To cultivate organisational phronesis, managers should fos-
ter a culture of continuous learning, encourage ethical
decision-making, and align organisational values with sus-
tainability goals (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 2019). This can
be achieved by providing training programs that empha-
sise ethical reasoning, promoting open dialogue and re-
flection on moral dilemmas, and rewarding responsible be-
haviour. Additionally, organisations should invest in de-
veloping future-oriented learning strategies that prioritise
the common good and address societal challenges (Row-
ley and Gibbs, 2008). This may involve collaborating with
stakeholders, engaging in scenario planning, and promot-
ing cross-functional learning. For instance, they can antic-
ipate and understand the changed expectations and needs
that Generation Z claims from their future employer. By
employing phronesis, managers can then prepare their or-
ganisation accordingly. Therefore, managers need to pro-
vide and facilitate physical and temporal space to reflect on
the action, which is a key enabler for organisational phrone-
sis and thus leads to sustainable performance.

Our study also has implications for business educa-
tion. Business schools should incorporate phronesis and
future-oriented learning strategies into their curricula to
prepare students for responsible leadership roles (Rocha
and d’Angelo, 2023). This can be done by integrating ethics
and sustainability topics across courses, providing experi-
ential learning opportunities that expose students to real-
world sustainability challenges, and encouraging critical
thinking and moral reasoning skills.

7. Conclusions
In conclusion, our study underscores the vital role of

organisational phronesis in promoting CSR performance
and of learning strategies in promoting organisational
phronesis. By cultivating practical wisdom, organisations
can navigate complex societal challenges while achieving
economic goals and contributing to the greater good. We
hope our findings inspire further research and practical ap-
plications that advance responsible and sustainable business
practices.

Limitations and Future Research

While our study makes important contributions to
understanding the relationships between organisational
phronesis, learning strategies, and CSR performance, it is
not without limitations. First, our sample was limited to
Austrian employees, which may restrict the generalizabil-
ity of our results to other geographical and cultural con-
texts. Future investigations should replicate our study in
diverse settings to enhance the external validity of the find-
ings and provide a more comprehensive understanding of
how these constructs interact across different backgrounds.
Second, although our results demonstrated significant asso-
ciations between organisational phronesis, learning strate-
gies, and CSR performance, we cannot establish the direc-
tion of causality; the cross-sectional nature of our data pre-
cludes us from making causal inferences about the relation-
ships. Future research should address the causal relation-
ships between organisational phronesis, learning strategies,
and CSR performance, among others.

As we have empirical evidence that there is a relation-
ship between organisational phronesis and CSR, there is a
need for future research to investigate the characteristics
and dimensions of a practically wise workplace. This could
involve interviews with managers and employees to gather
qualitative data on their workplace experiences. Also, case
studies of companies known for embodying practical wis-
dom could be conducted to gain a broader understanding of
how the characteristics and dimensions of a practically wise
organisation play out in real-world settings.

Future studies should employ longitudinal or exper-
imental designs to examine the temporal dynamics and
causal linkages between these constructs, providing more
robust evidence for the impact of phronesis and learning
strategies on CSR outcomes. While our study offers valu-
able insights into the interplay between learning strategies
and CSR, further research is needed to confirm our findings
and explore the boundary conditions and mechanisms un-
derlying these relationships. Investigating potential moder-
ators, such as organisational culture or industry character-
istics, and mediating processes, such as employee engage-
ment or stakeholder collaboration, would deepen our under-
standing of how learning strategies and phronesis contribute
to CSR performance. Additionally, conducting qualitative
studies in order to explore the lived experiences and percep-
tions of organisational members regarding phronesis and
learning strategies could provide rich, contextualised in-
sights that complement our quantitative findings. More-
over, to advance our understanding of the relationship be-
tween phronesis and CSR, future research should investi-
gate how a phronetic-based culture can be established and
sustained within an organisation through CSR practices.
Key practices and characteristics must be identified to cre-
ate a phronetic-based culture. Phronesis in business ed-
ucation needs to be explored further to identify the most
effective training programs to promote it. Research can
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also investigate the role of business education in develop-
ing phronesis among aspiring entrepreneurs, and the impact
of phronesis on sustainable entrepreneurship. Additionally,
the role of leadership in promoting organisational phrone-
sis and CSR should be studied. By addressing the above-
mentioned limitations and pursuing these research direc-
tions, future research can build upon our work and advance
knowledge on the role of practical wisdom and learning
in promoting socially responsible and sustainable business
practices.
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