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Abstract
Purpose – Different studies have analyzed the relationship between organizational learning and value
creation. However, the question of how crowdsourcing affects the relationships between organizational
learning and value creation remains unexplored. This paper aims to explore the mediating role of
crowdsourcing in the relationship between organizational learning and value creation in local
governance.
Design/methodology/approach – The hypotheses were tested based on data collected from 205 local
governance units in Poland using crowdsourcing. Data collection was carried out by using a set of
standardized questionnaires. Correlation analyses were used to specify the strength of the relationships
between the variables. To test the hypotheses, multiple regression analysis was used.
Findings – The results have shown that in the local governance organizational learning is related to
crowdsourcing, while organizational learning is not related to value creation. Crowdsourcing does not play a
mediating role in explaining the relationship between organizational learning and value creation.
Research limitations/implications – A research model was developed based on the relevant literature
in the field of organizational learning, value creation and crowdsourcing. This study urges researchers to
explore the relationship between organizational learning and value creation in other public organizations
using crowdsourcing.
Originality/value – This is the first study on the intermediate role of crowdsourcing in the relationship
between organizational learning and value creation in local governance. The proposed model enriches the
existing literature and allows better understanding of how crowdsourcing acts as an intermediary in the
organizational learning-value creation relationship.
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Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Contemporary public organizations are expected to react quickly to changes occurring in
their dynamic and uncertain environment and to demonstrate openness, transparency and
accountability to their clients, as well as to provide them with effective and high-quality
services. The possibilities of meeting these expectations and challenges may be seen in
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knowledge, its configuration, organizational learning (Rashman et al., 2009) and its
application in value creation (Pang et al., 2014).

Research on organizational learning in public organizations has been conducted
intensively for over 15 years, and the number of publications devoted to this problem has
been constantly growing. It is argued that organizational learning is a requirement for
public sector organizations (Greiling and Halachmi, 2013), a paradigm and sine qua non
condition of effective management (Rashman et al., 2009). Organizational learning allows
public organizations to cope with challenges of modern times, in particular in the case of
local self-governments (Olejarski et al., 2018). Despite the notably increased body of research
on organisational learning in public organizations, it is interesting to note that the research
results are still ambiguous and fragmented (Rashman et al., 2009), and many questions
remain open. One of the questions refers to the role of organizational learning in the value
creation in local governance. Looking at current research, this question does not provide a
comprehensive answer. Research is limited to the commercial sector, which shows how
organizational learning may help value creation (S�anchez et al., 2010). These studies
confirmed that organizational learning contributes to the value-creation process and
strengthens the organization’s ability to create new ideas and methods to meet clients’
needs. In addition, research showed impact of knowledge management on the value creation
in Icelandic service companies (Edvardsson and Oskarssson, 2011).

Taking the concept of creating shared value (Porter and Kramer, 2011) as a theoretical
framework to improve the quality of public organization services, enhance innovation and
create value, it becomes clear that public organizations need the local community. Therefore,
it is important to establish cooperation with stakeholders, especially citizens, and include
them in problem solving, creating a shared vision and the establishment of collective goals.
In this context, McNutt (2014, p. 60) suggests, “one of the more popular modes of Web 2.0
engagement is crowdsourcing, with a focus on the quantity of public input obtained”.

Some studies have shown the importance of Web 2.0 solutions for creating value for
citizens (Griffith and Wilding, 2008; Hui and Hayllar, 2010). Thanks to Web 2.0, citizens are
no longer just users but also co-creators. Web 2.0-based tools allow citizens to participate in
the process of evaluating, improving and designing of services. Hui and Hayllar (2010,
p. 123) suggest that “having Web 2.0 tools available and being used more widely will help
governments to better identify the collective public value while still enabling them to
respond to individual preferences”. Others have suggested that organizational learning is
related to value creation (Van Dooren, 2011). In this case, organizational learning helps in
refining and deepening existing knowledge, in defining existing knowledge stocks and
in improving how they are used, which results in expanding or enriching their value
creation (Kang et al., 2007) as well as building and developing portfolios of new services for
clients. In short, organizational learning is a process that enables improvement and
development of existing services and creation of new services.

However, research on the relationship between crowdsourcing, organizational learning and
value creation is scarce (Osimo, 2008). Moreover, it is an important direction of research (Tucci
et al., 2018), also in public organizations. Aitamurto and Chen (2017, p. 18) suggested that “future
research should examine the value creation dimensions by studying knowledge creation,
democratic aspects and economic value in several cases of crowdsourced policymaking”. First,
crowdsourcing brings many advantages to public organizations including collecting
information about the needs of citizens, acquiring ideas for problem solving, empowering
citizens, strengthening legitimacy and enhancing effectiveness of public services and goods (Liu,
2017). Second, “public sector crowdsourcing is still in its infancy, having much less maturity
than private sector crowdsourcing” (Loukis and Charalabidis, 2015, p. 5). In addition, current
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research on organizational learning suggests conducting further research in public
organizations (Örtenblad, 2013), as well as in local governance (Rządca and Strumi�nska-Kutra,
2016). That is whywe aim to fill the gap in this respect.

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to explore the mediating role of
crowdsourcing in the relationship between organizational learning and value creation
in local governance. Given the importance of organizational learning in stimulating
value creation, we analyze and extend the findings by S�anchez et al. (2010). S�anchez
et al. (2010) explored how organizational learning was linked to value creation (S�anchez
et al., 2010) without taking crowdsourcing into account. We have developed a model
that establishes the relationship between organizational learning, value creation and
crowdsourcing in local governance.

Local governance in Poland was selected as the object of research. Local governance
has been seen reaching for crowdsourcing in many European countries (Nemec and de
Vries, 2012). In Poland, this tendency is also present. A recent review study shows that
crowdsourcing is a popular concept in local governance (Haltofova, 2018). The
importance of crowdsourcing in local governance in Poland was manifested in the
Polish “National Urban Policy” in 2015 (Polish Ministry of Infrastructure and
Development, 2015). To strengthen the citizens’ involvement, local governance in
Poland strives to implement crowdsourcing (Podg�orniak-Krzykacz and Przywojska,
2019). In this context, crowdsourcing in local governance in Poland plays a very
important role and is used to improve the citizens’ participation in decision-making,
quality of service delivery and performance (OECD, 2015). In addition, review of the
current state of knowledge about crowdsourcing suggests conducting future research
in local governance (Brabham, 2008). To our best knowledge, crowdsourcing in local
governance in Poland has not yet been studied.

Theoretical background and hypotheses development
Organizational learning in local governance
In this study, organizational learning is defined as the “process of change in individual and
shared thought and action, which is affected by and embedded in the institutions of the
organization”. In this approach, organizational learning is “the principal means of achieving
strategic renewal of an enterprise” (Crossan et al., 1999).

Many scholars believe that organizational learning in public governance is
underrepresented in public sector literature (Olejarski et al., 2018; Rashman et al., 2009;
Siciliano, 2017). Rashman et al. (2009, p. 463) argue that “the concepts of organizational
learning and knowledge are under researched in relation to the public sector”. To date,
a few empirical studies have examined organizational learning in public organizations.
For example, Visser and Van der Togt (2016) proposed models for transforming a
public organization into a learning organization. Barette et al. (2012) identified
organizational learning facilitators for environmental situations and processes. Vince
and Saleem (2004) explored the relationship between emotion, learning and organizing
in the public organization. Yeo (2007) investigated the relationship between
organizational learning and its impacts on public organizations. Tang and Yeh (2015)
examined the relationships between organizational culture, leadership style and
organizational learning in public organizations. Lauer and Wilkesmann (2017) studied
the relationship between two modes of governance (transactional and transformational)
and organizational learning.
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Organizational learning and value creation in local governance
According to Lepak et al. (2007, p. 181) value creation:

[. . .] refers to the specific quality of a new job, task, product or service as perceived by users in
relation to their needs, such as the speed or quality of performance on a new task or the aesthetics
or performance features of a new product or service.

Value creation may be divided into direct and indirect value creation (S�anchez et al., 2010).
Direct value creation refers to improving quality of the offered products and services,
whereas indirect value creation refers to introducing innovative services that are created
with various stakeholders.

Value in local government means improved services to citizens (Bannister and
Connolly, 2014; Cordella and Bonina, 2012), reacting by public organizations to the
changing expectations of citizens, meeting the needs of citizens, increasing their
satisfaction, obtaining legitimacy, improving the quality of public services (Osborne,
2018) and creating new, innovative solutions for citizens. Current literature contends that
the development of organizational learning (Castaneda, 2018) plays a significant role in
value creation (S�anchez et al., 2010). Organization resources allow for sustained
competitive advantage, which drives value creation. In this case, organizational learning
enables organizations to improve knowledge creation that is used to build and develop
portfolios of new services for clients (Cuffa and Stell, 2019, p. 120). In short,
organizational learning is a process that enables improvement, development of existing
services and creation of new services.

Based on these arguments, it is expected that organizational learning may be important
for the value creation in public organizations in terms of improving the quality of services
offered to citizens (direct value creation) and regarding the creation of innovative solutions
by public organizations with the participation of citizens (indirect value creation). Building
on the aforementioned literature, the following hypotheses are suggested:

H1. Organizational learning positively affects value creation in local governance.

H1a. Organizational learning positively affects direct value creation in local governance.

H1b. Organizational learning positively affects indirect value creation in local governance.

Organizational learning and crowdsourcing in local governance
Crowdsourcing is defined as “an online, distributed problem-solving and production model”
(Brabham, 2008). Through crowdsourcing, citizens bring resources to public organizations in
the form of time, specialist knowledge and commitment, searching for new ideas and creating
knowledge (Aitamurto and Chen, 2017). There are several reasons why organizational learning
makes it easier for public organizations to reach for crowdsourcing. First, organizational
learning facilitates implementation of innovations, particularly technological innovations
(Devece et al., 2019). Crowdsourcing is considered a technological innovation that integrates the
crowd into entrepreneurial activities (Brem et al., 2019). Secondly, for organizations to fully
exploit the potential of crowdsourcing, they must have a variety of strategic assets and be
supported by management and organizational skills. Implementation of crowdsourcing can be
achieved if organizational learning is available. Hence, crowdsourcing and organizational
learning are complementary (Schlagwein and Bjørn-Andersen, 2014). Therefore, in relationship
between crowdsourcing and organizational learning, the following hypothesis can be stated:

H2. Organizational learning positively affects crowdsourcing in local governance.
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Crowdsourcing and value creation in local governance
Crowdsourcing is helpful in identifying and understanding citizen’s needs and
preferences, acquiring innovative ideas, obtaining feedback from stakeholders and
suggestions for improving existing services. Moreover, crowdsourcing ensures
organizations to streamline and create new services and solutions (Xu et al., 2015).
Crowdsourcing is positively associated with generating service innovations and creating
innovativeness of solutions.

Local governance units create value through interacting with life experiences and the
societal context of a service user (Osborne, 2018). In the local governance context,
crowdsourcing allows governments to involve citizens to create public services and design
policies (Valle-Cruz, 2019) and ensures the possibility to create value for stakeholders. Based
on the above analysis, we propose the following hypotheses:

H3. Crowdsourcing positively affects value creation in local governance.

H3a. Crowdsourcing positively affects direct value creation in local governance.

H3b. Crowdsourcing positively affects indirect value creation in local governance.

The mediating role of crowdsourcing
There is some evidence to support the viewpoint that crowdsourcing can be used by public
organizations to increase the benefits of organizational learning for value creation in local
governance. For example, Devece et al. (2019) suggested that positive relationship between
market orientation and organizational performance is partially mediated by the use of
crowdsourcing. In this context, learning organizations are able to reach for innovative
crowdsourcing tools and do so to better respond to the needs of stakeholders (Lenart-
Gansiniec and Sułkowski, 2018). Xu et al. (2015) showed that implementation of
crowdsourcing exerts an indirect impact by developing innovative competences. Cordella
and Paletti (2018) described crowdsourcing in the light of value creation and also suggested
characteristics of value creation in public organizations that meet the following conditions:
production process is open and public organizations rely on internal and external resources.
In summary, crowdsourcing enables acquisition of ideas from various stakeholders and
therefore contributes to the development of new services (Devece et al., 2019). Based on these
findings, the fourth hypothesis was developed as follows:

H4. Crowdsourcing mediates the relationship between organizational learning and
value creation in local governance.

The research model, which is based on our hypotheses, is illustrated in Figure 1. The model
tests the relationship between organizational learning and value creation and explores the
mediating role of crowdsourcing in the relationship between organizational learning and
value creation in local governance.

Figure 1.
Research model
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Research design
Data collection and sample
Local governance units “have turned into more polycentric systems in which a variety of
actors are engaged in local decision-making processes” (Rządca and Strumi�nska-Kutra,
2016, p. 916). Just recently, local governance units have started to attract attention of
researchers interested in organizational learning (e.g. Rashman et al., 2019), value creation
(e.g. Ryan, 2014) and crowdsourcing (e.g. Sumra and Bing, 2016), but they still remain
outside the mainstream of the research focus (Cochrane, 2019). We focus, particularly, on
municipal offices as among the very few research studies conducted in the local governance
units, it is hard to find any studies exploring crowdsourcing of the municipal offices
(Brabham, 2008). As stated by Haltofova (2018), crowdsourcing is a key tool for improving
local governance units.

The data were collected between January 2018 and June 2018. Administration of the
survey proceeded in two stages. First, we identified a total of 930 municipal offices in
Poland. In Poland, there is no database of municipal offices that use crowdsourcing. To
identify them, the questionnaire included the note that offices using crowdsourcing should
also refer to questions about crowdsourcing. Second, we assumed that to reduce the error of
non-response, which usually leads to common method bias, we conducted research in a
mixed mode, i.e. using online surveys by using the forms posted on the Webankieta.pl
website and questionnaires sent by e-mail. The type of data collection therefore depended on
the choice the respondents made after being invited to participate in the research. We sent
invitations to participate in the survey to all municipal offices in Poland. We informed them
about the purpose of the study and potential benefits for those completing it, i.e. access to
the study report after it has been completed. One of the major challenges for studies using
surveys as a data collection method is the non-response bias, which is why we sent three
reminders, one every twoweeks.

The data collection was performed by using a questionnaire distributed among 930 local
governments in Poland. We received 501 questionnaires. In total, the study involved 296
municipal offices that did not use crowdsourcing and 205 offices that have been using
crowdsourcing. The study involved 279 municipal offices from cities of up to 20,000
inhabitants, 183 offices from cities from 20,000 to 100,000 inhabitants, 34 offices from cities
from 100,000 to 500,000 inhabitants and 5 municipal offices from cities with over 500,000
inhabitants. The respondents in municipalities that do implement crowdsourcing included
managers or employees directly involved in the implementation of crowdsourcing in the
municipality. The survey involved 299 women and 202 men in managerial positions with a
work experience of over 10 years, and having a university degree. The age of the
respondents ranged from 41 to 50 years.

Measurements
The ensure content validity, we used scales that have been validated by researchers in
various studies. All variables were measured on the five-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Organizational learning. Organizational learning was examined by using the Strategic
Learning Assessment Map (SLAM) with 24 items adopted from Bontis et al. (2002). We used
it in its original form. We chose SLAM to measure organizational learning for several
reasons. First, the SLAM tool was developed by Bontis et al. (2002) with a high degree of
rigor and then validated among 20 scientists members of the American Society for Training
and Development and 1,924 employees. In addition, its correctness was also verified
empirically among 480 respondents from 32 organizations. All elements of the questionnaire
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were tested and found to be reliable and appropriate. Second, SLAM has repeatedly
demonstrated good value for research and management practice by revealing good
reliability and factorial validity. It enables capturing the complexity and dynamics of
learning in public organizations (Okwechime et al., 2018). Sample items are: “Individuals are
able to break out of traditional mind-sets to see things in new and different ways”, “We have
effective conflict resolution when working in groups”.

Crowdsourcing. To measure the use of crowdsourcing, we used a scale developed by Xu
et al. (2015) and verified by Devece et al. (2019). We adapted scale to the public organization
context, in particular we replaced the word “firm” to “our organization” (Items 2, 3, 5, 7 and
8), and we removed the word “product” (Items 1, 3 and 7). The basic premise for choosing
this scale is that it is based on the fact that clients are a valuable source of knowledge and
organizations motivate them through crowdsourcing to participate in generating creative
ideas. The scale includes eight items. Sample items are: “The organization has introduced
platforms to develop ideas about new services”, “There are knowledge transfer systems to
disseminate the best ideas”.

Value creation. There is no widely accepted scale for measuring value creation and not
many efforts have been made in this regard. In choosing the tool, we were guided by the
following important premises: simplicity, the possibility of quantitative analysis,
functionality, diversity of perception and the desire to maintain the continuity of the
analysis and research conducted by S�anchez et al. (2010). As a point of reference, the scale of
S�anchez et al. (2010) was applied. The original scale had to be modified based on the
theoretical contribution from the literature and discussions with public managers during the
pretesting phase of the scale development. Eight items were used to measure direct value
creation in the context of local governance including:

(1) responding to client expectations;
(2) client satisfaction;
(3) client loyalty;
(4) client trust;
(5) relations with the client;
(6) service availability;
(7) punctuality in dealing with client matters; and
(8) communication with client.

We used nine items to assess indirect value creation in the context of local governance
including:

(1) suggestions of client about how to improve or develop services;
(2) looked ideas about new services;
(3) participation of clients in joint projects;
(4) testing of prototypes new services;
(5) knowledge of possible client needs;
(6) responding to client needs;
(7) information on organizations;
(8) information on market trends; and
(9) information on possible competitors.
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Results and analysis
Reliability and validity analysis
Value creation may depend on the industry (Sumbal et al., 2019), and the adopted scale has
not been used in the context of public organizations. Before hypotheses testing, we
performed exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to measure construct validity (Hair et al., 2006).
The main components analysis and Promax rotation were used, because we assumed
possible correlations between the factors. As a result, we received a one-factor solution for
value creation, explaining 44.41% of the total variance and achieving an acceptable level of
adequacy of sampling, KMO 0.911. The original factor solution (S�anchez et al., 2010) turned
out to be inaccurate in the case of municipal offices in Poland, because the loadings were in a
different configuration than in the case of manufacturing companies located in Spain. In
addition, taking into account the acceptable level of satisfactory factor loading set at 0.6
(Fornell and Larcker, 1981), the following four elements were removed from the study:
“responding to client expectations”, “client trust”, “testing of prototypes new services” and
“information on possible competitors”.

Second, we assessed accuracy and reliability of the questionnaire by calculating the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The results show that all Cronbach’s alpha values
exceeded 0.70, which indicates high reliability and consistency of the scales and measures
(Lance et al., 2006). Two factors of the value creation solution were tested for internal
consistency. Cronbach’s alpha for value creation measured by 13 items in two dimensions is
acceptable because it reached 0.918 (Lance et al., 2006). In more detail, Cronbach’s alpha is
acceptable for the first (a = 0.851) and second (a = 0.881) factor. Cronbach’s alpha for
crowdsourcing measured by eight points is acceptable: a = 0.884. Cronbach’s alpha for
customer value creation measured by 13 points is acceptable: a = 0.847 and Cronbach’s
alpha for organizational leaning measured by 24 points is acceptable: a = 0.972. The scale
used consists of positively worded questions, which may bring the risk of common method
bias (CMB) (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To identify this effect, we estimated the level of common
method variance by using Harman’s single factor test. The results showed no common bias
in the findings. Using the raw data, we confirmed that there is no risk of CMB as the factor
with the highest eigenvector identified using unrotated factor analysis explains only 35.3%
of the total variance.

Hypothesis testing
To describe relationships between organizational learning and value creation, the significance
test of Spearman’s rank correlation (rs) was applied. Regression was used to check whether and
to what extent organizational learning depends on crowdsourcing maturity. All calculations
and statistical analyses with regard to quantitative data were made by using the following
programs: IBM SPSS Statistica 25 and Statistica 12. Calculations were made on the basis of
averages, because the study adopted a multipart approach for the considered variables (Rovai
et al., 2014). We conducted the analysis of the mediation effect by using the fourth regression
model with the PROCESSmacro in SPSS 25 (Model 4) (Hayes, 2013).

Correlation analysis. As a first step, we ran correlations between organizational learning,
value creation and crowdsourcing. We explored both direct and indirect value. To this end, the
Spearman rank correlation coefficient was applied. Attention is paid to the values of the p-level,
because this will allow the credibility of the obtained result to be determined (Table 1).

The correlation matrix shows that organizational learning is correlated with crowdsourcing,
while organizational learning and crowdsourcing are not correlated with value creation. More
specifically, organizational learning does not correlate with direct and indirect value creation, and
further crowdsourcing does not correlate with value creation, direct and indirect value creation.
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Regression analysis. To investigate the potential causal relationships between
variables, we performed multiple regression analysis (Table 2). We developed seven
models (M1-M7) to analyze the impact of an independent variable on each of the
dependent variables. Models 1-3 (M1-M3) were used as basic models to examine the
impact of organizational learning on value creation, as well as organizational learning
on direct and indirect value creation.

As for H1, based on the results obtained, we can see a weak relationship between
organizational learning and value creation (b = 0.050, p < 0.001), as the correlation is not
statistically significant. Therefore, H1 is not supported. In addition, we did not find a
statistically significant relationship between organizational learning and direct value
creation (b = 0.053, p > 0.05). Thus, H1a is not supported. The results indicate no
statistically significant relationship between organizational learning and indirect value
creation (b = 0.028, p> 0.05); therefore,H1b is not supported.

Model 4 (M4) was used to assess the relationship between organizational learning and
crowdsourcing. The results indicate a statistically significant relationship between
organizational learning and crowdsourcing (b = 0.374, p< 0.05); therefore,H2 is supported.

Models 5-7 (M5-M7) were used to assess the importance of crowdsourcing for value
creation, including direct and indirect value creation. Based on the results, crowdsourcing is
negatively related to value creation (b = �0.005, p > 0.05); therefore, H3 is not supported.
As for H3a, the results indicate that crowdsourcing is not significant for direct value
creation (b = 0.034, p > 0.05); therefore. H3a is not supported. As for the relationship
between crowdsourcing and indirect value creation, it is negative (b = �0.019, p > 0.05),
which is whyH3b is not supported.

To sum up, among the seven prepared models of single-variable regression, the fourth
model, in which crowdsourcing is the explanatory variable for organizational learning has
the best match, and thus the highest explanatory power [F (32.960) = 18.661; p <0.01;
beta = 0.374]). This model explains 14% of the organizational learning variance. The
determination coefficient (R2) was 0.140. Interestingly, organizational learning seems to be
the least important factor for value creation either direct or indirect.

Mediation analysis. We performed the PROCESS macro bootstrapping method to
analyze the proposed mediating role (Hayes, 2013). By resampling 5,000 times, it was found
that the bootstrapping method findings were in support of the regression analyses (Preacher
and Hayes, 2004). The use of bootstrapping, rather than Sobel, Aroian and Goodman tests,
allows more precise estimation of indirect effects in variable analysis. The obtained results
do not support the assumptions contained in H4. Crowdsourcing does not affect the
relationships between organizational learning and value creation in local governance
(b =�0.0118; p> 0.05; 95%CI = [�0.1147; 0.0910]. Thus,H4 is not supported.

Table 1.
Correlations

No. Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

1 Organizational learning 3.88 0.74 1.000
2 Crowdsourcing 3.42 0.97 0.346**
3 Value creation 3.91 0.50 0.063 0.043
4 Direct value creation 3.84 0.63 0.043 0.029 0.737**
5 Indirect value creation 3.97 0.65 0.064 0.032 0.810** 0.263** 1.000

Notes: **p < 0.01 (two-tailed) was considered as the level of significance; *p < 0.05 (two-tailed) was
considered as the level of significance; N = 205
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Discussion
The aim of this study was to explore the mediating role of crowdsourcing in the relationship
between organizational learning and value creation in local governance. We conducted the
research in local governance units in Poland, in accordance with the recommendations
provided by Nemec and de Vries (2012). Some previous studies have highlighted the positive
impact of organizational learning on value creation (S�anchez et al., 2010) and the impact of
knowledge management on the value creation (Edvardsson and Oskarssson, 2011). This
study contributes to this literature by providing evidence for public organizations.

First, relationship between organizational learning and value creation in local
governance (H1, H1a, H1b) was tested through multiple regression analysis. It was found
that there was no significant effect of organizational learning on value creation.
Organizational learning was not found to be statistically significant for neither direct nor
indirect value creation. Earlier empirical studies pointed out that organizational learning
was affected by value creation (S�anchez et al., 2010; Kang et al., 2007). Our results do not
support those findings. The results obtained may be explained by the specificity of public
organizations. Value creation in the public organization needs specific processes, inputs,
policies, programs and activities. The literature suggests that:

[. . .] to produce value, public officials must consider the entire ‘value chain’. The value chain
starts with inputs and moves to the production processes (for example, policies, programs and
activities) used to transform inputs into outputs, which then affect a client (for example, a citizen
or beneficiary), which leads to the social outcome that was the intended aim of the activity
(Yotawut, 2018, p. 169).

Second, multiple regression analysis was applied to analyze H2. The results revealed that
organizational learning positively affected crowdsourcing in local governance. In this
context, by organizational learning, local governance units can maintain relationships with
their environment, respond quickly to stakeholders demands and increase innovation
adoption (Devece et al., 2019). Earlier studies pointed out that crowdsourcing was affected
by organizational learning (Alegre and Chivab, 2008; Feller et al., 2012). There is no study
found in the relevant literature that explored the relationship between organizational
learning and crowdsourcing in local governance. In this context, our research is first.

Third, the results of multiple regression analysis do not support the relationship between
crowdsourcing and value creation (H3, H3a, H3b). Previous studies suggested that “citizens
did not trust municipal e-governments and the value generated by governments was not
enough, despite the efforts for delivering digital services” (Valle-Cruz, 2019, p. 15).
Crowdsourcing must be effectively managed to obtain good results (Devece et al., 2019).
However, crowdsourcing needs a combination of technological, motivational and managerial
capabilities (Devece et al., 2019).

Four, Hayes (2013) mediation test was applied to analyze H4. The results revealed that
crowdsourcing did not mediate the relationship between organizational learning and value
creation in local governance. This may be due to the fact that crowdsourcing is indicated as
a phenomenon triggered bymany different factors (Devece et al., 2019).

Conclusion
Overall, our study provides insight into crowdsourcing with respect to organizational
learning and value creation. Drawing on creating shared value concept, this study is a
contribution to current literature in three ways. First, this work introduces and tests a model
that explores the nature of the relationship between organizational learning and value
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creation including testing the intermediary role of crowdsourcing in this relationship in the
context of local governance.

Previous studies tested the relationship between organizational learning and value
creation in the context of manufacturing companies taking into account market turbulence
(S�anchez et al., 2010).

We introduced crowdsourcing because crowdsourcing research in local governance is
postulated as important and necessary (Brabham, 2008). Previous results suggest that
crowdsourcing may limit innovations (Majchrzak and Malhotra, 2013), hinder improvement
and development of services (Mergel, 2018) and drain resources from professional
administrative work. The literature suggested that to obtain potential benefits from
crowdsourcing and counteract against threats, public organizations need to design effective
incentives to services, aggregating an overwhelming amount of input from citizens,
evaluating the outcomes (Nam, 2012) and creating a legal framework to ensure the
accountability of the responsible agencies as well as the privacy and rights of citizens (Liu,
2017). It is only then that local governance can determine whether the knowledge acquired
through crowdsourcing contributes to creating value, in particular to streamlining processes
and services, providing them in a more efficient and cost-effective manner, as well as
creating innovative solutions for citizens.

This study has some limitations. The sample drawn for this study comes from a
population of local governance in Poland. Moreover, considering the fact that value creation
depends on the sector (S�anchez et al., 2010), our intentional choice is theoretically justified.
Potentially, future studies could be conducted with regard to other public organizations
using crowdsourcing. Our sample was limited to one developing country, but studies can be
carried out in other countries, especially in Central and Eastern Europe. Overall, the self-
administered questionnaires and the subjective measurement of the variables were subject
to bias. To identify this effect, the level of common variance of the method was estimated by
using Harman’s single factor test. We can conclude that in the presented research there was
no error of common method variance. The process of data collection was based on obtaining
opinion from the respondents, which could affect the quality and shape of the conclusions
drawn. In addition, there is a risk of excessive optimism regarding the occurrence of
unconscious interference resulting from a tendency to provide similar answers to the
questions included in the questionnaire. However, the questionnaire survey is widely used in
management sciences and is an effective way of collecting data because it allows for
generating larger samples of respondents and can be used for any statistical analysis.
Future studies should make greater efforts to obtain objective indicators to improve the
quality of measurements.
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