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OZET
I¢inde bulundugumuz bilgi caginda, organizasyonlarin basarisi, biiyiik dl¢iide bilgiyi
yonetmekteki basarilarina baghdir. Bu nedenle, bilgi yonetimi son yillarda is diinyasinca

ve akademik cevrelerce lizerinde en ¢ok tartisilan konularin basinda gelmektedir.

Bu ¢alismanin amaci orgiit kiiltiirii, orgiit yapisi ve orgiit icindeki bilgi teknolojileri destegi
gibi orgiitsel etmenlerin bilgi yonetimi siirecleri (bilginin iiretilmesi ve gelistirilmesi,
bilginin tasnif edilmesi ve saklanmasi, bilginin transfer edilmesi ve paylasilmasi, bilginin
kullanilmas1 ve degerlendirilmesi) araciligiyla bilgi yonetimi ve orgiitsel performans

tizerindeki etkisini aragtirmaktir.

Calismada nicel yontemler kullanilmistir ve aragtirma kapsaminda dokuz farkl sirketten
toplam 210 kisi ile dngdriilen model test edilmistir. Ongériilen model rgiit kiiltiiriin, Srgiit
yapisinin ve de Orgiitteki bilgi teknolojileri desteginin bilgi yonetimi siireclerini dolayisiyla

bilgi yonetimi performansi ve orgiitsel performansi etkileyecegi yoniindedir.

Elde edilen veriler degerlendirildiginde orgiit kiiltiirii, 6rgiit yapisi ve bilgi teknolojileri
destegi gibi orgilitsel degiskenlerin bilgi yonetimi performansi ve orgiitsel performans
izerinde bilgi yonetimi siireclerini araciligiyla yar1 dolayli ya da tam dolayli olarak etkide
bulundugu gozlenmistir. Ozellikle destekleyici ve yenilikei bir 6rgiit kiiltiiriiniin, idari
yetkiyi yerellestirmenin ve giiglii bilgi teknolojileri desteginin bilgi yonetimi siireglerini ve
dolayistyla da bilgi yonetimi performansini ve drgiitsel performansi olumlu olarak

etkiledigi sonucuna varilmaistir.
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ABSTRACT
In today’s knowledge era, the success of companies depends on their success in knowledge
management to a great extent. Therefore, knowledge management has become one of the

most highly debated issues in the corporate and academic world.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the natural influence of key organizational
drivers of organizational culture, organizational structure, and information technology
support on knowledge management performance and organizational performance through
the knowledge management processes of knowledge generation and development;
knowledge codification and storage; knowledge transfer and sharing; and knowledge use

and evaluation.

In this study quantitative methods have been used to analyze data and the model proposed
has been tested in a sample of 210 participants from nine different organizations. In the
proposed model, organizational culture, organizational structure and IT support has been
hypothesized to influence knowledge management and organizational performance

through the knowledge management processes.

The results of the study revealed that organizational drivers of organizational culture,
organizational structure, and IT support influence the knowledge management
performance and organizational performance fully or partially by the knowledge
management processes. Specifically, the supportive and innovative organizational cultures,
the de-centralized organizational structure and a strong IT support are found to have
positive relations with knowledge management and organizational performance through

knowledge management processes.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In the world economy, where wealth is increasingly the product of knowledge, rather than
the physical resources, organizations are now realizing the importance of knowledge
management and importance of getting prepared for such a knowledge-intensive future.
The quality of knowledge generated in organizations and the way the knowledge is
managed is becoming increasingly critical to competitiveness. Organizations are now
realizing that they will not survive unless they change and respond to this reality through

effective Knowledge Management (KM) initiatives.

In a rapidly changing world, reality is no longer so fixed; information is no longer static;
and we do not know how the future will unfold for us, but we do know that KM is one way
to prepare ourselves for such an uncertain future. KM is a way of preparing and planning
for such an uncertain future and it encourages organizations to take advantage of their
competencies and knowledge in a number of different but plausible ways. The pace of
change, the spread of information technologies and the perceived link between KM and
organizational performance have all transformed businesses’ view of organizations,
leading organizations to re-consider their cultures, structures, and information

technologies, from a knowledge management perspective (Davenport & Prusak, 1998).

Because, the capability of managing knowledge is now regarded as very critical to
competitiveness (Zaim, 2006), organizations now strive to re-assess and re-arrange their
intellectual resources (Gold, Malhotra & Segars, 2001) from a knowledge management

perspective. Through knowledge management (KM) initiatives, organizations, now intend
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to manage and leverage their knowledge resources efficiently and effectively in order to

remain competitive in an environment of rapid innovation and change.

To sum up, organizations trying to respond the challenges of this era’s knowledge-based
economies now strive to improve their organizational performance by managing the KM
processes of knowledge generation and development; knowledge codification and storage;
knowledge transfer and sharing; and knowledge use and application (Lee & Lee, 2007;
Zaim, 2006) and the key organizational drivers of knowledge management (organizational
structure, organizational culture and information technology support) to support these

Processces.

The problem addressed by this study concerns whether organizational culture, structure,
and Information Technology (IT) support has a relationship with the resulting performance
of KM and the organization as a whole. Therefore, in this study, the key organizational
KM drivers of organizational structure, organizational culture and information technology
support are planned to be taken as independent variables, while knowledge management
processes of generating, storing, sharing and utilizing knowledge are considered as
mediating variables in the relationship between those drivers and performance outcomes of
KM both in terms of KM performance and organizational performance as a whole. The
significance of the relationship between Knowledge Management performance and

organizational performance will also be explored.
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1.1 Problem Statement

We are living in a state of permanent change and an era of intense global competition. In
today’s knowledge economy where the capability of managing knowledge is getting more
critical than managing the conventional sources of economic power — capital, land, plant,
machinery and labor- (KPMG Consulting, 2000), the discipline of knowledge management
which capture the knowledge-based competencies of organizations, store and disseminate
them for the benefit of the organization as a whole, has taken a top-place on business
agenda of most organizations (Anantatmula, 2007; Griffth University School of

Management & BML Consulting, 2002).

In turbulent and competitive environments like Turkey’s, KM becomes imperative for the
long term survival and prosperity of organizations. However, KM has major implications
for organizations. Organizations are confronted with a challenge how to implement KM
initiatives to enhance their competitiveness. Therefore, for an organization, it is important
to know how well KM would impact the organizational performance and what kind of
benefits and a competitive advantage the organization will gain through its investment in

KM.

It is evident that, organizations, which identify the best of their knowledge and create an
appropriate environment, so to generate and utilize the best of their know-how, are going
to enjoy a prosperous and secure future (Griffth University School of Management &

BML Consulting, 2002). Therefore, organizations spend billions of dollars in the pursuit of

KM with an intend to improve their organizational performance (Anantatmula, 2007;
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Lesser & Storck, 2001; Meijden, 2009; Millen & Fontaine, 2003; Quink, 2008; Ribere,

2001).

Global analysis of KM initiatives, however, indicates that in many cases, the investments
in KM does not produce the benefits strived for and in most cases KM does not seem to
lead to an improved organizational performance (Anantatmula, 2007; Arora, 2002;
Meijden, 2009). The failure in KM is largely due to a combination of factors: First and
most notably, Knowledge Management is a complex construct with its multi-dimesional
feature (Saeed, Basit, Anis-Ul-Haque, Mushtaq, & Anwar, 2010), and consequently, there
is a confusion in the marketplace as to precisely what leads to a successful KM. Second,
there are also some difficulties associated with measuring the performance of KM (Ahn &
Chang, 2002); and third, there are some cultural and technical challenges faced by the

organizations.

Therefore it is evident that there is an immediate need for studies clarifying the link
between the key organizational drivers of KM (organizational structure, organizational
culture, and IT support), KM processes, KM performance and organizational performance.
The present study, therefore, investigates the influence of key organizational drivers of
KM on KM performance through the processes of KM in order to attract management’s
focus on what is important; investigates the influence of KM processes and KM
performance on organizational performance to justify ongoing investments in KM and to
develop benchmark for future comparison that can lead to more successful KM
implementations (Anantatmula, 2007; Kankanhalli & Tan, 2004; Turban & Aronson,

2001).
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1.2 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study is to understand the relationship between the key organizational
drivers of knowledge management (including the organizational culture, organizational
structure and IT support), KM processes, KM performance and organizational

performance. More specifically, this study

investigates the influence of key organizational drivers of KM (including the
organizational culture, organizational structure and information technology support) on the
KM processes of knowledge generation and development; knowledge codification and

storage; knowledge transfer and sharing; and knowledge use and application.

» investigates the mediating effect of KM processes on the relationship between the
key organizational drivers of organizational structure, organizational culture, and
IT support on one hand and the KM performance on the other

» investigates the mediating effect of KM processes on the relationship between the
key organizational drivers of organizational structure, organizational culture, and
IT support on one hand and the organizational performance on the other

» presents how important the KM performance is for an improved organizational
performance by investigating the significance of the relationship between KM
performance and organizational performance

» provides a deeper understanding about what it is that makes an KM initiative
successful for organizations in Turkey, as it is still a relatively unknown for

researchers in Turkey.
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1.3 Importance and the Originality of the Study

During the last two decades, Knowledge Management is recognized as one of the most
critical management practices for firms and economies (Saeed et al, 2010). In today’s
Turkish business world, KM is getting more prevalent each year, and the perceived
benefits of KM continue to boost the appetite of most business owners. Although
companies are having difficulty in tackling knowledge management, for those which are
mastered the issues of knowledge management, there are real benefits to be reaped

(KPMG Consulting, 2000).

However, KM is still in its infancy in Turkey leading to some difficulties in linking KM
efforts to organizational performance (Zaim, 2006) and there is no empirical research in
Turkey investigating the mediating effect of KM processes on the relationship between the
key organizational drivers of organizational structure, organizational culture, and IT

support on one hand and the organizational performance on the other.

Therefore, this study intends to work as a guide for the companies in Turkey planning to
implement KM. According to the results of this study, Turkish companies planning for
KM can pretest their KM capability to see whether the prospective KM initiatives will
result in successful performance outcomes. Hence, the study intends to provide a
significant contribution to Turkish business literature, since it might provide some solid

ground for the future KM implementations in Turkey.
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1.4 Research Questions

The study attempts to concentrate on the following research questions that need further

analysis.

» Is there available support to suggest a significant relationship between the
organizational structure (centralization or decentralization) and KM processes?

» Are there specific organizational cultures for a successful KM strategy? If so, what
are they?

» Is there a significant relationship between information technology support and KM
processes?

» What is the mediating role of KM processes on the relationship between the key
organizational KM drivers and KM performance?

» What is the mediating role of KM processes on the relationship between the key
organizational KM drivers and organizational performance?

» Is there a significant relationship between KM performance and the organizational

performance?
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1. Knowledge Management (KM)

A review of the literature reveals that there are many definitions of KM. Some of them are

presented below.

KM is the systematic, and purposeful construction, re-newal and utilization of an
organization’s intelectual resources in order to increase its performance and gains (Wiig,

1997).

KM is the process of unlocking an organization’s collective knowledge and expertise
wherever it resides in and making it available for use the of organizational members so

that it can yield the maximum return (Hibbard, 1997)

KM is getting the right knowledge to the right people at the right time so that the
knowledge might be used to make the best possible decision for the benefit of whole

organization (Pettrash, 1996 citied in Ribiere, 2001).

KM can be considered as the concious design of processes, technologies, structures, and
etc. in order to accelerate and improve the transfer, re-newal and utilization of the
knowledge represented in Structural, Human or Social forms of intellectual capital

(Seemann, Stucky, & Guthrie, 1999).

KM encompasses all the processes in an organization that intend to create a synergy from
its knowledge-related assets, information processing capacity, and the creativeness and

innovativeness of its members (Malhotra, 2000).
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KM is about identifying and utilizing the knowledge and expertise of individuals so that

the tacit knowledge which resides only in the heads of individuals becomes the asset of the

organization. (Gottschalk, 2000)

KM is a deliberate strategy of getting the right knowledge to the right people at the right
time, thereby helping organization utilize its knowledge resources in ways to enhance its

organizational performance (O’Dell & Grayson, 1998)

KM is the systematic generation, transfer, access, and the use of experience, knowledge
and expertise of organizational members in order to create new competencies, better

performance, enhanced customer value and innovation (Lytras, et al, 2002)

KM refers to capturing and utilizing of individual and collective knowledge in an

organization to enhance its competitiveness (Carlsson, 2003).

Keeping all of these in mind, this study will employ the following definition of KM by

Zaim (2006):

KM is the systematic management of knowledge generation and development, knowledg
codification and storage, knowledge transferring and sharing, and knowledge application

and utilization in an organization to achieve a competitive advantage.

€
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2.2. KM Drivers

The knowledge management activities in an organization rely on some prerequisites
(Saeed et al, 2010). KM is not only about managing the KM processes, but also about
managing and creating an appropriate organizational structure, culture and IT support that
makes the creation, storage, sharing and application of knowledge possible for a superior
performance (Walczak, 2005). Many researcher highlight the fact that if organizations
introduce a KM initiative without having an appropriate KM infrastructure, they generally
fail to reap the expected benefits from their investments (Swan, Newell, Robertson, 2000;

Goh, 2002; Nahm, Vonderembse, Koufteros, 2004; Walczak, 2005).

Many researchers have proposed various organizational drivers as antecedents to an
effective KM. Knowledge management drivers of previous research suggested for an

effective KM can be found in Appendix 1.

Out of variety of factors identified as KM drivers in the literature, three main factors seem
to be most important for KM and can be found in almost all models: organizational
culture, organizational structure, and IT support. These three factors will be explained in

more detail in the following sections.
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2.2.1 Organizational Culture (OC)
Organizations do not run in a social vacuum, and they are significantly affected from their
social environments (Hofstede, 2001). Organizational culture can be considered as a sort
of glue that bonds the organization together (Saaed et al, 2010). Therefore, it is considered
as one of the most important preconditions for managing organizational change and
renewal (Pettigrew, 1990), and also seen as a very critical form of organizational capital
(Camerer & Versalainen, 1998). According to Denison organizational culture can be
defined as the underlying beliefs, values, and assumptions shared, exemplified and
reinforced by the members of an organization over the years. Hofstede has described
culture as “deeply-rooted values or shared norms, moral or aesthetic principles.” (1991).
Blake and Mouton (1985) defined organizational culture as routinized ways of getting
things done in an organization. Organizational culture has three different levels (Shein,

1992).
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Figure 1 Levels of organizational culture
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Source: Schein, E. H., (1992). Organizational culture and leadership (2nd ed.). Jossey-

Bass

According to Schein (1992), artifacts can be seen as everything that the organizational
members see, hear and feel when they encounter with a new group coming from a different
culture. Espoused values, on the other hand can be seen as the indicators of an
organization’s values, principles, ethics, mission and vision guiding the behaviors, actions
and decisions of organizational members (Shein, 1999). Finally, basic assumptions are the
assumptions that are shared and accepted by the whole organization, and taken for granted

over the years among organizational members and lived by (Shein, 1999).
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Cameron & Quinn assert that it is really hard to capture and assess a company’s culture
(1999), therefore, many researcher attemped to analyze organizational culture in many
different ways. For instance, one of the well-known models used to assess organizational
culture is the Competing Values Framework (CVF) which originally created by Quinn &
Rohrbaugh in (1983). It is based on two dimensions representing contradictory approaches
to value creation - (1) the degree to which the competitive environment requires flexibility
or control; and (2) the degree to which the organization has internal or external focus.
These two dimensions creates four quadrants - namely, adaptability, mission, clan, and
bureaucratic. Each quadrant captures the appropriate strategies, competencies, and values
that leaders and organizations employ to achieve a competitive advantage (Thakor,
Cameron, DeGraff, & Quinn, 2006). The CVF, showing four quadrants is presented in

figure 2 below.

29



Figure 2 Competing Values Framework (CVF)
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Elgar Publishing Limited

Another conceptual framework was developed by Denison and Neale (1996). Denison

identified four organizational cultural types that impacted on organizational performance:

(1) involvement, (2) consistency, (3) adaptability, and (4) mission.
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Figure 3 The Denison Organizational Culture Model

External Focus

Flexible
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Source: Denison, D.R., Janovics J., Young, J., Cho, H. J. (2006). Diagnosing
Organizational Cultures: Validating a Model and Method. Working paper, International

Institute for Management Development, Lausanne, Switzerland.

Adaptability (Pattern..., Trends..., Market...). These organizations’ focus are always
on their customers. They are always ready to take risks, and focus on learning from their
mistakes. They are always ready for change or for creating it by themselves. Since they

can interpret the effects of the environment on their business, they constantly change and

improve their organization to offer value for their customers.

Mission (Direction...Purpose...Blueprint). Mission organizations have a clear goal and
a direction. They define their goals and strategic objectives for a stable future in advance

and act on it.
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Involvement (Commitment... Ownership...Responsibility). These organizations
empower their employees, and try to leverage human potential. For this purpose, these

organizations make their employees feel that that they are part of a family.

Consistency (Systems...Structures...Processes). Consistency organizations believe that
organizations can be efficient if they have strong, steady, and well-synchronized cultures.
In such organizations, behavior is expected to be aligned with a fixed set of values. In
these organizations it is qusite common to see a high level of conformity. This kind of

consistency is seen as a key to interior integration and long-term stability.

As can be seen from figure 3, while adaptability and mission cultures focus on the external
environment, involvement and consistency cultures focus on the internal dynamics of an
organization, but do not really take account of the external environment. On the other
hand, while Involvement and Adaptability highlight the importance of flexibility and

change, Consistency and Mission cultures focus more on the stability and objectives.

In this study, Wallach’s Organizational Culture Index (1983) is used to analyze
organizations from three stereotypical profiles: bureaucratic, innovative, and supportive
profiles. While Wallach defines supportive cultures as harmonious, open, friendly,
collaborative, encouraging, social, valued to personal freedom, and trustworthy; he defines
innovative cultures as results-oriented, pressurized, risk taking, stimulating, challenging,
enterprising, creative, and driving. On the other hand, he describes bureaucratic cultures as
structured, procedural, hierarchical, ordered, regulated, established, cautious, and power

oriented.
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In this study, the researcher will investigate how, an organization‘s culture affects KM

processes, KM performance and finally organizational performance.

2.2.2 Organizational Structure (OS)
Another important element of the KM is the organizational structure. It is because the
organizational structure has potential to facilitate or prevent knowledge management
(Gold, Malthotra, & Segars, 2001; Hedlund, 1994; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).
“Organizational structure is the formal system of task and authority relationships that
control how people coordinate their actions and use resources to achieve organizational
goals” (Quink, 2008). Organizations can be placed on a continuum from totally centralized
to totally decentralized (Davidson & Griffin, 2006). While Davidson & Griffin (2006)
defines centralization as the degree to which power of decision making belongs to
managers at the the top of the hierarchy, they define de-centralization as the degree to

which power of decision making is delegated to managers on lower levels.

Both centralization and de-centralization offer some advantages and disadvantages (Jones,
2007). For instance, centralization, by letting top managers coordinate all the
organizational activities and strategies from one hand, keep the organization focused on its
objectives and mission. There are also some studies showing that the diffusion and use of
existing knowledge is better facilitated through a centralized organizational structure
(Adler, 2001; Galbraith & Merill, 1991; Volberda, 1998). Centralization, on the other
hand, can be problematic if managers at the top of the hiearchy become overloaded and
immersed in operational decisions. Another disadvantage of centralization is that it

prevents interdepartmental interaction and knowledge-sharing; it also causes ideas and
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knowledge to be altered wrongly and fragmented since the knowledge travels through
many layers before it reaches to its destination (Stonehouse & Pemberton, 1999). On the
other hand, decentralization encourages flexibility and increases responsiveness by letting
lower level managers to make on-the-spot decisions (Quink, 2008). A decentralized
organizational structure also creates a climate where employees take part in the knowledge
management processes more frequently (Hopper, 1990). Knowledge management
processes demand more flexibility, decreased control and less red-tape (Ichijo, Von Krogh,
& Nonaka, 1998). Therefore, as proposed by Lee & Lee (2007) de-centralized
organizational structures tend to create more activated KM processes. The dis-advantage
of decentralization, on the other hand, is that when the power of decision-making is shared

by too many people, planning and coordination may become very difficult at the end.

2.2.3 Information Technology Support (ITS)
Information Technology Support is the other important element of KM. A well-developed
IT is critical and essential for all sorts of knowledge processes (Lee & Lee, 2007; Ndlela &

Toit, 2001).

IT comprises the resources used by an organization to manage data, information and
knowledge needed by the organization to carry out its mission (Quink, 2008). It may
consist of computers, computer network and other pieces of hardware and software that
enables the system to manage and process data, information and knowledge in ways that

are useful for the organization (Quink, 2008)..

A numerous number of researchers indicated that IT is critical for a successful knowledge

management innitiative (Byounggu, 2002; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Gold et al., 2001).
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It helps people find, collect, store, and share knowledge in a way which is not possible in
the past (Lee & Lee, 2007; Robert, 2000). By classifying and storing the data according to
its type and purpose, it helps organization to retrieve the knowledge any time where
needed, thereby making the knowledge an asset of the organization instead of the
employee (Nemati, 2002). It also helps filtering the knowledge “heap” in organizations,
and finding out what really an organization knows (Lueg, 2001; Zaim,Tatoglu, Zaim,
2007). It can also integrate the previously fragmented knowledge (Gold et al., 2001) and
helps for a problem-free knowledge flow (Byounggu, 2002). IT also expands knowledge
sharing by extending the individual’s access to more networks and helping the people
searching for knowledge find people who may possess it (Robertson, Swan, & Newell,
1996). Furthermore, IT is important for the knowledge generation and development in two
aspects. Firstly, with the increased level of information exposure employees experience
because of IT, chances of knowledge creation in organizations increase. Secondly, by
decreasing the workload of employees and letting them focus on more creative task, it

enhances knowledge generation.

Overall, extensive research on the impact of IT support on different KM processes can be
found in the literature. An overview about the KM processes and the corresponding role

for IT is presented in Table 1.
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Table 1

KM Processes and the potential role of IT

KM Processes

Supporting IT
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Inter-group knowledge access
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Enowledge directories .
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. manv locations
Evaluation !

More rapid application of new
Imowledge through workflow
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Source: Alavi, M. & Leidner, D. E. (2001). Knowledge management and knowledge

management systems: conceptual foundations and research issues. MIS Quarterly. 25(1):

107-136
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To sum up, investments made on information technology are certainly necessary for
successful knowledge management projects because of their ability to process knowledge
(Borghoff & Pareschi, 1997; Davenport et al., 1998; Gold et al., 2001; Hansen et al., 1999;
Markus, 2001; Weiser & Morrison, 1998). However it should be noted that investments

made on the IT should not be made on the expense of human capital (Sveiby, 1997).

2.3. KM Processes

KM concepts existing in the literature differ considerably in the terms of numbers and
labelling of the processes rather than its underlying meaning (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). For
example, De Long (1997) defines three key knowledge management processes as capture,
transfer and use. Teece (1998) defines five: create, transfer, assemble, integrate, and
exploit. Ernst & Young (1998) defines four: planning, acquiring, applying, and assessing.
At large, most concepts define four basic knowledge management processes: knowledge
generation, knowledge storage, knowledge sharing, and knowledge application (Alavi &
Leidner, 2001; Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim, 2007). To sum up, there are many different
approaches to label the KM processes and some of those labels can be found at the

Appendix2: an overview about the different approaches. I

In this dissertation KM processes are analyzed in four categories and labeled as:
knowledge generation and development; knowledge codification and storage; knowledge
transfer and sharing; and knowledge utilization as they are labeled by Zaim (2006). The

following section below illustrates these four processes of knowledge management briefly.
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2.3.1. Knowledge Generation & Development (KG&D)
Knowledge generation and development is generally considered as the major focus of
knowledge management. Knowledge generation encompasses all the activities and
processes that intend to create new and helpful solutions for the benefit of whole
organization (Abou-Seid, 2002). Likewise, according to Davenport & Prusak (1998),
knowledge generation can be decsribed as the deliberate creation of knowledge under
systematic organizational processes for the use of organization. On the other hand,
knowledge development can be seen as all the activities that turn innovative and creative
ideas into useful solutions for the generation of increased customer value (Shani, Sena, &
Olin, 2003). Contrary to knowledge generation, knowledge development requires “a

systematic, disciplined and sustained effort” (Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim, 2007).

First, knowledge can be generated through information processing using knowledge
discovery in databases (KDD) or data mining which focuses on finding out new and
helpful patterns and relationships in data using various techniques drawn from computer
science, statistics, mathematics and through model building (Wickramasinghe, 2006,

Wickramasinghe & Von Lubitz, 2007).

Second, organizations can generate knowledge by its people within the organization
(Wickramasinghe, 2006). This is a social process that involves continuous creation,
inspiration, intuition, social interaction and spontaneity. Many leading voices in
knowledge management advocate that knowledge creation is an individual and social
process, and thus the knowledge is always embedded in the context in which it is created,

and that knowledge is embedded in groups or communities (Dixon, 2000; Tywoniak,
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2007). Organizations are composed of a set of relationships which create immediate
knowledge flows and networks which makes organization-wide knowledge creation
possible. Organizational knowledge is generated by individuals and disseminated to the
whole organization (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). According to Nonaka and Takeuch’s
SECI (Socialization, Externalization, Combination and Internalization) model, extensive
social interactions among organizational memebers are very important for organizational
knowledge creation (Chua, 2002), and knowledge creation is, in fact, is all about
converting between tacit and explicit knowledge. The Figure 4 below represents all the

conversions between tacit and explicit knowledge.

Figure 4 The Knowledge Spiral of knowledge creation
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Third, according to Bhatt (2000) organizations may also perform knowledge generation by
acquiring knowledge from other organizatons and employing it for their own use.
Imitation, benchmarking, replication, purchasing, outsourcing and discovering are some of
the methods of acquiring knowledge from other organizations (Abou-Zeid, 2002; Bhatt,
2000; Zaim, 2006). As asserted by Hong (1999), once the information acquired, it is
converted into organizational knowledge through organizational learning, and throwned
into new combinations with organizations’ prior knowledge, experiences, values and

procedures.

Forth, organization can generate and develop knowledge by collaborating with other
organizations. Organizations, nowadays, also collaborate with other their customers,
suppliers, and competitors for the purpose of knowledge generation and development by
moving their knowledge generation and development activities beyond their borders

(Zaim, 2006).

Fifth, as pointed out by Davenport & Prusak (1998) in order to generate and develop
knowledge, organizations also tend to create specific departments within the organization
like research and development departments, or establish their research and development

units outside the company borders.
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2.3.2. Knowledge Codification and Storage (KC&S)
The second main KM process identified through the literature is knowledge codification
and storage. Knowledge codification and classification can be defined as the process of
capturing and storing knowledge for the re-use of the employees and organization when
needed (Roger, 1997). Knowledge which is stored within the organization is generally
defined as ‘organizational memory’ (Stein & Zwass, 1995). Because of the aging
workforce and the increased worker mobility in industries, the need to retain

“organizational memory” has become more important than ever (Lesser & Storck, 2001).

Organizational memory includes physical resources (like written documents, structured
information stored in electronic databases, codified human knowledge stored in expert
systems, documented organizational procedures and processes) and non-physical sources
(knowledge stored in the heads of the employees-also referred to as individual memory)
(Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Other storages of organizational knowledge, on the other hand,
are external sources such as suppliers, consultants and contractors (Helleoid & Simonin,
1994), and together with the growing interconnectivity of organizations worldwide,
external knowledge becomes more and more important (Kraaijenbrink & Wijnhoven,

2006), while keeping track of the knowledge becomes more and more challenging.

As pointed out by Davenport & Prusak (1998), the most difficult thing in knowledge
codification and storage is to find out, codify, classify and store the knowledge without
losing its distinctive features which makes it valuable for the organization. “Organizational
knowledge is dispersed and scattered throughout the organization (Zaim, 2006)”, and as

pointed out by Bhatt (2001), it can be found in numerous places: in the minds of people, in
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organizational processes, in organizational culture, in written documents, or digital storage

devices.

Another important challenge of knowledge codification and storage is the codification of
tacit knowledge. The knowledge which is stored in physical resources is more likely to be
permanent than knowledge which is stored in the minds of individuals (Helleoid &
Simonin, 1994). Therefore it has to be transformed into explicit knowledge (Cuel,
Bouquet, & Bonifacio, 2006). However, tacit knowledge may not be formalized,
documented and articulated easily as pointed out by Chua (2002), because it is very

subjective, situational, and tied to the person who possesses it (Zaim, 2006).

Research has shown that knowledge which is codified and classified enables employees to
“get wired” into the organizational memory, and makes the knowledge available to the
whole organization whenever needed (Nemati & Barko, 2002; Zaim, 2006). Without
knowledge codification and storage, organization may get lost in the information heap or
totally lose the information once they have acquired (Darr, Argote & Epple, 1995); and
this is a very high cost for organizations to incur. Therefore, it is highly critical for

organizations to find effective ways to store and organize knowledge (Grant, 2005).
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2.3.3. Knowledge Sharing and Distribution (KS&D)
Knowledge sharing and distribution is another important KM process which has been
discussed extensively in the literature. One of the most important aims of KM is to bring
together intellectual resources of an organization and make them available to whole
organization (Zaim, 2006). Many researchers note that knowledge sharing requires a high

level of co-operation (Goh, 2002; Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland, 2004).

Cross and Sproull (2004) highlight the fact that knowledge sharing is the result of
information search and problem solving in situations where people must solve complicated
problems in shortage of time. Advantages of knowledge sharing are that (1) knowledge
sharing reduces uncertainty (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999, Tywoniak, 2007), (2) it ensures that
the knowledge owned by the organization rather than the individual (Nemati, 2002;
Nonaka, 1994), (3) it prevents repeating the same mistakes and reduce redundancies
(Bender & Fish, 2000) and (4) it ensures that all the employees in the organization have a
common understanding (Nickerson & Zenger, 2004). However, individuals generally tend
to resist knowledge sharing, because being generous in knowledge sharing may sometimes
create a disadvantage. When people feel that their value depends largely on the knowledge
they possess, giving up the control of the knowledge they alone had previously may seem

risky (Stenmark, 2000).

In knowledge sharing, two approaches are commonly used: codification and
personalization (Hansen, Nohria & Tierney, 1999) which is also referred to as repositories
and networks (King, 2006). Codification strategy argues that knowledge can be

disconnected from its source (objective view of knowledge) and deals with the capture and
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storage of knowledge representations in electronic repositories/databases, independent of
the individual that generated it. Repositories are databases of knowledge usually
contributed by individuals, teams, or organizations for potential use by others. The
repositories, therefore, enable knowledge sharing throughout the whole organization.
Benchmarking through best practices databases are a good example for an instrument used
by companies following the codification strategy. O’Dell and Grayson (1998) regard
exchange and share of the best practices as one of the most important contribution of KM.
On the other side, Szulanski (1996) argues that the complexity of knowledge, particularly
tacit knowledge, poses the greatest barriers to best practice transfer. Personalization
strategy, on the other hand, argues that knowledge cannot be disconnected from its source
(subjective view). Knowledge can be shared through person-to-person interactions or
networks. These interactions might be done face-to-face or mediated by the technology.
While the role of technology in codification strategy is to classify and store the knowledge
in a computer for the use of organizational members at ant time, its role in personalization
strategy is to help transfer and share knowledge (Mueller-Prothmann, 2006). Because of
globilazation, technology is becoming especially important as it is the best tool that can
make the knowledge transfer and sharing possible between individuals who need to work

together but scattered all around the world.

2.34. Knowledge Use and Evaluation (KU&E)
The last of the four main KM processes identified through the literature is knowledge use
and evaluation. Creating value from the organization’s knowledge repositories and

transforming it into the fields of application is considered as one of the main priorities of

KM. (Ordonez et al., 2004, cited in Quink, 2008). It has been largely argued that
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sustainable competitive advantage is only possible if the knowledge held by the
organization can be converted into use (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, Grant, 1996). Therefore
KM activities should focus on creating changes in behavior, practices and policies that
makes the transfer of knowledge possible into the fields of application (Bender & Fish,
2000). It is the only way that an organization can gain a competitive advantage through its
KM initiatives. To sum up, the success of KM activities relies to great extent on the ability
of organization to transform it knowledge base into action in the marketplace (Wilhelmij

& Schmidt, 2000).

While the other three KM management processes namely the knowledge generation,
sharing and storage do not necessarily create an increase in the performance of
organizations, knowledge use and evaluation, on the other hand, does. It is because the
performance of companies generally relies on the ability of organizations to utilize its

intellectual resources rather the the knowledge itself (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).

2.4. KM Performance

According to Toften and Olsen, KM performance evaluation is one of the most important
stages of a KM initiative as it has a considerable amount of potential to create an added
value for the organization and enhance organizational performance (2003). It is highly
expected that without KM performance evaluation a KM initiative would fail easily to
meet its objectives. KM performance evaluation is considered the heart of the whole KM
process as it is the only way to ensure effectiveness, efficiency and adaptability of KM
efforts (Toften & Olsen, 2003). However, how to measure KM performance is also one of

the biggest challenges of the overall KM efforts. While some researchers prefer to measure
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some knowledge management outcomes like knowledge satisfaction (Becerra-Fernandez
& Sabherwal, 2001) or organizational creativity (Byounggu, 2002), others adopts more
traditional measures like ROA (Simonin, 1997) or organizational effectiveness (Gold,
Malthotra, & Segars, 2001) in order to measure KM performance. Moreover, while some
studies recognized knowledge management performance as the independent variable of
organizational performance, other studies consider the knowledge management

performance as organizational performance.

KM performance might be considered of as the output of knowledge processes that
improve various aspects of KM (Lesser & Storck, 2001). Numerous studies reveal that
there is a positive relationship between KM performance and organizational performance
(Claycomb, Droge, & Germain, 2002; Hasan & Al-Hawari, 2003). However, a very few

reseachers empirically examine this relationship (Zaim, 2006).

As it is pointed out by Tarim (2003) performance improves only through evaluation and
therefore, it is logical to claim that measuring the KM performance is critical to ensure the
continuity and success of KM efforts (Zaim, Tatoglu, & Zaim, 2007). Without clarifying
the relationship between the KM performance and organizational performance, it is not
possible for the organization to legitimize its investments on KM and to keep its
employees motived to be involved in KM efforts (O’Dell & Grayson, 1998). It should be
noted that KM performance evaluation is also very critical as it is the only way to measure
the extent organization’s knowledge resources are transformed into useful actions (Firer &

Williams, 2003; Marr et al., 2003 cited in Zaim, Tatoglu, & Zaim, 2007).
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The ultimate goal of KM is considered as the transfer of the experience and knowledge of
all members in the organization into organizational assets and resources, and utilizing
theim in ways to enhance organizational performance (Lin, 2007). Therefore, KM
performance can be measured in terms of realizing successful outcomes of KM processes,
including generating, storing, sharing, and applying knowledge thereby improving the

performance of organizations (Gupta, & Govindarajan, 2000).

In this study KM performance is measured based on the four immediate KM outcomes
defined by Lesser & Storck (2001): (1) decreased learning curve of new employees, (2)
reduced rework and prevention of “re-invention of the wheel”, (3) more rapid response to
customer needs and inquiries, and (4) spawning of new ideas for new products and

services

(1) decreased learning curve of new employees

First, regarding the decreased learning curve of new employees, one of the most important
problems faced by the organizations is to rapidly increase the productivity level of new
employees (Lesser & Storck, 2001). The quicker employees are more productive, and
more valuable to the company. As workforce mobility continues to increase all around the
world, the ability to quickly assimilate new members of the organizations into the
organizational routines, procedures and processes becomes highly critical to organizational

competitiveness.
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(2) Reduced rework and prevention of “re-invention of the wheel”

Second, according to Arora (2002), perhaps one the most important objectives of KM
efforts is the prevention of re-invention of the wheel in organizations and the reduction of
knowledge-based activities by utilizing the already accumulated knowledge in the
organization. Likewise, Lesser and Storck (2001) argues that it is a waste of time and
money when employees try to solve a problem that has already been solved once by
someone. As pointed out by Robertson (2002), when the the knowledge transfer or sharing
is weak or not practiced at all, organizations end up wasting their time, resources and
money by repeating the same work over and over again as the organizational members are

unaware of each others’ knowledge.

(3) More rapid response to customer needs and inquiries

Third, in the era of hypercompetition as we are experiencing today, responding quickly
and successfully to customer needs and inquiries is getting more and more important.
Business have all realized that if they fail to be responsive to their customers’ needs and
wants they will eventually lose them, let alone acquiring new ones. Lesser & Storck (2001)
advocate that KM is highly critical to addressing customer issues as it facilitates the quick
transfer of the knowledge to the right people in the organization. If every employee knows
from whom and where they can find knowledge, they can be much quicker in responding

customer needs and wants.
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(4) Spawning of new ideas for new products and services

Forth, one of the primary reasons that KM is seen as vital to innovating is its ability to
create an atmosphere where people feel sharing their ideas without fear. Such an
environment is especially necessary when the progress needs some challenge or when the
ideas are not fully “baked” and need to be tested (Lesser & Storck, 2001). In lots of
organizations which adopted KM, the ability of individuals to share their innovative
thoughts with other members in the organization and tap their expertise to refine and
develop their not fully baked ideas is the heart of innovation in many organizations

(Meijden, 2009).

2.5. Organizational Performance (OP)

Performance measurement is considered as one of the most important managerial activities
that top managers engaged in. It is often said that “what you measure is generally what you
get”- thefefore measuring organizational performce is highly critical for the continuity and

success of organizations.

Traditional methods for measuring organizational performance were primarily concerned
with quantifiable, accounting-based, financial measures (Lehr & Rice, 2002), which are
only good at capturing the organization’s past but weak at capturing its present and future.
Financial measures are not adequate for measuring and managing performance, since they
are only historical. While it can only measure the past performance it is neither a good

indicator of present nor of the future (Kaplan & Norton, 1996).
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Since the late 1980s many organizations have begun to recognize the value of non-
financial measures such as customer and employee satisfaction, performance measurement
concepts and models such as the balanced scorecard (BSC) approach, intellectual capital
approach, quality management and business process reengineering have emerged in the
field of organizational performance which focus on measuring the leading indicators
(customer & employee satisfaction or process performance) as well as lagging ones

(financial indicators) (Kaplan & Norton, 1996).

This study adopts a modified balanced scorecard method which is developed and validated

by Lee and Lee (2007).
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3. PROPOSED RESEARCH MODEL & HYPOTHESES
This chapter shows how the proposed conceptual model is designed through an intensive
literature review, explains the assumed relationships between the concepts and introduces
the hypotheses. The proposed research model which delineates the interactions between
the concepts and and the review of the related research studies used to construct hypothesis

are presented in the following pages.
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Figure 5 The Proposed Research Model
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3.1 Relationship between Organizational Structure (OS) and Knowledge Management
Processes (KMP)

Knowledge Management Processes, in part, dependent on the structure of the organization.
Although, the influences of organizational structure on knowledge management are widely
recognized (Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim, 2007; Zaim, 2006; Eppler & Sukowski, 2000; Jarvenpaa &
Staples, 2000; Riggins & Rhee, 1999), literature found for the relationship between OS and KMP
presents mixed results. The organizational structure of an organization might facilitate or prevent
knowledge management processes in an organization (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001; Hedlund,
1994; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). For instance, Stonehouse & Pemberton (1999) suggest that
organizational hierarchy, with its different and several layers makes it harder to build on, diffuse,
co-ordinate and control knowledge, since the knowledge may be distorted or even get lost as it
travels through the mentioned layers. For these reasons, Stonehouse & Pemberton (1999) argues
that decentralized organizational structures are more appropriate to effective knowledge
management processes. On the other hand, there are also studies showing that the diffusion and
use of existing knowledge is better facilitated through a centralized organizational structure
(Adler, 2001; Galbraith & Merill, 1991; Volberda, 1998; Lee & Choi, 2003; Zaman, 2006). Some
researchers even suggest a radical re-design at organizational structure for effective KMP
(Malhotra, 2000). However, many researchers argue that while there is no single structure that
uniquely supports KMP, decentralized structures are better for more activated knowledge
management processes instead of highly centralized, rigid hierarchies, since KMP demands more
flexibility in organizational structure and less emphasis on red-tape (Ichijo et al., 1998; Maier &
Hadrich, 2006; Malhotra, 2005). Furthermore, there is evidence that a decentralized structure

facilitates knowledge management processes (Priestley, 2006), and the enhanced flexibility and



less control in organizational structure can result in more activated knowledge management

processes (Lee & Lee, 2007). Therefore, it can be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1(H1): There is a positive relationship between de-centralization and the

knowledge management processes.

3.2 Relationship between Organizational Culture (OC) and Knowledge Management
(KM) Processes

Very little is known about how organizational culture contributes to or impedes knowledge
management (Gray & Densten, 2005). Literature relating to the relationship between OC and
KMP is still scarce. In fact, there is a lack of research investigating KMP as a function of OC
(such as Cameron and Quinn’s Competing Value Framework (1999) or Wallach’s Organizational
Culture Profile (1983)). Literature concerning the relationship between OC and KMP, focuses
primarily on the effect of single factors of OC such as trust, reward systems, participative
decision-making, interaction between staff, learning, education, training, and mentoring on the
single factors of KMP such as knowledge sharing and dissemination, or knowledge creation (e.g.
Gray & Densten, 2005; Lee and Lee, 2007; Janz & Prasarnphanich, 2003, Al-Alawi et al., 2007).
However, one common thing found in the literature is that Knowledge Management processes are
highly influenced from their social settings (Alavi, Kayworth & Leidner, 2006). As pointed out
by Byounggu (2002), the culture would surely impact on how an organization accepts and
continue knowledge management initiatives. Therefore; creating knowledge friendly culture can
be considered as the backbone of successful knowledge management processes (Davenport et al.,
1998; Demarest, 1997). Furthermore, since the knowledge management has to be an integrated
element of how things get done in an organization, top management should seriously take into

account of the organizational culture when initiating the KM efforts (Byounggu, 2002; Ndlela &
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Toit, 2001). Many researchers believe that for the successful knowledge management processes,
organizations should develop and nurture an appropriate organizational culture (Davenport &
Prusak, 1998; Holsapple & Joshi, 2001; Ndlela and Toit, 2001; Ribiere, 2001). Therefore, it can

be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis2 (H2): There is a significant relationship between the concepts of organizational

culture and KM processes.

In an environment where newcomers and outsiders can easily blend in (Hofstede, Neuijen,
Ohavy, & Sanders, 1990), and where people trust to one another, knowledge sharing will be less
problematic. Furthermore, the business cost arising from the management of distrust will also be
reduced (Ruuskanen, 2005, cited in Alanen & Godenhjelm, 2006) and organizational members

will be more likely to share their knowledge and experiences.

On the other hand, an organizational culture that open communication is not practiced at all
induces a context that discourages knowledge sharing (De Long & Fahey, 2000). In an
environment that is secretive and reserved where employees can hardly blend in (Neuijen, Ohavy,
& Sanders, 1990), employees can hardly share and disseminate their knowledge and experience
(Ciganek, Mao, Srite, 2010). Likewise, an organization where distrust is prevalent, sharing
information is frowned upon because it creates a disadvantage for employee being generous
(Ruppel & Harrigton, 2001). Distrust also leads people to hide or hoard their knowledge
(Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2000). In such cultures where distrust is prevalent, employees may think
their value depends largely on the knowledge they possess (Stenmark, 2000). Furthermore, lost of

ownership or the control of the knowledge can make employees feel vulnerable and expendable
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thereby making knowledge sharing problematic from employee perspective (De Long & Fahey,

2000). Hence:

Hypothesis2A (H2A): The sub-dimensions of trust, collaboration, and openness (supportive
culture dimensions) are going to explain the majority of the variance in Knowledge Sharing

& Distribution (KS&D)

As pointed out Miller & Friesen (1982), organizations having conservative attitudes toward
innovation and its associated risks engage in innovation only when they are seriously challenged
by their competitors or when their costomers seriously demand something different. In contrast,
organizations which are risk-oriented, fostering a stimulating and challenging environment
(Hofstede et al., 1990) actively support KG &D for the sustainability and prosperity of the

organization (Ciganek, 2010). Hence, it can be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis2B (H2B):The sub-dimensions of risk-taking, stimulating and challenging
climate properties (innovative culture dimensions) will be the most significantly
contributing conceptual dimensions that explain a higher level of variance in Knowledge

Generation and Development (KG&D).
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3.3 Relationship between Information Technology Support (ITS) and Knowledge
Management (KM) Processes

Research has shown that IT is the backbone of all of the KM processes (Byounggu, 2002;
Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Gottschalk, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000, Raven & Prasser,
1996). Information technology has an impact on knowledge processes in many different ways.
First of all, IT helps people find, collect, store, and share knowledge on a scale not practicable in
the past (Lee & Lee, 2007; Robert, 2000). By classifying and storing the data according to its
type and purpose, it helps organization to retrieve the knowledge any time needed, thereby
making the knowledge an asset of the organization instead of the employee (Nemati, 2002). It
also helps filtering the knowledge “heap” in organizations, and finding out what really an
organization knows (Lueg, 2001; Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim, 2007), preventing the knowledge get lost

in organization.

Second, IT eliminates barriers to communication among people in organization and enhances
knowledge sharing by extending the employees’ reach to more dispersed networks (Quink,
2008). Without the help of IT, search for the knowledge in organizations will tend to be limited
only to a few people who are in close contact with the knowledge seeker leading the knowledge
seeker find out a very similar information which he or she already has, because people in the
close knits will likely to have similar knowledge (Robertson, Swan & Newell, 1996). IT expands
the individual’s network to more extended connections thereby facilitating the contact between
the people seeking knowledge and those who may have the possession of this knowledge

(Robertson, Swan & Newell, 1996).

Third, IT can rapidly increase the knowledge generation in two ways. Firstly, because IT

increases the level of information exposure employees are subject to, it may lead to greater



knowledge creation possibilities. For instance, knowledge creation possibilities can be increased
with IT tools designed to facilitate collaboration, coordination, and communication within and
beyong the organization, as these kinds of systems increase individuals’ contact with one another
and encourages sharing and trasfering of vast amounts of intellectual resources in the
organization horizontally and vertically. Thus, it can be said that with the help of increased level
of information exposure experienced by employees, IT may also facilitate knowledge creation
(Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Secondly, by decreasing the workload of employees and letting them

focus on more creative tasks, it enhances knowledge generation.

Forth, IT can also increase and make possible knowledge application by facilitating accessibility
and transfer of knowledge within and beyond the organization. By allowing automation, rapid
updating, integration of new knowledge to the existing database, rapid sharing and transfer of
information, and shorthening the time new employees need to learn how things are get done in
the organization, it allows more time for employees to focus on knowledge application rather
than the search of knowledge itself. Moreover, by making organizational memory available to
organizational members who may need it, and reducing the need for communication and
coordination, IT lets organizational knowledge to be applied timely and across space (Quinck,

2008). Hence, based on the above explanations it can be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis3 (H3): There is a significant positive relationship between IT support and KM

processes.
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3.4 Relationship between the key organizational drivers of knowledge management
and Knowledge Management Performance: Mediating Role of “Knowledge
Management (KM) Processes”

As it is suggested by Lesser & Storck (2001), KM performance can be measured in terms of
realizing the successful outcomes of KM processes, including ‘decreased learning curve of new
employees’, ‘reduced rework and prevention of the re-invention of the wheel’, ‘more rapid
response to customer needs and inquiries’, and ‘spawning of new ideas for products and

services’.

First, knowledge sharing is essential in order to reduce re-work and avoid ‘re-invention of the
wheel’. One of the most valuable contributions that knowledge sharing can make to an
organization is that since the knowledge sharing makes other people’s and departments’s
knowledge and experience accessible to anyone who may need it, it helps the re-use of existing
intellectual work and prevents all types of re-work (Bender & Fish, 2000). Without effective
knowledge sharing, organizations will be likely to lose huge amount of time and money by
repeating the same mistakes and replication the similar works over and over (Robertson, 2002).
Likewise, organizational memory which is codified and stored by knowledge codification and
storage processes help organizations avoiding the waste of its resources by making them

available throughout the organization and diminishes the loss of tacit knowledge (Simon, 1991).

Second, knowledge management processes are one of the most critical pre-conditions and an

important premise for organizational innovation (Leal et al., 2006; Xing et al., 2007).

Third, knowledge codification and storage along with knowledge sharing and dissemination help
new employees learn the ways of doing in the organization and quickly “fit in” the organization.

Forth, the effective use and application of the knowledge at the right time, and where it is
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necessary help employees respond to customer needs and inquiries more rapidly. Therefore, it

can be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis4 (H4): There is a significant positive relationship between KM processes and

KM performance.

As explained in the literature review before, de-centralized organizational structure is proven to
be related to increased levels of knowledge management processes (i.e. Lee & Lee, 2007;
Priestley, 2006), and knowledge management processes are proven to be related to increased
level of KM performance (e.g., Lesser & Storck, 2001; Lin, 2007). While no studies have been
found in the literature in which knowledge management processes were taken as mediator
between de-centralisation and KM performance specifically, it is logical to assume that KM
performance might be related to organizational structure via “KM processes”. A de-centralized
organizational structure encourages flexibility and responsiveness by creating a setting where
employees can easily and spontaneously engage in knowledge building processes (Quink, 2008;
Hopper, 1990), which in turn increases the effectiveness of knowledge management initiatives.
To be more specific, because a de-centralised organizational structure may increase
organizational members’ involvements by providing a partipatory work environment (Byounggu,
2002), a decentralised organizational structure may indirectly lead to reduced level of re-work,
decreased learning curve of new employees, increased innovation and increased responsiveness

to customer needs and inquiries. Based on this explanation, it can be hypothesized that:

Hypothesis4A (H4A): The relationship between de-centralization and KM performance is

mediated by “KM processes”
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The characteristics of organisational culture and how it affects knowledge management processes
are explained in the literature review before. Supportive culture which includes climatic values
such as encouragement, openness, friendship, harmony, collaboration, sociability, personal
freedom, and trust (Wallach, 1983) creates an environment conducive to more activated
knowledge management processes (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).
By eliminating the fear of risk and uncertainty and facilitating open discussion, and information
exchange (Byounggu, 2002), supportive culture encourages a climate where employees are more
willing to engage in knowledge management processes. Therefore, creating a supportive culture
is highly crucial for more activated knowledge management processes (Ichijo, Von Krogh, &
Nonaka, 1998; Lubit, 2001; Nelson & Cooprider, 1996; Scott, 2000). To sum up, it is logical to
assume that effective knowledge management requires a supportive culture that fosters open
dialogue, and social interaction, which in turn may result in increased levels of KM performance
especially in terms of reduced re-work, and decreased learning curve of new employees. Hence

we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis4B1 (H4B1): The relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and

KM performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Innovative cultures which include climatic properties like driving, stimulating, creative, risk
taking, pressurized, challenging, enterprising, and result-oriented (Wallach, 1983) are especially
essential for knowledge generation and development. Through its emphasis on risk taking,
results-orientaion, creativeness, challenge, and entrepreneurship, organizations which carry the
attributes of innovative cultures are more likely to create an environment where members play a

more active role in learning and discover something new about problems. It is evident that
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successful knowledge creation in organization requires organizational members ask questions
without fear of being judged, take risks, and challenge each other indoor to be more creative and
innovative (Ndlela & Toit, 2001). The capacity of an organization to generate and innovate is
increased only when employees in organizations are challenged to take more risks, ask questions,
learn more, be more creative and provided with a stimulating and driving environment, therefore
organizations that are serious about knowledge generation and development need to nurture an
innovative organizational culture (Ndlela & Toit, 2001; Nevis, Anthony, & Gould, 1995).
Therefore, it is logical to assume that this innovative organizational culture will lead to more
activated knowledge management processes and, in turn, will eventually open up the possibility
of achieving higher level of KM performance especially in terms of increased innovativeness.

Hence, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 4B2 (H4B2): The relationship between innovative organizational culture and

KM performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Very little is known about the effect of bureaucratic culture on KM performance through
knowledge management processes. Nevertheless, examination of the related literature may give
us some insights about this relationship. To start with, in KM literature, several cultural values
can be identified as central to the phenomenon of knowledge management. The cultural values
that were found to be vital for an KM initiative to be successful are trust, learning, collaboration,
and sharing, which are definitely not the characteristics of bureaucratic culture. On the contrary,
bureaucratic cultures which possess procedural, hierarchical, structured, ordered, regulated,
established, cautious, and power oriented climatic properties was indicated as not being

supportive of knowledge management (Devi, Chong; & Lin, 2007; Kongpichayanond, 2009; &
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Lawson, 2003;). Therefore, it is logical to assume that bureaucratic organizational culture has a
negative relationship with KM performance because it engenders a context that undermines

knowledge management processes. Hence, the following hypotheses can be set:

Hypothesis 4B3 (H4B3): The relationship between supportive organizational culture and

KM performance is mediated by “KM processes”

As indicated before, research has shown that IT is the fundamental for the efficient
implementation of KM processes (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001;
Gottschalk, 2000; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000, Raven & Prasser, 1996). Because, IT facilitates
rapid collection, storage, and exchange of knowledge on a scale not practicable in the past (Lee &
Lee, 2007; Robert, 2000), and integrates the previously fragmented knowledge (Gold, Malhotra,
& Segars, 2001), IT enables practitioners to “get wired” into the organizational memory, and
makes the knowledge available to the right person, at the right time, in the right way (Zaim,
2006), thus, in turn, help reduce re-work, and decrease learning curve of new employees and
gives time employees to come up with fresh ideas for innovation and respond more rapidly to

customer needs and requires. Hence, the following hypothesis can be set:

Hypothesis 4C (H4C): The relationship between IT support and KM performance is

mediated by “KM processes”
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3.5 Relationship between the key organizational drivers of Knowledge Management
and Organizational Performance: Mediating Role of “Knowledge Management
(KM) Processes”

In the world economy, where wealth is increasingly the product of knowledge, rather than the
physical resources, organizational performance is largely depended on effective knowledge
management processes. Moreover, many researchers have found that improvements in
knowledge processes can result in better organizational performance (Claycomb, Droge, &
Germain, 2002; Davenport, 1999; Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001; Hasan & Al-Hawari, 2003;

Lee & Lee, 2007; Quinn, Anderson, & Finkelstein, 1996). Hence,

HypothesisS (HS): There is a significant relationship between KM processes and

organizational performance (OP)

As illustrated before, de-centralized organizational structure is proven to be related to activated
knowledge management processes (i.e. Lee & Lee, 2007; Priestley, 2006), and activated
knowledge management processes are proven to be related to increased level of organizational
performance (Gold, Malhotra, & Segars, 2001; Hasan & Al-Hawari, 2003; Lee & Lee, 2007). A
de-centralized organizational structure facilitate the creation of an environment where employees
engage in knowledge management processes more spontaneously (Hopper, 1990), which in turn
leads to increased organizational performance both from customer and financial perspective (Lee

& Lee, 2007). Based on this explanation, it can be hypothesized that:

HypothesisSA (H5A): The relationship between de-centralization and organizational

performance is mediated by “KM processes”
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Literature concerning the relationship between OC and KMP showed that creating a supportive
culture is important for the foundation of more activated knowledge management processes
(Ichijo, Von Krogh, & Nonaka, 1998; Lubit, 2001; Nelson & Cooprider, 1996; Scott, 2000),
which may in turn increase the performance of an organization both from customer perspective

and financial perspective. Thus,

HypothesisSB1 (H5B1): The relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and

organizational performance is mediated by “KM processes”

As pointed out by D’Aveni (1999) we are living in the age of hypercompetition, and as suggested
by Hamel (2000) only way to win in such a world is to throw away the old rule book, imagine a
future that others have not seen, and then taking the initiative to act on it, however, this is only
possible for organizations which are mastered the art of knowledge management. Because,
innovative cultures which relies on taking risks, creativeness, result-orientation, challenge,
enterprenuership and requires a climate that values pressurized, stimulating, and driving work
environments (Wallach, 1983) are appropriate for more activated knowledge management
process which may create organizations which are as nimble as change itself (Hamel, 2000), it is
logical to assume that innovative cultures lead to improved knowledge management processes,
which can, in turn, lead to improved organizational performance. Hence, it can be hypothesized

that:

HypothesisSB2 (H5B2): The relationship between innovative organizational culture and

organizational performance is mediated by “KM processes”
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As indicated before, bureaucratic cultures which values procedural, hierarchical, structured,
ordered, regulated, established, cautious, and power oriented climatic properties (Wallach, 1983)
are proved to have negative relationship with knowledge management processes (Lawson, 2003).
Therefore, in the light of previous discussions, it is logical to assume that bureaucratic
organizational culture weakens the organizations’ chance to survive in a rapidly changing world,
because it first slows down the knowledge management processes and then worsens the

organizational performance. Hence, the following hypotheses can be set:

HypothesisSB3 (H5B3): The relationship between supportive organizational culture and

organizational performance is mediated by “KM processes”

One of the most important challenges that organizations may have to face is the capture and
identification of the knowledge scattered throughout the organization, and to clarify what
knowledge an organization possesses exactly (Zaim, 2006). Literature review concerning the
relationship between IT support, knowledge management processes and organizational
performance suggest that this challenge is more likely to be overcome if a greater IT support can
be provided (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Lueg, 2001; Robertson, Swan, Newell, 1996; Quink, 2008).
Organizations can achieve greater levels of organizational performance if they can support the
four processes of knowledge management; namely, knowledge codification and classification
knowledge creation and development knowledge sharing and distribution and knowledge use and
application through the help of IT support, because IT has capacity to speed up all these four

processes of knowledge management. Hence,

Hypothesis 5C (H5C): The relationship between the IT support and organizational

performance is mediated by “KM processes”
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While the processes of creating, storing, sharing and utilizing knowledge are all vital for an
improved organizational performance, the source of competitive advantage (e.g. creating a
customer value) resides primarily in the application of the knowledge rather than the knowledge

itself (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, Grant, 1996).

Research has shown that success in knowledge management largely depends on the ability of an
organization to transform its members’ creative ideas into useful solutions and actions in order to
create a higher customer value (Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim, 2007). Therefore,
while knowledge generation, storage, and sharing do not necessarily result in an increase in

organizational performance, effective knowledge use and application does. Hence:

Hypothesis SD (H5D): Among the KM processes, KU&E is the one that explains most of the

variance in organizational performance.
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3.6 Relationship between Knowledge Management Performance and Organizational

Performance (OP)

A numerous number of research reveals that there is a positive relationship between the
performance of organizations and knowledge management performance (Claycomb, Droge,

Germain, 2002; Hasan & Al-Hawari, 2003).

One potential gain that should accrue to organizations adopting KM is that they are able to create
continuous temporary advantages that should be targeted in today’s markets where sustainable

competitive advantage is no longer achievable (Eisenhardt & Santos, 2002).

First, in an era where competition peaks to its top, both prospective and existing customers
demand rapid answers to their inquiries and wants (Lesser & Storck, 2001). Therefore,
responsiveness and speed in meeting customer needs and wants has become one of the most
important priorities in order to achieve higher levels of organizational performance, since it is key

to retain existing customers and create new ones.

Second, since we are living in an age where addressing customer issues is regarded as the most
important source of competitive differentiation in the marketplace (Lesser & Storck, 2001), the
ability to change quickly and adapt to shifting market conditions and decrease the learning curve

of new employees have become vital for a better organizational performance.

Third, in era where there is no tolerance to any kind of waste (money or time), prevention of re-
work is the most important precondition to an improved organizational performance, specifically
from financial perspective. Finally, in an era where only constant is known to be the change,

“spawning of new ideas for new products and service” lies at the heart of an improved
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organizational performance. All of these, of course, depend heavily on an improved knowledge

management performance. Hence, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis6 (H6): There is a significant relationship between KM performance and

organizational performance.
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4. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
This chapter defines the research outline, research approach and the research methodology that
were employed for this study. It first explains the research outline and the strategy, and then goes
on to clarify the research approach and the techniques used for choosing the sample, both for the
pilot study and for the major research. It also describes the way the data has been collected.
Finally, the preliminary results of the pilot study and the methods used for data analysis were

explained and discussed.

4.1 Research Outline

This research has gone through three sequential phases: Preparation phase, design and
development phase, and implementation and validation phase. These phases are briefly

introduced below.

4.1.1 Preparation Phase

This research has embraced two sequential preparation phases:

First stage of the preparation phase was a carefully designed literature review. Necessary
background information from the literature in the field of knowledge management has been
compiled. The literature study shed a light on the six main aspects of the proposed research
model; organizational culture, organizational structure, information technology support,
knowledge management processes, knowledge management performance, and the organizational

performance.

The second stage of the preparation involves the development of the theoretical framework for

the study. Based on the literature review and the formal and informal interviews conducted with

70



scholars and practitioners, researcher has developed a theoretical framework explaining the
relationship between the key organizational drivers of KM namely the organizational structure,
organizational culture, and information technology support; KM processes; KM performance and

organizational performance.

4.1.2 Design and Development Phase
This phase included the finalization of the model design and the development of the survey
questionnaire. The quantitative data was held by a survey study including six measurement
instruments (Organizational culture, organizational structure, the level of information technology
support, knowledge management processes, knowledge management performance, and

organizational performance)

A pilot study was conducted to check the reliability and the validity of the questionnaire before

the main application. SPSS 16.0 software program was used for statistical and analytical studies.

4.1.3 Implementation and validation phase
Distribution of the questionnaires, acquisition of relevant data and the implementation of the
proposed (developed) model were completed in this phase. Reliability and validity analysis have

been performed, and research questions have been answered based on the hypothesis testing.

4.2 Sampling

The population of this study consists of employees who are working in companies that adopted
KM. For the pilot study 68 participants from 5 different organizations are selected. Number of
total participants in the main study was 210 from 9 different organizations. The necessary

condition for inclusion in the dataset was "working in the organization for more than 1 year".
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4.3 Research Approach

A quantitative research method was used for the present study. An explanatory (hypothesis
testing) type of research design was preferred because the problem addressed by this study
concerns with understanding the relationship between the key organizational drivers of
knowledge management (including the organizational culture, organizational structure and IT
support), KM processes, KM performance and organizational performance. The nature of the

design is correlational, and it is a cross-sectional investigation.

4.4 The Structure of the Survey Questionnaire and Measurement Instruments

In the following two sections the structure of the survey questionnaire is explained and the

measurement instruments that were used for this study are introduced.

4.4.1 The Structure of the Survey Questionnaire
The survey questionnaire developed for the pilot study is composed of two main sections and 89
questions. The first part of the survey questionnaire consists of 7 questions requesting
demographic information namely age, gender, education, total work experience, the length of
time spent with the company, the sector of the company, and the current job title; and the second
part consists of 82 items measuring organizational culture, structure, the level of information
technology support, knowledge management processes, knowledge management performance

and organizational performance.

The survey questionnaire developed for the pilot study, of which a sample can be found in
Appendix 4, required respondents to define their organizational culture and structure, the level of

information technology support that exist in their organizations and to indicate their level of
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agreement on each of the items measuring various aspects of KM processes including knowledge
generation and development; knowledge codification and storage; knowledge transfer and
sharing; and knowledge utilization. Finally, they were asked to answer some statements on the
KM performance in their organizations and rate the performance of their organizations compared
to other organizations. The survey also requested them to fill out a brief demographic profile of

the participants and the company they are working for.

The survey used in the pilot study is revised for the main study. The second part of the survey
questionnaire measuring the organizational culture, organizational structure, information
technology support, knowledge management processes, knowledge management performance
and organizational performance were reduced to 77 from 82 after factor analysis. In total, the
number of questions in the main questionnaire has become 84 together with 7 questions
requesting demographic information namely age, gender, education, total work experience, the

length of time spent with the company, the sector of the company, and the current job title.

4.4.2 Measurement Instruments
The survey uses six different measurement instruments in total. All the items; except
demographic questions, are measured using 5-point Likert-type scale. In the following section,
the measurement instruments that were used for the pilot study are introduced and in the table 3,

overview of research variables and measurement instruments used for the study is presented.

73



Table 2 Overview of research variables and measurement instruments used for the pilot study

Variables Operational Definition Measurement instrument

de-centralisation The extent to which power of decision making is 3 items
delegated to managers on lower levels (Davidson &

Griffin, 2006)

Innovative culture | Characterised by properties like risk-taliing, result .
oriented, creative, pressurized, stimulating, Sitems
challenging, enterprising, and driving (Wallach,

1983)

Supportive Characterised by properties like harmony, openness, .

culture friendship, collaboration, encouragement, § items
sociability, personal freedom, and trust (Wallach,

1983).

Bureaucratic Characterised by properties like procedural, .

culture hierarchical, structured, ordered, regulated, § items
established, cautious, and power oriented (Wallach,

1983).

Information Accessibility, adequacy, convenience and relevance | § items

Technology of techmological insfrastructure provided by the

Support organisation (£aim et al., 2007

EM processes Activities of kmowledge generation and .
development, knowledge codification and storage, 30 items
knowledge sharing and distribution, and knowledge
use and evaluation

Enowledge A process that aim to originate novel and useful .

generation and ideas and solutions, and convert them into actions, 9 tems

development goods and services for a higher customer value
(Abou-Seid, 2002; Shani et al_, 2003)

Enowledge A process that classify and store the knowledge

codification and according to its type and purpose in line with 2 items

storage organizational objectives and priorifies for the
access of emplovees af present and in the future
(Davenport & Prusalk, 1998)

Enowledge The process of bringing together intellectual 3 items

sharing and resources and make them available across

distribution organizational boundaries (Robertson, 2002)
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Knowledge use

The process of creating value from organization’s

and evaluation knowledge resources so that the knowledge held by | 8 items
the company will be transformed to the fields of
application and action (Ordaz et al | 2004)
EM performance | the extent to which the successful outcomes of 17 items
Imowledge management processes are realized in
terms of reduced re-work, decreased learning curve
of new employees, increased responsiveness to
customers, and increased innovation
Reduced rework The extent to which “re-invention of the wheel’,
duplication and redundancy of kmowledge-based 3 items
activities are prevented in the organization
Decreased The extent to which individuals can be assimilated 3 items
leamning curve into methods, tools, routines and activities of a new
position.
Increased The extent to which emplovees in an organisation .
responsivensss to | canrespond to customer needs and inguiries 3 items
customer need
and inquiries
Increased The extent to which new ideas for products/services, | 3 items
innovativeness methods, and markets are experimented
Organisational Degree of overall success of the organisation in .
Performance terms of customer and financial performance in 7 items
comparison with key competitors as assessed by the
emplovee-reported items
Customer Degree of overall success of the organisation in 3 items
performance terms of customer satisfaction, retention and
creation as compared with key competitors
Financial Degree of overall success of the organisation in 4it
performance terms of refurn on investment, market share, net Hetms

profit, and economic value added
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4.4.2.1 Organizational Culture
The measurement instrument for organizational culture is Organizational Culture Index (OCI)
originally developed by Wallach (1983). This instrument measures three major cultural
dimensions as bureaucracy, innovation, and support. This instrument is (Yahyagil, 2004)
especially preferred for this study -on purpose- simply it creates the cultural profile of an
organization based on perceptual descriptions of the members of organization. The instrument
has a well-known 4-point Likert scale that includes 24 items ranging from “does not describe my
organization” to “describe my organization most of the time”. It is, in fact, a 24 item adjective

trait questionnaire ranging from 0 to 3.

4.4.2.2  Organizational Structure
Questions for the evaluation concerning the organizational structure are adopted from the
research conducted by Lee & Lee (2007). Originally the scale has five items measuring
centralization. However, as some of the items had exactly the same contents with similar wording
in the original scale, the items with the best Turkish wording were selected on the basis of expert
opinion. In other words, the Turkish version of the scale did not include redundant items and
centralization of organizational structure is measured by three items to be answered on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree’ to ‘5= strongly agree’. Lee and Lee (2007)

showed that the measure exhibits high reliability (Cronbach alpha=.91).

4.4.2.3 Information Technology Support
The level of Information Technology support is assessed by six items adopted from the research

conducted by Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim (2007). Respondents were asked about the accessibility,
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adequacy, convenience and relevance of technological infrastructure provided by the organization

using a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1= strongly disagree’ to ‘5= strongly agree’.

The scale exhibited a highly satisfactory level of reliability of 0.86 (Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim, 2007).

4.4.2.4 KM Processes
The knowledge management processes survey questionnaire is devised by Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim
(2007). Respondents were asked to indicate how much they agree on each of the 30 items
measuring various aspects of KM processes including knowledge generation and development;
knowledge codification and storage; knowledge transfer and sharing; and knowledge utilization

based on a five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1=strongly disagree’ to ‘5= strongly agree’.

The factor and reliability analyses that were performed for the study (Zaim, Tatoglu, Zaim, 2007)

indicated that the survey questionnaire was both valid and reliable (Cronbach alpha=.79).

4.4.2.5 KM performance
The questions that are used for the measurement of KM performance are developed based on the
work of Lesser & Storck (2001). The instrument measures the four aspects of KM performance:
(1) decreased learning curve of new employees, (2) reduced rework and prevention of “re-
invention of the wheel”, (3) more rapid response to customer needs and inquiries, (4) spawning of
new ideas for products and services as defined by Lesser & Storck (2001). For each aspect, three
statements (4x3=12 items in total) are formulated, and respondents were asked to indicate how
much they agree with these 12 items based on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from
‘1=strongly disagree’ to ‘5= strongly agree’. The reliability is assessed by Cronbach’s Alpha and

found to be highly satisfactory (0.91)
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4.4.2.6  Organizational Performance
In this study, organizational performance is measured by the use of employee reported items from
two perspectives: customer and financial performance in comparison to key competitors. This
measurement instrument is developed by Lee and Lee (2007). Specifically, Lee and Lee (2007)
developed three items to measure customer performance and four items to measure financial

performance as compared to key competitors.

In total, the questionnaire is composed of 7 items based on a five-point Likert type scale ranging
from ‘1= strongly disagree’ to ‘5= strongly agree’. The scale exhibited a highly satisfactory level

of reliability of 0.87 (Lee and Lee, 2007).

4.5 Demographic Variables

There are seven demographic variables, namely age, gender, education, total work experience,

the length of time spent with the company, the sector of the company, and the current job title.

4.6 Definition of Variables

In Table 36 in Appendix 5, the abbreviation of each item and their numbers as variables used in
the study are presented. In the follow-up Table 37 in Appendix 5, the type of measurement scales
of these variables is exhibited. It should be noted that before starting the analysis, all the ordinal

variables were transformed into nominal variables in order to ease the research process.

4.7 Data Collection

In five companies which are used for the pilot study, a hard copy of the survey, in other words, a

traditional pen and paper form of collecting data was used. A total of 80 survey had been
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distributed and 72 of them returned which signifies a response rate of 0,90 %. 4 of these
responses were removed from the research statistics because of their incomplete answers to some
critical questions. In total 68 responses were included in the pilot study, which have all answers

completed to each question in the survey.

9 companies are used for the major study in total, both a hard and a soft copy of the survey were
used. A total of 110 soft copy of the survey were e-mailed to respondents, while a total of 250
hard copies have been distributed in person. 89 responses were received from respondents who
have been reached via email, and 132 responses were received in hard copy. % 61,3 response rate
in total was obtained. However, 4 out of 89 soft copy data and 7 out of 132 hard copy data had to
be left out due to inappropriate survey filling. In total, 210 data were obtained which have all

answers completed to each questions in the main study.

4.8 Data Analysis

In this section, methods used for analyzing the data are introduced.

4.8.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Study
In order to understand the basic features of the data, descriptive statistics is used. Mean values of
all interval and ordinal scaled variables are calculated in order to understand the cultural profile
of the organizations based on perceptual descriptions of the members working for those
organizations, general view of organizational structure, the perceived level of information
technology support, knowledge management processes, knowledge management performance

and perceived level of organizational performance as compared to competitors. Mean values for
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all the variables are presented in Chapter 5 in order to define the average sample profile and

general ideas about the study concepts.

4.8.2 Inferential Statistics of the Study
Inferential statistics help researchers understand the relations between variables. Some of the

methods used according to each hypothesis are introduced below.

Linear regression analysis is used for the following hypothesis;

Hypothesis 1(H1): There is a positive relationship between de-centralization and the knowledge

management processes.

Linear regression analysis is used for the following hypothesis;

Hypothesis2 (H2): There is a significant relationship between the concepts of organizational

culture and KM processes.

Regression analysis is used for the following two hypotheses;

Hypothesis2A (H2A): The sub-dimensions of trust, collaboration, and openness (supportive
culture dimensions) are going to explain the majority of the variance in Knowledge Sharing &

Distribution (KS&D)

Hypothesis2B (H2B):The sub-dimensions of risk-taking, stimulating and challenging climate
properties (innovative culture dimensions) will be the most significantly contributing conceptual
dimensions that explain a higher level of variance in Knowledge Generation and Development

(KG&D).
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Linear regression analysis is used for the following hypothesis;

Hypothesis3 (H3): There is a significant positive relationship between IT support and KM

Processes.

Linear regression analysis is used for the following hypothesis;

Hypothesis4 (H4): There is a significant positive relationship between KM processes and KM

performance.

Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three-step mediation analysis is used for the following five
hypotheses. First, the mediator is regressed on the independent variable; second dependent
variable is regressed on the independent variable; and third, dependent variable is regressed on
both the independent variable and the mediator. The results of three regressions are then assessed
in order to determine whether or not the proposed mediator mediates the proposed relationship. In
order to prove the proposed mediation; the first regression should indicate a significant
relationship between the independent variable and the mediator; the second regression should
indicate a significant relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable,
and finally in the third regression, the effect of the independent variable on the dependent
variable should decrease as compared to the second one. If these conditions are satisfied, a partial
mediation can be asserted. Full mediation holds only if the relationship between the independent

variable and the independent variable becomes insignificant (Baron & Kenny, 1986).

Hypothesis4A (H4A): The relationship between de-centralization and KM performance is

mediated by “KM processes”
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Hypothesis4B1 (H4B1): The relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and KM

performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Hypothesis 4B2 (H4B2): The relationship between innovative organizational culture and KM

performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Hypothesis 4B3 (H4B3): The relationship between supportive organizational culture and KM

performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Hypothesis 4C (H4C): The relationship between IT support and KM performance is mediated by

“KM processes”

Linear regression analysis is used for the following hypothesis;

HypothesisS (HS): There is a significant relationship between KM processes and organizational

performance (OP)

Regression analysis is used for the following six hypotheses;

HypothesisSA (H5A): The relationship between de-centralization and organizational

performance is mediated by “KM processes”

HypothesisSB1 (H5B1): The relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and

organizational performance is mediated by “KM processes”

HypothesisSB2 (H5B2): The relationship between innovative organizational culture and

organizational performance is mediated by “KM processes”
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HypothesisSB3 (H5B3): The relationship between supportive organizational culture and

organizational performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Hypothesis 5C (H5C): The relationship between the IT support and organizational performance

is mediated by “KM processes”

Hypothesis SD (HS5D): Among the KM processes, KU&E is the one that explains most of the

variance in organizational performance.

Linear regression analysis is used for the following hypothesis;

Hypothesis6 (H6): There is a significant relationship between KM performance and

organizational performance.

Chi-Square test is also used in order to explore the relations between the demographical

variables.

4.8.3 Pilot study
The pilot study might be considered as a kind of feasibility study which is a small- scale version,
conducted before for the main research as a preparation (Polit, Back & Hungler, 2001). Prior the
research, during October, 2001, the survey instrument is pilot tested on 62 employees working at
various hierarchical levels from five different organizations involved in KM efforts. At the end of
November, 2011, SPSS 16.0 was used for the analysis of the pilot study. Both factor analysis and
reliability analysis have been performed in order to check the validity and reliability of the scales

used in the actual study.
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In total, 24 items are included in the factor analysis for organizational culture. Factor analysis is
repeated two times. In the first factor analysis three items “Ordered”, “Results-oriented”, and
“Pressurized” are extracted from the study because of their low factor loading. In the second
factor analysis one item “solid” is found not enough to form or exists in a factor and extracted
from the study. In total, four items left out after the factor analysis. The factors were the exact
representation of the original scale except item Creative. It existed in supportive culture
dimension instead of being in innovative type of culture dimension which is totally acceptable.
For example, similar result exists in Yahyagil‘s (2004) and Geng’s (2010) studies, items related
to innovation dimension or organizational climate resides in supportive type plot of
organizational culture. Because the items belonging to the same dimensions originally are
generally grouped under the same factor, the composition of the items in each factor seemed to be
quite satisfactory as can be observed in Appendix 6 Items in Factor 1 represent Supportive type
of organizational culture and items in Factor 2 represent Bureaucratic type of culture and finally
Factor 3 represent Innovative type of organizational culture. At the end, organizational culture is
confirmed to have three factors and accepted to have 20 items for our data set and the explanatory
power of those three factors explaining the measure of organizational culture is found to be 77,54
%. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin is found to be 0.839 and Bartlett’s test was significant. Furthermore,
internal consistencies are found to be high enough (all are over 0.70) to continue with further

analyses.

Factor analyses done for “information technology support”, and “organizational structure” give
one-component solutions as they are in the literature. Furthermore, their high and significant
KMO and Cronbach’s alpha results did not require any items to be extracted from the study for

further analysis. Appendix 6 illustrates this fact.
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Factor analyses done for “knowledge management processes” give four-component solutions as
they are in the literature. After factor analysis only one item “R&D activities are quite
satisfactory in our company” excluded from the study because of its low factor loading. KMO is
found to be 0.771 and Bartlett’s test was significant. Furthermore, internal consistencies are
found to be high enough (all are over 0.70) to continue with further analyses. Four factors, as
they exist in the original scale are found. The factors are the exact representation of the original
scale. Items in Factor 1 represent “knowledge generation and development”, items in Factor 2
represent “knowledge use and evaluation”, items in Factor 3 represent “knowledge coding and
storage” and finally Factor 4 represent “knowledge sharing and development” and they explain

85.16% of the total variance in KM processes. Appendix 6 illustrates this fact.

Factor analysis done for “knowledge management performance” give three-component solutions
as it is suggested in the literature, and high and significant KMO and Cronbach’s alpha results did
not require any items to be extracted from the study for further analysis. The results were
satisfactory. KMO is found to be 89.9% and Bartlett’s test was significant. Three factors were
found and they are found to explain 67.88% of the total variance in KM performance. The
composition of items in each factor is identical to the originally thought composition of items, so
each factor can be labeled with its’ original name as defined by Lesser & Storck (2001).

Appendix 6 illustrates this fact.

In total, seven items are included in the factor analysis for perceived organizational performance.
The results were satisfactory. KMO is found to be 89.9%, Bartlett’s test was significant and
internal consistencies were found to be high enough (all are over 0.70) to continue with further

analyses. Two factors, as they exist in the original scale are found with Eigen-values in excess of

85



unity (>1) of which were interpretable. The factors were explaining 67.88% of the total variance

in organizational performance. The composition of items in each factor was same with the

original composition of items, so each factor can be labeled with its’ original name. Appendix 6

1llustrates this fact.

After a detailed analysis of the outcomes of the pilot study, the number of items used for the main

study reduced to 77 from 82. In total, the number of questions in the main questionnaire has
become 84 together with 7 questions requesting demographic information namely age, gender,
education, total work experience, the length of time spent with the company, the sector of the
company, and the current job title. An overview of research variables & measurement

instruments used in the main study is presented at the Appendix 7.

KMO and reliability results of each scale are presented in Table 4 and Table 5 below and the

profile of respondents in the pilot study is shown in table 6.

Table 3 KMO Results of the Study Concepts in the Pilot Study

CONCEPTS KMO SIGNIFICANCY
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 0,839 Sign.
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 0,793 Sign.

SUPPORT

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 0,738 Sign.
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 0,771 Sign.
PROCESSES
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KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 0,779 Sign.
PERFORMANCE

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 0,835 Sign.
Table 4 Reliability Results of the Study Concepts in the Pilot Study
CONCEPTS Cronbach’s Alpha SIGNIFICANCY
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE 0,877 Sign.
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 0,935 Sign.
SUPPORT

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 0,738 Sign.
KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 0,985 Sign.
PROCESSES

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT 0,849 Sign.
PERFORMANCE

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE | 0,930 Sign.
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Table 5 Frequencies of the Demographic Variables in the Pilot Study

VARIABLES FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
GENDER

Male 45 66,2
Female 23 33,8
AGE

<25 2 2,9
25-30 28 41,2
36-45 33 48,5
>45 5 7.4
EDUCATION

Bachelor’s Degree 53 77,9
Master / PhD Degree 15 22,1
SECTOR

IT 13 19,1
Service 22 32,4
Production 27 39,7
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Finance 6 8,8
JOB TITLE

General Manager 1 1,5
Manager 21 30,9
Middle manager 27 39,7
Specialist 9 13,2
Other 10 14,7
WORK EXPERIENCE AT THE

CURRENT COMPANY

1-2 year 8 11,8
3-5 year 23 33,8
6-9 year 27 39,7
>10 year 10 14,7
TOTAL WORK EXPERIENCE

1-2 year 4 5,9
3-5 year 13 19,1
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6-9 year

25

36,8

>10 year

26

38,2
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5. RESEARCH FINDINGS

5.1 Respondents’ Profile

The first analysis with the data was done to find out the profile of the respondents. Table 7

presents these results.

Table 6 Frequencies of the Demographic Variables (n=210)

Variables Frequency Percentage Variables Frequency Percentage

GENDER JOB TITLE

Male 136 64,8 General 6 2,9
Manager

Female 74 35,2 Manager 63 30

AGE Middle 82 39
Manager

<25 7 3,3 Specialist 28 13,3

25-30 82 39 Others 31 14,8

36-45 101 48,1 WORK EXPERIENCE AT THE CURRENT
COMPANY

>45 20 9,5 1-2 year 24 11,4

EDUCATION 3-5 year 67 31,9
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Bachelor’s 164 78,1 6-9 year 82 39
degree

Master/PhD 46 21,9 >10 year 37 17,6
degree

SECTOR TOTAL WORK EXPERIENCE

IT 41 19,5 1-2 year 11 5,2
Service 67 31,9 3-5 year 42 20
Production 81 38,6 6-9 year 69 32,9
Finance 21 10 >10 year 88 41,9

As can be seen on the Table 6, the male to female ratio of in this study can be stated as 2: 1 (136
male, 74 female). Majority of the employees have been found to have at least a bachelor’s degree
and the ratio of employees having a bachelor’s degree to Master / PhD degree was approximately
1:4 (78,1 % Bachelor’s degree vs 21.9% Master / PhD degree). 101 respondents were between
the age of 36 and 45 (48,1 %). In conformity with the average age of respondents, majority of the
employees had at least 6-9 years of experience (74.8 %). Out of four categories of total work
experience, three have very similar results. 42 respondents have been working between 3-5 years
(%20), 69 people between 6-9 years (32,9) and 88 people over 10 years (41.9) showing a high
seniority profile. The companies where the majority of respondents are working were either in the

production (38,6%) or service sector (31,9%) and 56,6% of people have been working in the
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same company over 5 years. Finally, most of the respondents (39%) were working as middle

managers. According to these results, a typical respondent of this study can be defined as;

- a male with a bachelor’s degree,

- aged between 36-45

-work as a middle manager either in a production or a service sector

-has been working in the same company over 5 years

-has at least a 10-years of total work experience

5.2 Relations between the Demographic Variables

In order to find out whether there is any relation between the nominal-scaled variables, Chi
Square test is applied. It should be noted that in this study only the ones which gave significant

results are mentioned.

According to Chi Square test, the gender of respondents is found to be significantly related to the
sector the person is working for, total work experience and the person’s experience at the current
company. According to these findings, there are more female respondents (31,1%) working in the
IT sector than males (13,2%), whereas male respondents (41,9%) are higher in numbers in the
service sector (13,5%). Likewise, there are more male respondents (13,2%) working in the
finance sector than female respondents (4%), whereas there are more female respondents (51,3%)
working in the production sector than male respondents (31,6). Also in our study, compared to
female respondents (35,1%), male respondents (45,6%) have more than 10 years of work
experience, whereas there are more females (44,5%) who have been working between 6 and 9
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years than males (26.4%). Furthermore, female respondents are found to have more work
experience in their current company than male respondents. Compared to 68,8% of female
respondents, 49,9% of male respondents have been working in their current company at leasy

over 5 years.
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5.3 Mean values of the Study Constructs

In the Table 7 below, the mean values of each study concept and dimensions of each variable are

presented.

Table 7 Mean Value of each Study Concept

CONSTRUCT MEAN VAIUE
Organizational Culture 3,02
Bureaucratic 3.26
Innowvative 3.30
Supportive 3,24
Organizational Structure 3.12
IT Support 3,50
EM Processes 3.32
K. Gen. & Dev (KG&LY) 3.51
K Codi & Stor. (KC&S) 3.39
E. Sharing & Dist. (K5&D) 3,09
K. Use & Eva. (KU&E) 3,51
EM performance 3.25
Decreasing the leaming curve ofnew 3.49
employees

Feducingrework & preventing “re-invention | 3 358
ofthe “wheel™

F.esponding more rapidly to customerneeds 3,50
andinguires

Spavming ofnew ideas for products and 2.47
services

Organizational Performance 3.55
Customer performance 3.68
Financial perfonmance 3,42
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5.4 Reliability of the Measurement Instruments

Hair et al. (2006) define reliability as “an assessment of the degree of consistency between
multiple measurements of a variable” (p.137). One of the measures of reliability is internal
consistency which judges the reliability of the instrument by estimating how well the items that
measure the same construct yield similar results. To this end, Cronbach‘s alpha, a highly regarded
method to assess the reliability, is used in this study in order to find out what extent each item of
the scale relate to all other items and to the total test. The minimum level of acceptability for
Cronbach‘s Alpha which is defined to be 0.70 in the literature (Hair et al. 2006, p.137) is used in

the study. The reliability estimates of each scale are calculated and presented below in Table 9.
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Table 8 Reliability Estimates for the Measurement Scales

CONSTRUCT CRONBACH S ATPHA
Organizational Culture J880
Bureaucratic 024
Innowvative 031
Supportive 841
Organizational Structure 028
IT Support 831
EM Processes L0854
K. Gen & Dev (KG&D) o4
K. Codi & Stor. (KC&S) 937
K. Sharing & Dist (KS&D) .ba2
K. Use & Eva. (KU&E) a2
EM performance 852
Decreasing the learning curve of new 808
emplovees

Feducing rework & preventing “re- 865
invention of the “wheel”

FResponding more rapidly to customer 038
needs and inquiries

Spawning of new ideas for products and | ,833
services

Organizational Performance 920
Customer performance 806
Financial performance 958

As Table 8 illustrates, all the reliability scores of the study constructs are found above 0.70 and

mostly above 0.90. This means that the items of each construct are interrelated.



5.5 Factor Analysis

The purpose of the factor analysis is to find out the sets of variables that are highly interrelated,
known as factors (Hair et al. 2006). Factor analysis is generally carried out to examine the
relationship between the judgmentally developed content categories and the empirically derived
constructs’ (Gable, 1986, p.87) or to figure out whether with different sets of data, the same
constructs derived in the previous studies can be derived too. Therefore, in this study, factor
analysis is done to find out how many different dimensions the respondents perceive in the
constructs and whether they perceive them the same as in the original data with which the scale
was developed and also to see whether the derived constructs in this study confirms the existence
of theoretically developed content categories. At the beginning of each factor test, the measure of
sampling adequacy is calculated in order to see if the data is appropriate to apply the factor
analysis to (Sipahi, Yurtkoru, Cinko, 2006). Statistics that can represent this adequacy are Keiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. KMO shows that the data used in the
analysis is a homogenous collection of variables and that there are correlations between variables.
The lower limit for KMO that is generally agreed upon is 0.50 (Hair et al., 2006). Bartlett’s test
on the other hand gives the statistical significance of the inter-correlation between variable and
the upper limit for the value of p in Social Sciences that is generally agreed upon is 0.05. KMO
and Bartlett’s tests in this study are found to be satisfactory for all six constructs in the study and

tables for each factor analysis for the studied concepts are exhibited in the following sections.
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5.5.1 Factor & Reliability Analysis for Organizational Culture
Table 10 presents the results of the factor analysis for Organizational Culture. In total, only 20
items are included in the analysis since 4 items have been eliminated after the pilot study. As can
be seen on table 1, the factors are the exact representation of the original scale, because the items
belonging to the same dimensions originally are grouped under the same factor. Items in Factor 1
represent Supportive type of organizational culture and items in Factor 2 represent Bureaucratic

type of culture and finally Factor 3 represent Innovative type of organizational culture.

Table 9 Composition of the items of OC

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
(supportive) (bureaucratic) (innovative)
ql3 q3 ql5

qs q9 ql6

q7 qll ql9

ql8 g4 ql

q8 q20 q6

q2 ql7 ql0

ql2

ql4

After the factor analysis, organizational culture is confirmed to have three factors and accepted to
have 20 items for our data set. The explanatory power of those three factors explaining the
measure of organizational culture is found to be 75, 74 %. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test for
organizational culture is found to be 0.890. Bartlett’s test is also found significant which confirms
the statistical significance of the correlations between variables. Before using factors in further
analysis, their reliabilities, in other words their internal consistencies, need to be tested. Table 11

below presents the item loadings, explained variance of each factor and the internal consistencies.

99



Internal consistencies are found to be high enough (all are over 0.70) to continue with further

analyses.
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Table 10 The Factor Analysis Results of Organizational Culture

Factor Variable | Item Statements Item % of Variance Cronbach’s Alpha

ql3 Equitable ,850
1 qs Relationship-oriented ,816
q7 Encouraging ,813

ql8 Trusting , 7173 31,604 941
(supportive) | g2 Collaborative ,770
g8 Sociable , 7157
ql4 Safe , 740
ql2 Personal-freedom ,694
b qll Regulated ,885
q3 Hierarchical ,881

q9 Structured ,876 24,168 924
(bureaucratic) | g4 Procedural ,838
q20 Power-oriented 779
ql7 Cautious 77
3 ql5 Challenging ,841
ql6 Enterprising ,784

q19 Driving 775 19,974 931
(innovative) | q6 Creative ,659
ql Risk-taking ,636
ql0 Stimulating ,528

Total 75,746 ,880

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure | ,890

Bartlett's | Approx. Chi- 4515,661
df 190
Test of Sig. ,000




5.5.2 Factor & Reliability Analysis for Information Technology Support and
Organizational Structure
Factor analyses done for “organizational structure”, and “information technology support” give
one-component solutions as they are in the literature. Furthermore, their high and significant
KMO and Cronbach’s alpha results did not require any items to be extracted from the study for

further analyses. Table 11 and Table 12 present these results.



Table 11 The Factor Analysis Results of Organizational Structure

Factor Variable | Item Statements Item % of Variance Cronbach’s Alpha
q21 Our company members can take 959
action without a supervisor (R}
1 q23 Cur company members can make 926 87 545 078
decisions without approval (R) ] T
(centralization) q22 Cur company members are 022
encouraged to make their own
decisions (R)
Total 87.545 928
Kaiser-Mever-Olkin Measure | 732
Bartlett's | Approx. Chi- 520,488
Test of df 3
Sphericity | §ig. .000




Table 12 The Factor Analysis Results of Information Technology Support

Factor Variable | Item Statements Item % of Variance | Cronbach’s
Q29 In our company, information technologies are up-to-date and 951
fast
Q27 In our company, necessary investments are made for 918
1 information technologies
Q25 In our company, information technology is adequate and ,900
. 75,966 ,931
(Information suitable to our needs
Q28 In our company, knowledge management systems are user ,882
Technology friendly
Q24 In our company, databases are adequate ,881
Support) - - .
Q26 In our company, systems such as internet, intranet, e-mail, ,667
teleconference, and video-conference are adequate
Total 75,966 ,931
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin ,822
Bartlett's | Approx. Chi- | 1275,194
Testof | df 15
Spherici | Sig. ,000
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5.5.3 Factor & Reliability Analysis for KM Processes
Table 14 presents the results of the factor analysis of KM processes. KMO and Barlett’s test
results are found to be satisfactory, which means that the data used in the analysis is
homogeneous collection of variables and there are significant correlations among at least some
variables. These results illustrate that it is appropriate to apply factor analysis on the data. In total,
29 items are included in the analysis after the refinement made in the pilot test. Four factors, as
they exist in the original scale are found (see table 13). The factors are the exact representation of
the original scale. Items in Factor 1 represent “knowledge generation and development”, items in
Factor 2 represent “knowledge use and evaluation”, items in Factor 3 represent “knowledge
coding and storage” and finally Factor 4 represent “knowledge sharing and development” and

they explain 82,643% of the total variance in KM processes.

Table 13 Composition of the items of KM processes

Factorl Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Knowledge Knowledge Generation | Knowledge Use Knowledge Sharing
Codification and and Development and Evaluation and Distribution
Storage

(KG&D) (KU&E) (KS&D)
(KC&S)
q39 q33 qs52 q47
q40 q35 qs54 q48
q45 q34 gs1 q49
q42 q36 qs57 q46
q38 q31 q55 q50
q44 q37 q53
g4l q32 q56
q43 q30 q58

Before using factors in further analysis, their reliabilities, in other words their internal

consistencies, need to be tested. Table 14 below presents these results.



Table 14 The Factor Analysis Results of KM Processes

Factor Variable | Item Statements Item % of Var | Cronbach’s
Alpha
Q39 In our company, information regarding our suppliers and competitors | ,756
is regularly updated and stored
Q40 In our company, we have a system to store information regarding ,750
products, services, and markets
Q42 In our company, information regarding our customers is regularly , 742
1 updated
Q45 In our company, we can access information fast and easy 725 22.438 ,957
Q38 In our company, work-related information is regularly codified, filed ,721
KC&S
and stored
Q41 In our company we have a data collecting and storage system for our ,667
employees
Q44 In our company, all the work done by the employees is described and | ,653
registered
Q43 In our company, members register all the information regarding their | ,577
work
Q35 In our company, brainstorming is done for improving existing products | ,763
and services
Q34 In our company suggestion system is successfully implemented ,751
Q33 In our company, innovative ideas are encouraged ,,150
2 Q31 In our company, we can follow the current progresses in our field and | ,717
obtain new and up-to-date information 22,342 ,964
KG&D Q37 In our company, there is a systematic effort for knowledge generation | ,703
and development
Q36 In our company employees contribute to knowledge creation process ,702
actively
Q32 In our company, effort is made to hire talented people ,693
Q30 In our company, continuous learning is encouraged ,588
3 Q52 In our company, we can make right and effective decisions , 758 19,695 ,962




KU&E Q51 In our company, I can use my knowledge and experience effectively , 742
Q54 In our company, we have management style appropriate for knowledge | ,726
use and application
Q57 In our company, we reflect our knowledge to our customers ,693
Q55 In our company, information learned from trainings is applied in a ,676
short time
Q53 In our company, existing knowledge potential can be used towards ,662
organizational goals effectively and efficiently
Q58 In our company, there is a system that learn continuously and applies it | ,571
Q56 In our company, we reflect our knowledge to our products/ services ,550
and work processes
Q47 In our company, official systems and applications for knowledge- ,806
4 sharing that help us share our knowledge and experience with new
members are adequate
Q48 In our company, non-official systems and applications for ,784
KS&D knowledge-sharing that help us share our knowledge and experience
with new members are adequate 18,168 ,962
Q49 In our company, coordination meetings held for knowledge sharing , 761
purposes with other departments are adequate
Q50 In our company, coordinated workshops and trainings held with other | ,693
corporations (from business or academic world) for knowledge-sharing
purposes are adequate
Q46 In our company, we try to share information with our colleagues ,676
Total 82,643 ,984
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin ,905
Bartlett's | Approx. 9860,009
df 406
Testof  Igje. 000
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5.54

Factor & Reliability Analysis for KM performance

Table 16 presents the results of the factor analysis of KM performance. Nine items are included

in the analysis, and none of the items are left out after the factor analysis. The results were

satisfactory. KMO is found to be 89.9% and Bartlett’s test was significant. Three factors were

found and they are found to explain 67.88% of the total variance in KM performance. The

composition of items in each factor is identical to the originally thought composition of items

(see table 15), so each factor can be labeled with its’ original name as defined by Lesser & Storck

(2001).

Table 15 Composition of the items of KM processes

Factor 1
(more rapid response to
customer needs and

Factor 2
(decreased learning
curve of new

Factor 3
(spawning of new
ideas for products

Factor 4

(reduced rework
and prevention of
‘re-invention of

inquiries) employees) and services) the wheel’)
467 q60 q70 qo63
966 q59 q68 q62
465 q61 q69 q64

Items in Factor 1 represent “more rapid response to customer needs and inquiries”, items in

Factor 2 represent “decreased learning curve of new employees”, items in Factor 3 represent

“reduced rework and prevention of ‘re-invention of the wheel’ and finally items in Factor 4

represent “spawning of new ideas for products and services”.
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Table 16 The Factor Analysis Results of KM performance

Factor

WVariahle

Item Statements

It=m

boof

Cronbach’

1

(more rapid
response o
customer needs and
inquiries)

Q67

In our company, there 1s an effective knowledge
management system in place that helps employees track
down needs and wants of customers

913

Q66

In our company, there 1s an effective knowledge
management system in place that makes emplovees more
responsive to customer problems

874

In our company, there is an effective kmowledge
management system in place that provides fast and effective
solutions to customer problems

848

22,703

938

2

L

{(decreased learning
curve of new
emplovyees)

In our company, there is an effective kmowledge
management in place that makes handover process easter for
emplovees

907

Q39

In our company, there 1s an effective knowledge
management system that helps new employees adapt to and
start their job quickly

879

Q61

In our company, there 1s an effectrve knowledge
management system that supports a good insight in the
general practices of the company

s

21,974

908

3

(spawning of new
1deas for products
and services)

Q70

In our company, there 1s an effective knowledge
management system in place that provides a safe
environment for frequent testing of new 1deas

906

Q68

In our company, there is an effective kmowledge
management system that provides frequent experiments with
new products and/or services

887

Q69

In our company, there is an effective kmowledge
management system in place that provides frequent
experiments with new markets

20,040
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Q63 In our company, we observe the similar mistakes frequently | 908
4 (R)
Q62 In our company, we encounter repetitions of similar work 883
[rf:dur:eq rework & frequently ( R) 19,415 865
P_I’ﬂ'fﬂ'f_lﬂﬂ of “re- Q64 In our company, there is an effective knowledge 111
mvention of the management system in place that makes it easier for
wheel’) employees to find artifacts and the mmdividuals who
developed them
Total 84,132 920
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 184
Bartlett's | Approx. | 1981635
Test of
Sphericity | df 66
Sig. 000
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5.5.5 Factor & Reliability Analysis for Organizational Performance

Table 18 presents the results of the factor analysis of organizational performance. In total, seven

items are included in the analysis. The results were satisfactory. KMO is found to be 0,838 and

Bartlett’s test was significant. As can be seen on table 17, two factors, as they exist in the original

scale are found. The factors were explaining 87, 32% of the total variance in organizational

performance. The composition of items in each factor was same with the original composition of

items (see table 17), so each factor can be labeled with its’ original name. Table 18 illustrates this

fact.

Table 17 Composition of the items of Organizational Performance

Factor 1 Factor 2

(financial performance) (customer performance)
Q75 Q72

Q76 Q71

Q77 Q73

Q74
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Table 18 The Factor Analysis Results of Organizational Performance

Factor Variable | Item Statements Item % of Variance Cronbach’s Alpha
Q73 Compared with kev competitors, our company has a | ,949
greater market share
Q76 Compared with kev competitors, our company has a | 924 i i
(financial Q77 Compared with key competitors, our company has a | 894
performance) greater economic value added
Q74 Compared with key competitors, our company has a | ,806
greater refurn on investment
Q71 Compared with key competitors, our company has 883
greater improvement of customer satisfaction
2 Q72 Compared with key competitors, our company has 876 37,097 806
(customer more creation of new customers.
performance) Q73 Compared with kev competitors, our company has 815
more retention of current customers
Total §7.320 929
Katser-Mever-Olkin Measure | 838
Approx. Chi-
Bartlett's Square 1619.001
Test of
2
Sphericity ar 21
51g. 000




5.6 Hypothesis Testing
5.6.1 Hypothesis 1 (H1)
H1: There is a significant positive relationship between de-centralization and the

knowledge management processes.

Figure 6 Relationship between de-centralization and KM Processes

B=0.443

A 4

De-centralization KM Processes

In order to find the relationship between de-centralization and knowledge management processes,
the regression analysis is used. Regression analysis results show that there is a significant,
positive, and somewhat moderate relationship (f=0,443; p=0, 00) between “de-centralization”
and “knowledge management processes” and the total explained variance is 19,6 %. Thus, H1 is

supported.

5.6.2 Hypothesis 2 (H2)
H2: There is a significant relationship between the concepts of organizational culture and

knowledge management processes

Figure 7 Relationship between organizational culture and KM Processes

ORGANIZATIONAL KMPROCESSES
CULTURE
. Bureaucratic 1 =KGen & Dev. (KGED)
K. Codi & Stor. (KCES)

' lnnovative —e————
o st Sharing & Dist. (KS&C

+K. Use & Eva. (KUZE)




In order to find the relationship between the types of organizational culture and knowledge
management processes, the Pearson correlation analysis is used. Pearson analysis results show
that there is a significant and positive (Sipahi, Yurtkoru, Cinko, 2006) relation (r=0,774; p=0,00)
and ( = 0,811; p=0,00) between supportive and innovative type of organizational culture and the
knowledge management processes respectively whereas there is a significant, and negative
(Sipahi, Yurtkoru, Cinko, 2006) relationship (r= - 0,431; p=0,00) between bureaucratic type of
organizational culture and the knowledge management processes. Furthermore, all three factors
of organizational culture explain 70,1% of variance in knowledge management processes. Thus,

H2 is accepted.

In order to examine in detail which of the organizational culture factors explain the knowledge
management processes the most, further regression analysis is done after the items which are left

out after the factor analysis are extracted. Table 19 below illustrates the results.

Table 19 Multiple regression of the Organizational Culture Factors on Knowledge
management Processes

Independent Variable: Dependent Variable:

Factor r B t
Innovative ,811 ,508 7,003%**
Supportive , 744 ,302 4,422%*
Bureaucratic -431 -, 151 -3,362%*
F 142,555%*

R? ,701

Adjusted R? ,697

* significant at .05
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Figure 8 Relationship between innovative supportive and bureaucratic organizational
culture and KM Processes

Innovative OC

Supportive OC KM Processes

Bureaucratic OC

First, significant F ratios showed that all the independent variables innovative, supportive, and
bureaucratic types of organizational culture are suitable to predict the dependent variable and
they all make significant contributions to the model. As can be seen above, B coefficients indicate
that innovative and supportive organizational cultures have stronger, with “knowledge
management processes’ as compared to bureaucratic organizational culture. Hence, all factors of
organizational culture have significant relations (p<<0.01) with the dependent variable “knowledge
management processes”’, which means they all can predict it. Among these three, innovative
organizational culture has the biggest explanation power. It accounts for 65,7 % of variance in the
dependent variable when included in the model alone. Supportive and bureaucratic organizational
cultures make an 2,6 % and 1,9 % explanation on “knowledge management processes”
respectively. When the items of innovative organizational culture are examined closely with an
additional regression analysis, three items out of six in this factor are found to have significant
relations with the dependent variable and high explanation powers. These are; “(ql) Risk-taking”
“(q16) enterprising”, and “(q15) challenging” and their explanation powers are 0,598, 0,075, and
0,012 respectively. Six items in supportive organizational culture also present significant results

in their relation to knowledge management processes”. These are: “(q2) collaborative”, “(q18)
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trusting”, “(q12) personal freedom™ , “(q8) sociable ”, “(q7) encouraging”, and “(q13) equitable”
with explanation powers of 0,510, 0,067, 0,011, 0,013, 0,013 and 0,013 respectively. Finally,
bureaucratic organizational culture results in three significant items which are “(q4) procedural”,
“(q20) power-oriented”, and “(q17) cautious” and their explanation powers are found to be 0,219,

0,035, and 0,038 respectively.

5.6.3 Hypothesis 2A (H2A)
H2A: The sub-dimensions of trust, collaboration, and openness (supportive culture
dimensions) are going to explain the majority of the variance in knowledge sharing and

distribution (KS&D).

Figure 9 Relationship between innovative supportive and bureaucratic organizational
culture and Knowledge Sharing & Distribution

Innovative OC

=0,755 3=0,270
Supportive OC r=0.771 3=0.559 K.Sharing & Distribution

Bureaucratic OC r=-042563=-0,191

Multiple regression analysis is used to test this hypothesis. Hair et al. (2006) define the objective
of regression analysis as “to predict a single dependent variable from the knowledge of one or
more independent variables” (p. 177). The test is repeated 2 times in order to have more details
on the relationships. First, a regression test is done between innovative, supportive, and
bureaucratic types of organizational culture and “knowledge sharing and distribution” to see

which of these factors are more effective to predict the dependent variable. Second, items of these
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significant factor(s) are analyzed through a regression analysis to find out the specific items that

have impacts on “knowledge sharing and distribution”. Table 20 below illustrates the results.

Table 20 Multiple regression of the Organizational Culture Factors on Knowledge sharing
& distribution (KS&D)

Independent Variable: Dependent Variable:

Factor r B t
Supportive 771 ,509 7,166%*
Innovative , 755 ,270 3,573%*
Bureaucratic -,425 -,191 -4,097**
F 127,046**

R? ,594

Adjusted R? ,592

* significant at .05

As can be seen above, p coefficients indicate that supportive, innovative, and bureaucratic type of
organizational cultures have significant correlations with “knowledge sharing and distribution”
meaning that they all are suitable to predict the dependent variable (knowledge sharing and
distribution) and they all make significant contributions to the model. Pearson correlation
coefficients indicate that supportive and innovative organizational cultures have a strong and
positive correlation with knowledge sharing and distribution while bureaucratic organizational
cultures have negative and somewhat moderate relationship with the dependent variable.
Supportive organizational culture accounts for 59,4% of variance in “knowledge sharing and

distribution”, when included in the model alone. When bureaucratic type of organizational
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culture are taken to the model, it accounts for an extra 6 %, and when innovative organizational
culture is added to the model it accounts for extra 2,3 % of the variance in “knowledge sharing
and distribution”. So, supportive organizational culture is found to have a higher explanation
power than supportive organizational cultures. B3 values also show that supportive organizational
culture explain majority of variance in “knowledge sharing and distribution”. Thus, H2A is

accepted.

5.6.4 Hypothesis 2B (H2B)
H2B: The sub-dimensions of risk-taking, stimulating and challenging climate properties
(innovative culture dimensions) will be the most significantly contributing conceptual
dimensions that explain a higher level of variance in knowledge generation and

development (KG&D).

Figure 10 Relationship between innovative supportive and bureaucratic organizational
culture and Knowledge Generation & Development

Innovative OC
r=0,710, 3=0.497

Supportive OC =0,603, $=0,150

K. Generation & Development

Bureaucratic OC r=-0,468, 3=-0,228

The procedure followed for H2A is also followed for this hypothesis by taking “knowledge
generation and development” as the independent variable. The regression test is repeated 2 times.
First, a regression test is done between factors of organizational culture and “knowledge

generation and development” to see which of these factors explain the dependent variable most.
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Further multiple regression analysis is done to find out the specific items of these significant
factor(s) that have impacts on “knowledge generation and development”. Table 32 below

illustrates the results.

Table 21 Multiple regression of the Organizational Culture Factors on “knowledge
generation and development (KG&D)”

Independent Variable: Dependent Variable:

Factor r B t
Innovative , 710 ,497 5,588**
Supportive ,603 ,150 1,791
Bureaucratic -,468 -,228 -4,143%*
F 74,292%*

R? ,550

Adjusted R? ,543

* significant at .05

F ratios are significant only for innovative and bureaucratic factors of organizational culture,
which illustrates that supportive organizational culture is not suitable to predict the dependent
variable “knowledge generation and development”. Innovative type of organizational culture
accounts for 50,5 % of variance in “knowledge generation and development”, when included in
the model alone. When the bureaucratic type of organizational culture is taken to the model, it
accounts for an extra 3,8 % of the variance in “knowledge generation and development”, which is
considered to be low (Sipahi, Yurtkoru, Cinko, 2006). So, innovative organizational culture is

found to have a higher explanation power than the bureaucratic type of organizational culture.
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The other findings also support this result. 3 values also show that innovative type of
organizational culture is a better predictor than bureaucratic type of organizational culture. The
obtained results can be considered as true due to the difference between adjusted R? and R? which

is found to be 0,7%. Thus, based on all these findings, H2B is accepted.

5.6.5 Hypothesis 3 (H3)
H3: There is a significant positive relationship between information technology support and

knowledge management processes.

Figure 11 Relationship between IT Support and KM Processes

= 0,698
IT Support d > KM Processes

In order to find the relationship between information technology support and knowledge
management processes, linear regression analysis is used. Results show that there is a significant,
positive, and strong relation (B= 0,698; p=0, 00) between “information technology support” and
“knowledge management processes” and “information technology support” is found to explain
48,7 % of the variance in “knowledge management processes”, which is considered to be high.

Thus, H3 is supported.
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5.6.6 Hypothesis 4 (H4)
H4: There is a significant positive relationship between knowledge management processes

and knowledge management performance.

Figure 12 Relationship between KM Processes and KM Performance

B=0.759

KM Processes KM Performance

Y

Regression analysis results show that there is a significant, positive, and strong relation (=,759;
p=0,00) between “KM processes” and KM performance and the total explained variance is

57,6%, which is considered to be high. Thus, H4 is supported.

5.6.7 Hypothesis 4A (H4A)
H4A: The relationship between de-centralization and knowledge management performance

is mediated by “knowledge management processes”

Multiple Regression Analysis is done to explore this hypothesis. The explanation power of “de-
centralization” on “KM processes”, and then on “KM performance” is analyzed. As the last step,
the explanatory power of “de-centralization” and “KM processes” together on “KM

performance” is examined. Table 22 shows the results for each regression test.

Figure 13 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between de-
centralization and KM Performance

KM Processes

(Mediator)
3=0.443 3=0.759

A

De-centralization KM Performance

3=0.349 = 3=0.017
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Table 22 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the

Relationship between “de-centralization” and “KM Performance”

D.V. LV. B3 t p R?

1 KM Processes de-centralization ,196
de-centralization ,443 7,123 ,000

2 KM Performance de-centralization ,122
de-centralization ,349 5,378 ,000

3 KM Performance de-centralization ,576
de-centralization ,017 ,327 , 744
KM Processes , 752 14,901 ,000

As can be seen on the table 22, de-centralization can explain 19,6 % of “KM processes”. They

have a positive and significant relationship (8= 0,443, t= 7,123, p<, 01). De-centralization also

has a positive, significant, but weaker relationship with KM performance (8=, 349, t= 5,378, p<,

01). When KM performance was regressed on both de-centralization and “KM processes”, the

beta coefficient of de-centralization went down from, 349 to, 017 in the third regression analysis

compared to the second. Furthermore, it became insignificant. This illustrates that de-

centralization does not have any effect on KM performance when “KM processes” is controlled.

Therefore, “KM processes” has a full mediating role between de-centralization and KM

performance. Thus, H4A is accepted.
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5.6.8 Hypothesis 4B1 (H4B1)
H4B1: The relationship between the “bureaucratic organizational culture” and “knowledge

management performance” is mediated by “knowledge management processes”

Figure 14 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between Bureaucratic
Organizational Culture and KM Performance

KM Processes
(Mediator)

3=0,759

A 4

Bureaucratic OC KM Performance

f=-0,412 & B=-0,111

The procedure followed for H4A is also followed for this hypothesis. Table below shows the
results of three step regression analysis in order to test whether KM processes mediates the
relationship between bureaucratic organization culture and KM performance. Step one
investigates the relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and KM processes. As
can be seen on the table 23, bureaucratic organizational culture can explain 17, 9 % of “KM
processes”. They have a negative, significant, and somewhat moderate relationship (8= -, 423, t=
-6.332, p<0.01). Second step examines the relationship between bureaucratic organizational
culture and KM performance. It shows that bureaucratic organizational culture also has a
negative and significant relationship with KM performance (3= -, 412, t=-6,332, p<0.01). The
last step analyzes the relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and KM
performance while controlling KM processes. Based on the multiple regression analysis results,
when KM performance was regressed on both bureaucratic organizational culture and “KM

processes”, the beta coefficient of bureaucratic organizational culture decreases from 3= -,412 to
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3=-,111 in the third regression analysis compared to the second. Furthermore, it became
insignificant. Therefore, the necessary conditions for supporting the full mediation were
adequately met. “KM processes” has a full mediating role on the relationship between

bureaucratic organizational culture and KM performance. Thus, Hypothesis 4B is supported.

Table 23 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the
Relationship between “Bureaucratic Culture” and “KM Performance”

D.V. LV. B3 t p R?

1 KM Processes Bureaucratic C. ,179
Bureaucratic culture -,423 -6,332 ,000

2 KM Performance Bureaucratic C. ,170
Bureaucratic culture -412 -6,139 ,000

3 KM Performance Bureaucratic C. ,586

KM Processes

Bureaucratic culture - 111 -2,118 ,056
KM Processes 712 13,571 ,000
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5.6.9 Hypothesis 4B2 (H4B2)

Hypothesis 4B2 (H4B2): The relationship between “innovative organizational culture” and

“knowledge management performance” is mediated by “knowledge management

processes”

Figure 15 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between Innovative
Organizational Culture and KM Performance

3=0.801

Innovative OC

KM Processes
(Mediator)

3=0.759

3=0.737 = 3=0.360

A 4

KM Performance

Table 24 below shows the results of Multiple Regression test between “innovative organizational

culture” and “KM performance” relationship as mediated by “KM processes”.

Table 24 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the
Relationship between “Innovative Culture” and “KM Performance”

D.V. LV. B3 t p R?

1 KM Processes Innovative C. ,641
Innovative culture ,801 18,129 ,000

2 KM Performance Innovative C. ,543
Innovative culture , 737 14,790 ,000

3 KM Performance Innovative C. ,623

KM Processes
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Innovative culture ,360 4,750 ,000

KM Processes 471 6,212 ,000

As can be seen on the table 24, innovative organizational culture can explain 64, 1 % of “KM
processes”. They have a positive, significant, and strong relationship (8=, 801, t= 18,129, p<
0,01). Innovative organizational culture also has a positive, and significant relationship with KM
performance (8=, 737, t= 14,790, p< 0, 01). When KM performance was regressed on both
innovative organizational culture and “KM processes”, the beta coefficient of innovative
organizational culture went down from, 737 to, 360 in the third regression analysis compared to
the second. However, it was still significant. This illustrates that “KM processes” has a partial
mediating role on the relationship between innovative organizational culture and KM

performance. Therefore, Hypothesis 4B2 is accepted.

5.6.10 Hypothesis 4B3 (H4B3)
Hypothesis 4B3 (H4B3): The relationship between “supportive organizational culture” and
“knowledge management performance” is mediated by “knowledge management

processes”

Figure 16 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between Supportive
Organizational Culture and KM Performance

KM Processes
(Mediator)

B=0,684 B=0,759

A 4

KM Performance

Supportive

3=0,554 —+ 3=0,046
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Table 25 below shows the results of three step regression analyses in order to test whether KM

processes mediates the relationship between “supportive culture” and “KM Performance”.

Table 25 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the
Relationship between “Supportive Culture” and “KM Performance”

D.V. LV. B3 t p R?

1 KM Processes Supportive C. ,468
Supportive culture ,684 13,535 ,000

2 KM Performance Supportive C. ,296
Supportive culture ,544 9,352 ,000

3 KM Performance Supportive C. 577

KM Processes

Supportive culture ,046 , 746 ,456
KM Processes , 727 11,739 ,000

Step one investigates the relationship between “supportive culture” and “KM processes”. As can
be seen on the table 25, supportive organizational culture can explain 46,8 % of “KM processes”
and it is significantly and positively related to KM processes (3= ,684, t= 13,535, p< 0.01).
Second step examines the relationship between supportive culture and and KM Performance. It
shows that supportive organizational culture also has a positive, and significant relationship with
KM performance (B=, 544, t= 9,352, p< 0.01). The last step analyzes the relationship between
supportive culture and KM performance, while controlling KM Processes. When KM
performance was regressed on both supportive organizational culture and “KM processes”, the
beta coefficient of supportive organizational culture decreases from B=, 544 to 3=, 046 in the

third regression analysis compared to the second. Furthermore, it became insignificant. This
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illustrates that “KM processes” has a full mediating role on the relationship between supportive

organizational culture and KM performance. Therefore, Hypothesis 4B3 is accepted.

5.6.11 Hypothesis 4C (H4C)
H4C: The relationship between the information technology support and knowledge

management performance is mediated by “knowledge management processes”

The same procedure of the previous hypothesis is followed for H4C by taking “information
technology support” as the independent variable. The Table 26 shows the results of multiple

regression test.

Figure 17 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between I'T Support
and KM Performance

KM Processes
(Mediator)

3=0,698 8=0,759

A 4

IT Support KM Performance

$3=0,586 —» =0,109

Table 26 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the
Relationship between “Information Technology Support” and “KM Performance”

D.V. LV. 3 t p R?

I KM Processes IT Support ,487
IT Support ,608 14,038 ,000

2 KM Performance IT Support ,343
IT Support ,586 10,417 .000
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3 KM Performance IT Support ,582

KM Processes
IT Support ,109 1,742 ,083

KM Processes ,683 10,894 ,000

As can be seen on the table 26, “information technology support” can explain 48,7 % of “KM
processes”. They have a positive, significant, and strong relationship (8= .698, t= 14,038, p<
0.01). “Information technology support” also has a positive, significant but a weaker relationship
with KM performance (8=, 586, t= 10,417, p< 0.01). When KM performance was regressed on
both “information technology support” and “KM processes”, the beta coefficient of “information
technology support” went down from, 586 to, 109 in the third regression analysis compared to the
second. Furthermore, it became insignificant (p=, 083). This illustrates “Information technology
support” does not have any effect on KM performance when “KM processes” is controlled.
Therefore, “KM processes” has a full mediating role on the relationship between “information

technology support” and KM performance. Thus, H4C is accepted.

5.6.12 Hypothesis S(HS)
HS: There is a significant relationship between knowledge management processes and

organizational performance.

Figure 18 Relationship between KM Processes and Organizational Performance

KM Processes B=0.773 |  Organizational
Performance
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Regression analysis results show that there is a significant, positive, and strong relation (p=,773;

p=,00) between “KM processes” and organizational performance and the total explained variance

is 59,7%, which is considered to be high. Thus, HS is supported.

5.6.13 Hypothesis SA (HSA)

HS5A: The relationship between de-centralization and organizational performance is

mediated by “knowledge management processes”

Figure 19 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between de-
centralization and Organizational Performance

KM Processes

(Mediator)
3=0.443 (3=0.773
De-centralization »| Organizational
(=0.391—* =0.061 Performance

Multiple Regression Analysis is done to explore this hypothesis. The explanation power of
“organizational structure” on “KM processes”, and then on “organizational performance “” is
analyzed. As the last step, the explanatory power of “de-centralization” and “KM processes”

together on “organizational performance” is examined. Table shows the results for each

regression test.
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Table 27 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the
Relationship between “de-centralization” and “Organizational Performance”

D.V. LV. 3 t p R?

1 KM Processes de-centralization ,196
de-centralization ,443 7,123 .000

2 Organizational de-centralization ,153
Performance
de-centralization ,391 6,134 ,000

3 Organizational de-centralization ,600
Performance KM Processes
de-centralization ,061 1,248 214
KM Processes , 746 15,215 ,000

As can be seen on the table 27, de-centralization can explain 19, 6 % of “KM processes”. They
have a positive and significant relationship (8=, 443, t= 7,123, p< 0.01). De-centralization also
has a positive, and significant relationship with organizational performance (8=, 391, t= 6,134, p<
0.01). When organizational performance was regressed on both de-centralization and “KM
processes”, the beta coefficient of de-centralization went down from =, 391 to 3=, 061 in the
third regression analysis compared to the second. Furthermore, it became insignificant. This
illustrates that de-centralization does not have any effect on organizational performance when
“KM processes” is controlled. Therefore, “KM processes” has a full mediating role on de-

centralization and KM performance. Thus, H5A is accepted.
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5.6.14 Hypothesis 5B1 (H5B1)

HS5B1: The relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and organizational

performance is mediated by “knowledge management processes”

Figure 20 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between bureaucratic
Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance

KM Processes
(Mediator)
3=0,773
Bureaucratic OC ,| Organizational
B=-0,25 B=-0,100 Performance

The procedure followed for HSA is also followed for this hypothesis by taking bureaucratic
organizational culture as independent variable. Table 28 below shows the results of Multiple
Regression test between “bureaucratic organizational culture” and “organizational performance”

relationship as mediated by “KM processes”.

Table 28 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the
Relationship between “Bureaucratic Culture” and “Organizational Performance”

D.V. LV. B3 t p R?

1 KM Processes Bureaucratic C. ,174
Bureaucratic culture -,423 -6,332 ,000

2 Organizational Bureaucratic C. ,063
Performance
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Bureaucratic culture -,251 -3,512 ,001

3 Organizational Bureaucratic C. ,628
Performance KM Processes
Bureaucratic culture -,100 2,012 ,046
KM Processes ,829 16,661 ,000

As can be seen on the table 28, bureaucratic organizational culture can explain 17, 4% of “KM
processes”. They have a negative, significant, and somewhat moderate relationship (8= -, 423, t=
-6,332, p< 0.01). Bureaucratic organizational culture also has a negative, and significant but
weaker relationship with KM performance (8= -, 251, t=-3,512, p< 0.01). When organizational
performance was regressed on both bureaucratic organizational culture and “KM processes”, the
beta coefficient of bureaucratic organizational culture went down from -, 251 to -, 100 in the third
regression analysis compared to the second. However, it was still significant (p=, 046).
Therefore, “KM processes” has a partial mediating role on the relationship between bureaucratic

organizational culture and organizational performance.

5.6.15 Hypothesis 5B2 (H5B2)
HSB2: The relationship between innovative organizational culture and organizational

performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Table 29 below shows the results of three step regression analyses in order to test whether KM
Processes mediates the relationship between “innovative culture” and “Organizational

Performance”.
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Figure 21 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between innovative

Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance

Innovative OC

KM Processes
(Mediator)

B=0.787» 3=0.438

»| Organizational
Performance

Table 29 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the

Relationship between “Innovative Culture” and “Organizational Performance”

D.V. LV. 3 t p R?
1 KM Processes Innovative C. ,641
Innovative culture ,801 18,129 ,000
2 Organizational Innovative C. ,619
Performance
Innovative culture , 787 17,278 ,000
3 Organizational Innovative C. ,688
Performance
KM Processes
Innovative culture ,438 6,353 ,000
KM Processes ,436 6,353 ,000

Step one investigates the relationship between “innovative culture” and “KM processes”. As can

be seen on the table 29, innovative organizational culture can explain 64, 1 % of “KM processes”,

and it is significantly and positively related to KM processes (3= .801, t= 18,129, p< 0.01).

Second step examines the relationship between innovative culture and organizational

performance. It shows that innovative organizational culture also has a positive, and significant
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relationship with organizational performance (8=, 787, t=17,278, p< 0.01). The last step analyzes
the relationship between innovative culture and organizational performance, while controlling
KM Processes. When organizational performance was regressed on both supportive
organizational culture and “KM processes”, the beta coefficient of innovative organizational
culture decreases from 3=, 787 to 3=, 438 in the third regression analysis compared to the second.
However, it was still significant. This illustrates that “KM processes” has a partial mediating role
on the relationship between innovative organizational culture and organizational performance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 5B2 is accepted.

5.6.16 Hypothesis SB3 (H5B3)
HS5B3: The relationship between supportive organizational culture and organizational

performance is mediated by “KM processes”

Table 30 below shows the results of Multiple Regression of “supportive organizational culture”

and “organizational performance” as mediated by “KM processes”.

Figure 22 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between Supportive
Organizational Culture and Organizational Performance

KM Processes
(Mediator)
3=0,684 3=0,773
Supportive OC ,| Organizational
3=0,697 + B=0,316 Performance
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Table 30 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the

Relationship between “Supportive Culture” and “Organizational Performance”

D.V. LV. B3 t p R?
1 KM Processes Supportive C. ,468
Supportive culture ,684 13,535 ,000
2 Organizational Supportive C. ,486
Performance
Supportive culture ,697 14,016 ,000
3 Organizational Supportive C. ,650
Performance
KM Processes
Supportive culture ,316 5,609 ,000
KM Processes , 956 9,873 ,000

As can be seen on the table 30, supportive organizational culture can explain 0,468 % of “KM
processes”. They have a positive, significant, and strong relationship (3= .684, t= 13,535, p<

0.01). Supportive organizational culture also has a positive, and significant relationship with

organizational performance (3=, 697, t= 14,016, p< 0.01). When organizational performance was

regressed on both supportive organizational culture and “KM processes”, the beta coefficient of

supportive organizational culture went down from, 697 to, 316 in the third regression analysis
compared to the second. However, it was still significant. This illustrates that “KM processes”

has a partial mediating role on the relationship between supportive organizational culture and

organizational performance. Therefore, Hypothesis 5B3 is accepted.
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5.6.17 Hypothesis 5C (H5C)

HSC: The relationship between information technology support and organizational

performance is mediated by “KM processes”

The same procedure of the previous hypothesis is followed for H5C by taking “information

technology support” as the independent variable. The table 32 shows the results of multiple

regression test.

Figure 23 The Mediating Effect of KM Processes on the Relationship between I'T Support
and Organizational Performance

3=0,698

IT Support

KM Processes
(Mediator)

3=0,773

.| Organizational

3=0,657—» $=0,172

Performance

Table 31 Regression Results to Test the Mediating Role of “KM Processes” on the

Relationship between “Information Technology Support” and “Organizational

Performance”

D.V. LV. 3 t p R?

1 KM Processes IT Support ,487
IT Support ,698 14,038 ,000

2 Organizational IT Support ,394
Performance
IT Support ,657 11,621 ,000

3 Organizational IT Support ,612

Performance

KM Processes
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IT Support 172 2,851 ,005

KM Processes ,653 10,810 ,000

As can be seen on the table 31, “information technology support” can explain 48,7 % of “KM
processes”. They have a positive, significant, and strong relationship (8= .698, t= 14,038, p<
0.01). “Information technology support” also has a positive, and significant relationship with
organizational performance (8=, 657, t= 11,621, p< 0.01). When organizational performance was
regressed on both “information technology support” and “KM processes”, the beta coefficient of
“information technology support” went down from, 657 to, 172 in the third regression analysis
compared to the second. However, it was still significant. This illustrates that “KM processes”
has a partial mediating role on the relationship between “information technology support” and

organizational performance. Thus, H5C is accepted.

5.6.18 Hypothesis 5D (H5D)

HSD: Among the knowledge management processes, knowledge use and evaluation is the

one that explains most of the variance in organizational performance.

Figure 24 Relationship between KM Processes and Organizational Performance

K. Gen. & Dev.

r=0,566; 3=-0,285

K. Coding & Clas. r=0,725; 3=-0,35

= 0,664; =-0,266 Organizational
K. Sharing & Dist. / Performance

K. Use & Eval = 0,764; =-0,505
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Multiple regression analysis is used to test this hypothesis. The test is repeated 2 times in order to
have more details on the relationships. First, a regression test (stepwise method) is done between
the types of KM Processes and “organizational performance” to see which of the KMP factors are
more effective to predict the dependent variable. Second, items of these significant factor(s) are
analyzed through a regression analysis to find out the specific items that have impacts dependent

variable. Table 32 below illustrates the results.

Table 32 Multiple regression of “Knowledge Management Processes” factors on
“organizational performance”

Independent Variable: Dependent Variable:

KM Processes Organizational Performance

Factors r B3 t

K. Use & Eva. , 764 ,505 6,825%*
K. Coding & Stor. , 725 ,356 4,851 **
K. Shar. & Dist. ,664 ,266 3,970%*
K. Gen. & Dev. ,566 -,285 -3,876%*
F 99,431**

R? ,660

Adjusted R? ,653

* significant at .05

** significant at .01

As can be seen above, p coefficients indicate that apart from knowledge sharing and distribution,
all the factors of KM processes have significant relations with the dependent variable
“organizational performance”, which means they all can predict the “organizational
performance”. Among these four KM processes, knowledge use and evaluation have the biggest

explanation power. It accounts for 58, 4% of variance in the dependent variable when included in
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the model alone. Knowledge coding & storage, knowledge generation & development, and
knowledge sharing & distribution make additional 3,9 %, 2,5 %, and 1,2 % explanation on the

dependent variable. Thus, H5D is accepted.

Another regression analysis is done to find out which of the items in “knowledge use and
evaluation” explain the dependent variable more. 5 out of 8 items are found to be significantly
explaining the dependent variable. The one with the highest explanation power is “(q57)” and its
R? value is 66.1 %. The other four variables are; “(q51)”, “(q56)”, “(q52)”, and “(q53)”and they
make an additional 9.1%, 2.2%, 2.4% and 0.9% explanation on the dependent variable
respectively. When the items of “knowledge coding and storage” are examined closely with an
additional multiple regression analysis, 4 out of 8 items are found to have significant relationship
with the dependent variable. The one with the highest explanation power is “(q39)”and its R?
value is 64.1 %. The other three variables are; “(q41)”, “(q42)” and “(q40)”, and they make an
additional 6.6%, 3.2% and 1% explanation on the dependent variable respectively. When the
items of “knowledge generation and development” are examined closely with an additional
multiple regression analysis, 4 out of § items are found to have significant relationship with the
dependent variable. The one with the highest explanation power is “(q31)”and its R? value is
38.9%. The other variables are; “(q30)”, “(q36)”, and “(q37)”, and they make additional 6.4 %,
2.1%, 1.2% explanation on the dependent variable respectively. When the items of “knowledge
sharing and distribution” are examined closely with an additional multiple regression analysis,
only one out of five items is found to have significant relationship with the dependent variable.

Its explanation power is found to be R>=61.3%.
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5.6.19 Hypothesis 6 (H6)

H6: There is a significant relationship between KM performance and organizational

performance

Figure 25 Relationship between KM Performance and Organizational Performance

B=0.661 ,|  Organizational
Performance

KM Performance

Regression analysis results show that there is a significant, positive, and strong relation (f=,661;
p=,00) between “KM performance” and organizational performance and the total explained

variance is 43,6%, which is considered to be high. Thus, H6 is supported.

The results are found after the data is analyzed with SPSS 16.0. Below is a brief summary of the

hypotheses that are supported or rejected after the data analyses.
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Table 33 A Summary of the key findings in this study

Hypothesis Accepted/
Rejected

Hypothesis 1{H1): There is a positive relationship between de-centralization | Accepted
and the kmowledge management processes

Hypothesis 2(H2): There is a significant relationship between the concepts Accepied
of organizational culture and KM processes

Hypothesis2A (H2A): The sub-dimensions of trust, collaboration, and Accepted
openness (supportive culture dimensions) are going to explain the majority of
the variance in Knowledge Sharing & Distribution (ES&D)

Hypothesis2B (H2B): The sub-dimensions of risk-taking, stimulating and Accepted
challenging climate properties (innovative culture dimensions) will be the
most significantly contributing conceptual dimensions that explain a higher
level of variance 1n Knowledge Generation and Development (KG&D)

Hypothesis3 (H3): There 1s a significant positive relationship between IT Accepted
support and KM processes

Hypothesisd (H4): There iz a significant positive relationship between KM | Accepted
processes and KM performance

Hypothesis4A (H4A): The relationship between de-centralization and EM Accepted
performance 1s mediated by “KM processes™

HypothesisdB1(H4B1): The relationship between bureaucratic Accepted
organizational culture and KM performance is mediated by “EM processes™

Hypothesis 4B2(H4B2): The relationship between innovative organizational | Partially

culture and KM performance 1s mediated by “KM processes™ Accepted
Hypothesis 4B3 (H4B3): The relationship between supportive Accepted
organizational culture and KM performance is mediated by “EM processes™

Hypothesis 4C (H4C): The relationship between IT support and KM Accepted

performance 1s mediated by “KM processes™

Hypothesis> (HS): There is a significant relationship between EM processes | Accepted
and organizational performance (OP)

HypothesisSA (H5A): The relationship between de-centralization and Accepted
organizational performance 1s mediated by "KM processes™

HypothesisSB1 (H5B1): The relationship between bursaucratic Partially
organizational culture and organizational performance is mediated by "KM Accepted
processes’

HypothesisSB2 (H5B2): The relationship between innovative organizational | Partially
culture and organizational performance 15 mediated by “EM processes™ Accepted
HypothesisSB3 (H5B3): The relationship between supportive organizational | Partially
culture and organizational performance is mediated by “EM processes”™ Accepted
Hypothesis 5C (H5C): The relationship between the [T support and Partially
organizational performance 1s mediated by "KM processes™ Accepted
Hypothesis 5D (H5D): Among the KM processes, KU&E 1s the one that Accepted
explains most of the variance in organizational performance

Hypothesisé (H6): There is a significant relationship between EM Accepted

performance and organizational performance
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5.7 The Relation between the Demographic Variables and Study Concepts

There are seven demographic variables in this study as exhibited on table 36. The relationship
between each of these variables and the study concepts are analyzed by applying either t-test or
ANOVA tests. This means that for each demographic variable, six different analyses are done
since there are six independent variables (organizational structure, organizational culture,
information technology support, knowledge management processes, knowledge management

performance, and organizational performance).

The main idea behind these analyses is to find out whether different groups of the same
demographic variable have different relations with the independent variables. T-test is performed
to understand whether there is a significant difference between the means of two independent
samples for a single dependent variable, whereas ANOVA is performed to find out whether there
is a significant difference between the means of more than two independent samples for a single
dependent variable (Hair et al., 2006). Therefore, apart from the variable “gender”, all the
demographic variables which consist of more than two groups e.g. age, education, total work
experience, the length of time spent with the company, the sector of the company, and the current
job title, the ANOVA test is used. No relations were found to be significant in ANOVA and t-

tests.
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6. DISCUSSION
In the last chapter, the research findings of the study will be evaluated and discussed around the
research questions and purpose of the study. The outcomes of the data analysis of this study and
the studies in the related literature will be compared. Furthermore, the importance of the study
and its contribution to the existing literature will be discussed. Finally, limitations of this research

and suggestions for future research will be presented.

6.1 Summary of the Research Findings and Purposes of the Study

In general terms, this study aims to investigate the relationship between the key organizational
drivers of knowledge management (including the organizational culture, organizational structure
and IT support), KM processes, KM performance and organizational performance. More

specifically,

e The study first analyzes the influence of key organizational drivers of KM (including the
organizational culture, organizational structure and information technology support) on
the KM processes of knowledge generation and development; knowledge codification and
storage; knowledge transfer and sharing; and knowledge utilization. The results showed
that all three organizational factors have a strong and significant relationship with KM
processes.

e Second, the study tries to examine the mediating role of KM processes on the relationship
between the key organizational drivers of organizational structure, organizational culture,
and IT support on one hand and the KM performance on the other. The findings showed

that
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» the relationship between organizational structure and KM performance is fully
mediated by the processes of KM.

» the relationship between bureaucratic organizational culture and KM performance is
fully mediated by the processes of KM.

» the relationship between innovative organizational culture and KM performance is
partially mediated by the processes of KM.

» the relationship between supportive organizational culture and KM performance is
fully mediated by the processes of KM.

» the relationship between IT support and KM performance is fully mediated by the
processes of KM.

e Third, the study investigates the mediating effect of KM processes on the relationship
between the key organizational drivers of organizational structure, organizational culture, and
IT support on one hand and the organizational performance on the other. The findings
revealed that

» KM processes fully mediates the relationship between organizational structure, and
organizational performance.

» KM processes partially mediates the relationship between organizational culture, and
organizational performance.

» KM processes partially mediates the relationship between IT support, and
organizational performance.

e Forth, it aims to explore how important the KM performance is for an improved

organizational performance. The results showed that a very high percent of the variance in
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organizational performance (R’=43, 6%) can be explained by the difference in KM

performance.

6.2 Research Questions and Findings

In this section, each research question defined at the beginning of the study will be evaluated by

referring to the research findings.

6.2.1 Relationship between Organizational Structure (OS) and Knowledge
Management (KM) Processes
The first research question explores whether organizational structure has an influence on KM
processes. Regression analysis results for de-centralization and KM processes revealed that de-
centralization has a strong and positive relationship with KM processes (=0,443; p=0, 00). This
results support the study of Lee & Lee (2007) who reported a significant relationship (=.214,

p=.000) between de-centralization and KM processes.

6.2.2 Relationship between Organizational Culture (OC) and Knowledge
Management (KM) Processes

The second research question explored in this study is the influence of the organizational cultures
on KM processes. Correlation coefficients for each organizational culture and for KM processes
revealed that all organizational cultures in question have relations with KM processes. However,
their level of influence and directions differ. Although the correlation coefficients- especially
between innovative and supportive cultures- are very close to each other, innovative culture is
found to have the biggest influence on KM processes for our data set (r=.811), compared to

supportive (r=,774) and bureaucratic culture (r=-0,431). It is also important to note that while
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both innovative and supportive cultures have a positive influence on KM processes; bureaucratic
culture has a negative influence on KM processes. The fact that organizational cultures which are
not bureaucratic have a positive influence on KM processes supports the study of Cakar, Yildiz,
& Dur (2010) who had reported a positive and significant relationship (r=.581, r = .469, r =.511,
and r=.463) between non-bureaucratic cultures and the processes of knowledge management.
Possible explanation for this relationship might be the fact that bureaucratic cultures which are
mainly based on a high level of conformity and a culture which avoids conflicts might hinder all
the knowledge management processes that require open confrontation, and a culture that values

challenge.

Further multiple regression analyses done for H2A and H2B, exhibit which type of organizational
cultures affect Knowledge Sharing & Distribution, and Knowledge Generation & Development
the most. First, the results of the regression analyses revealed that the sub-dimensions of trust,
collaboration, and openness (supportive culture dimensions) explain the majority of variance in
knowledge sharing & distribution. Possible explanation for this relationship as pointed out by De
Long & Fahey (2000), and Ruppel & Harrigton (2001) might be the fact that an organizational
culture that discourages open communication creates a context that prevents knowledge sharing,
on the other hand when people trust one another and work with colleagues who are trustworthy
and supportive, they become more generous in sharing their experiences and knowledge. This
finding is also supported by the studies of Jarvenpaa & Staples (2000), Ciganek, Mao, Srite,
(2010) and Stenmark, (2000) who have stated that in supportive organizational cultures where
people feel free to share their ideas, trust each other, and welcome the newcomers and one
another, employees tend to share their knowledge more spontously and frequently. Furthermore,

people will be less likely to hide information from one another and engaged in defensive
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behaviors that prevent knowledge sharing in those cultures. Second, as it was expected risk-
taking, stimulating and challenging climate properties of innovative organizational cultures are
found to be a better predictor of variance in knowledge generation and development. As it is
pointed out by Miller & Friesen (1982), a possible explanation for this might be the fact that
organizations having conservative attitudes toward innovation and its associated risks tend to
engage in innovation only when they are seriously threatened by their competition or by changing
consumer preferences. In contrast, organizations which are risk-oriented, fostering a stimulating
and challenging environment (Hofstede et al., 1990) actively support KG &D for the continuity

and prosperity of the organization (Ciganek, 2010).

6.2.3 Relationship between Information Technology Support (ITS) and Knowledge
Management (KM) Processes

Whether or not a significant relationship exists between information technology support and KM
processes is another research question this study explores. The analysis done for H3 clarifies this
relationship. Linear regression analysis done for the relationship between information technology
support and knowledge management processes show that there is a significant, strong and
positive relation (=, 698; p=, 00) between “information technology support” and “knowledge
management processes”. This finding is also confirms the study of Lee & Lee (2007) who found
a significant relation (r=.379, p=.000) between “information technology support” and

“knowledge management processes”.
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6.2.4 Relationship between the key organizational drivers of knowledge
management and Knowledge Management Performance: Mediating Role of
“Knowledge Management (KM) Processes”

One of the main research questions of this study is to find an answer to whether or not the key
organizational drivers of knowledge management namely; organizational structure,
organizational culture, and information technology support has an influence on knowledge
management performance and if it is through knowledge management processes. Thus, it
explores whether “KM processes” has a mediating role between the key organizational drivers of
knowledge management and Knowledge Management Performance. The analysis done for H4,

H4A, H4B1, H4B2, H4B3, and H4C examine these relationships.

First, it is found out that there is a significant, positive, and strong relation (r=, 759; p=0, 00)

between “KM processes” and KM performance.

Second, the mediation role of “knowledge management processes” between organizational
structure and organizational performance is explored. The results of multiple regression analysis
illustrated that “KM processes” has a full mediating role between de-centralization and KM
performance. Thus, de-centralization facilitates KM processes, which in turn increases KM
performance. The possible explanation for this, as it has been explained in chapter 3 before,
might be the fact that because a de-centralized organizational structure encourages flexibility and
responsiveness by creating a climate where employees participate in knowledge management
processes more spontaneously and frequently (Quink, 2008; Hopper, 1990), it thus increases KM
performance. Thus KM processes fully mediates this relationship which shows that the only

condition for a de-centralized organizational structure to create an increased KM performance is
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to build activated KM processes. It seems that a de-centralized organizational structure increases
KM performance only when KM processes are activated in the organization. According to these
results, KM processes serve as a critical explanatory variable in the relationship between a de-

centralized organizational structure and KM performance.

Third, when the mediation role of “knowledge management processes” between organizational
culture (bureaucratic, innovative and supportive organizational culture respectively) and KM
performance was explored in H4B1, H4B2, H4B3, it has been found that innovative
organizational cultures were directly related to KM performance, and KM processes partially
mediates this relationship while supportive and bureaucratic types of organizational culture were
only indirectly related to KM performance through the KM processes. Thus, KM processes were
not the only explanatory variables between the innovative organizational culture and KM
performance. There might be many other factors affecting this relation. Finally, when the
mediation role of “knowledge management processes” between information technology support,
and organizational performance is explored in H4C, it has been found that KM processes has a
full mediating role between information technology support and KM performance. According to
these findings, KM processes serve as critical explanatory variables in the relationship between
information technology support and KM performance. In other words, information technology

support does not have a direct effect on KM performance when KM processes are controlled.
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6.2.5 Relationship between the key organizational drivers of Knowledge
Management and Organizational Performance: Mediating Role of “Knowledge
Management (KM) Processes”

Our study also tries to make a contribution to the literature by showing organizational structure,
organizational culture, and information technology support has an influence on organizational
performance through knowledge management processes. Thus, it explores whether “KM
processes’” has a mediating role between organizational structure, organizational culture, and
information technology support and organizational performance. The analysis done for H5, H5A,

H5B1, H5B2, H5B3, and H5C examine these relationships.

First, it is found out that there is a significant, positive, and strong relation (r=0,773; p=0, 00)
between “KM processes” and organizational performance. This finding also confirms the studies
of Lee & Lee (2007) and Zaim, Tatoglu, & Zaim (2007) who found a significant relationship

between KM processes and organizational performance.

Second, the mediation role of “knowledge management processes” between organizational
structure and organizational performance is explored. The results of multiple regression analysis
illustrated that “KM processes” has a full mediating role between de-centralization and
organizational performance. Thus, de-centralization facilitates KM processes, which in turn
increases organizational performance. The possible explanation for this, as it has been explained
in chapter 3 before, might be the fact that a de-centralized organizational structure create a
climate where employees engage in knowledge management processes more spontaneously and
frequently (Hopper, 1990), which in turn leads to increased organizational performance both

from customer and financial perspective According to these results, KM processes serves as a
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critical explanatory variable in the relationship between a de-centralized organizational structure

and organizational performance.

Third, when the mediation role of “knowledge management processes” between organizational
culture (bureaucratic, innovative and supportive organizational culture respectively) and
organizational performance is explored in HSB1, H5B2, H5B3, it has been found that all types of
organizational cultures were directly related to organizational performance and KM processes
partially mediates these relations. Thus, KM processes were not the only explanatory variables
between the types of organizational culture and organizational performance which suggests that

there might be many other factors affecting those relations.

Finally, when the mediation role of “knowledge management processes” between information
technology support, and organizational performance is explored in H5C, it has been found that
KM processes has a partial mediating role between information technology support and
organizational performance. According to these findings, information technology support was
directly related to organizational performance and KM processes partially mediates this relation.
In other words, KM processes were not the only explanatory variables between information
technology support and organizational performance which suggests that there might be many

other factors affecting this relation.

6.2.6 Relationship between Knowledge Management Performance and
Organizational Performance (OP)
According to analysis, there is a significant, positive, and strong relation (r=, 661; p=, 00)
between “KM performance” and organizational performance and the total variance explained is

43, 6%. The finding also confirms the study of Hasan and Al-Hawari (2003) who found a
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positive relationship between an efficient and effective application of KM and organizational

performance.

6.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

First, one of the difficulties encountered in the study was during the data collection process.
Getting approval from the management of organizations was incredibly difficult and full of red-
tape. Besides, many potential companies contacted about the study were unwilling and reluctant
to get involved in the study even though their confidentiality was ensured. Therefore, the number
of the people participated in the study was limited and a very few criteria applied for the
sampling. The only necessary condition for inclusion in the dataset was "working in an
organization implementing knowledge management for more than 1 year". This situation caused
to have a heterogeneous sample group of companies from different sizes and sectors. Therefore,
our results cannot be generalized to a single industry setting or to companies at a specific size.
Thus, to increase the generalizability of research results, the study can be replicated in a specific

sector or on firms at a specific size and profitability.

Second, this study presents only a snapshot research. A longitudinal study could be more helpful

in order to better explain relationships between the proposed constructs.

Third, due to the time limitations this study utilizes only a quantitative research technique which
restricted our possible explanations for tested hypothesis only to previous studies. It is possible to
conduct a research which supports the quantitative data with qualitative data in order to enrich the

possible explanations for research findings.
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Forth, it should be noted that some measures still have room for further refinement. More
specifically, organizational structure measure can be enhanced to include more dimensions such
as formalization. Organizational performance measure can be enhanced to obtain more objective
results. The use of employee self-reported scales to determine organizational performance can be
supported with other measures that can be obtained from customers or stock market.
Furthermore, information technology was measured only from IT support perspective; however,
another information technology factor such as IT usage has also a potential to affect knowledge
management processes. Therefore, the actual use of information technology can also be measured

to increase the explanation power of the research results.

Fifth, more mediating variables should be considered for future research such as improvement of
business processes, improvement of knowledge worker capability, organizational commitment,
trust in leader, organizational identification, or organizational creativity in order to enrich
explanations made for research results and to better understand and evaluate the research

findings.

Sixth, while there is a considerable assent in the related literature on the likely impacts of
organizational structure, organizational culture and organizational IT Support on KM
performance and organizational performance, it may not be claimed that these are the only factors
that determine the performance of KM and organization. Instead, there are several other factors
that may have impact on KM performance and organizational performance, which is beyond the

scope of this research.

Finally, the results are restricted only to the companies operating in Turkey. The generalizability

from a Turkish setting to other countries might be problematic.
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6.4 Implications for Managers

With its findings, the study contributed to Turkish business literature by providing a solid ground
for the future KM implementations in Turkey. This study provides an understanding of
organizational enablers that can directly and indirectly affect KM implementation performance in
companies located in Turkey. The findings showed us that organizational factors are very
important for a successful implementation on KM, and in turn for an improved organizational
performance, therefore, executives and KM managers should consider how organizational factors
contribute or hinder a successful KM before they spend billions of dollars in the pursuit of KM

strategy.

To sum up, the findings of this study can lead the way as a guide for the companies in Turkey
planning to implement KM. According to the results of this study, Turkish companies planning
for KM can pretest their KM capability to see whether the prospective KM initiatives will result

in successful performance outcomes.

The study is also important for the Turkish literature in organizational behavior, since, to
researcher’s knowledge, no Turkish studies have explored KM performance and organizational
performance relationship yet. The adaptations of KM performance and organizational

performance scales used in this dissertation were also the first attempt by a Turkish researcher.

Since KM implementations are radical organizational change practices that require the
contribution of all parties involved in an organization, all levels of management, directly or
indirectly may benefit from the findings of this study. The following paragraphs present how

these findings of this dissertation can be beneficial to managers from different levels.
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This study serves as an important diagnostic tool to be used in all of the phases of KM

implementation.

In the preparation phase, leaders can measure the readiness level of their organizations for a KM
implementation, and direct their focus and effort to create an appropriate organizational culture
that can meet the requirements for a successful KM implementation. According to the findings of
this study, supportive and innovative cultures are found to be better for more activated knowledge
management processes by providing safe environments for knowledge-sharing and open
dialogue. Therefore, it is better for KM managers to understand the prevailing culture of the
organization before they start implementing KM initiatives. If the organizational culture is not a
non-bureaucratic culture, then it is better to put off the KM initiative plans until the organization
is ready for such a radical change. Furthermore, the research findings also proved that the de-
centralized structures are better organizational structures for more activated KM processes, and a
strong IT support is fundamental to a high KM performance. Therefore, it would be wiser for KM
managers to re-structure their organization if the organization is not de-centralized, and to make

sure that a well-versed IT support is provided for all the employees throughout the organization.

In the implementation phase, by measuring the KM performance continuously, leaders can
identify the key failures and successes that affect the success of implementation timely and lead
the process accordingly. It is important to note that pinpointing the success points as well as the

deficiencies is important for the proper functioning of the system.

In the evaluation phase, leaders can measure how KM performance contributes to the
competitiveness of their organizations. These steps ensure the key stockholders about the merits

of the knowledge management system by specifically showing how KM implementation
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contributes the competitiveness of the organization, thus ensuring the ongoing investments on

KM.

In sum, for managers, it is important to know precisely what leads to a successful KM, and also
what cultural, structural and technical challenges may prevent an organization from being
successful so that they can re-assess and re-structure their cultures, structures, information and

technologies from the lenses of knowledge management.
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7. CONCLUSION
In the era of knowledge economies, it became very difficult and costly to manage information
and keep up-to-date. Even in the process of writing this dissertation, ongoing progresses (e.g.
cloud systems) in the field of information technologies prove to KM managers how alert they
should be in the face of these fast-paced changes. It is evident that companies need high
performance applications that enable themselves to be fast and efficient while storing and re-
storing their data but also they need competent employees who are able to get maximum
performance out of these systems, all of which requires appropriate organizational culture and
structure with a proper IT support. In other words, companies need smart knowledge
management systems, knowledge management systems users and managers in order to survive in

such a volatile knowledge-intensive environment.

This study, therefore, investigated the key organizational enablers that affect the knowledge
management performance and organizational performance through the knowledge management
processes as measured by the activities in knowledge generation and development, knowledge
codification and storage, knowledge sharing and distribution, and knowledge use and evaluation.
Organizational structure, organizational culture and organizational IT Support has been proposed
as the key organizational enablers. Organizational structure has been measured as the degree of
centralization in the organization; organizational culture has been measured as using three
stereotypical organizational profiles: bureaucratic, innovative, and supportive; and IT support has
been measured by the accessibility, adequacy, convenience and the relevance of technological
infrastructure provided by the organization. In addition, KM performance is measured based on
the four immediate KM outcomes of (1) decreased learning curve of new employees, (2) reduced

rework and prevention of “re-invention of the wheel”, (3) more rapid response to customer needs
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and inquiries, and (4) spawning of new ideas for new products and services. Finally, the
organizational performance measured as the degree of overall success in the organization in terms
of customer and financial performance in comparison to the key competitors as it is perceived by

the employees.

Data analysis was done using SPSS. Firstly, the results illustrated that “de-centralization” and
“information technology support” have a significant, positive, and strong relationships with “KM
processes”. As it was explained in Chapter 3, organizational hierarchy, with its different and
several layers might make it harder to build on, diffuse, co-ordinate and control knowledge, since
the knowledge may be distorted or even get lost as it travels through the mentioned layers, and
consequently making decentralized organizational structures more appropriate for effective
knowledge management processes. Likewise, because IT enables collection, storage, and
exchange of knowledge at a great speed (Lee & Lee, 2007; Robert, 2000) and allows for
inteelctual resources of the organization to be utilized timely where needed (Quinck, 2008), it
naturally and automatically leads to activated knowledge management processes. Second,
supportive and innovative type of organizational cultures are found to be positively and
significantly related to KM processes. In contrast, bureaucratic organizational culture has been
found to be significantly and negatively related to KM processes. As it was proposed in Chapter
3, in an environment where people trust to one another and feel comfortable to take risks, or in an
environment that is characterized as being supportive, stimulating and challenging, knowledge
management processes will be less problematic and more activated (Ciganek et al, 2010). On the
other hand, in bureaucratic cultures that are characterized as being highly conservative, cautious
and power-oriented, people will tend to have defensive attitudes that may inhibit or hurt

knowledge management processes. Third, the research findings also indicated that the sub-
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dimensions of risk-taking, stimulating and challenging climate properties (innovative culture
dimensions) are the most significantly contributing conceptual dimensions that explain a higher
level of variance both in knowledge generation & development (KG&D). It might be because of
the fact that only the organizations which are risk-oriented, fostering a stimulating and
challenging environment (Hofstede et al., 1990) actively support KG &D for the survival and
growth of the organization (Ciganek, 2010). Furthermore, trust, collaboration, and openness
(supportive culture dimensions) are found to explain the majority of variance in knowledge
sharing & distribution (KS&D). A possible reason for this might be the fact that knowledge-
sharing is only possible in the organizations whose employees do not feel vulnerable by the lost
of the ownership or the control of the knowledge. There is no doubt that knowledge sharing is
only possible when people trust each other. In organizations where distrust is prevalent, people
are more likely to hide or hoard their knowledge as being generous in knowledge sharing can

only create a disadvantage.

Forth, research findings also showed that the relationships of organizational structure,
organizational IT support, and the types of organizational culture (except innovative culture) with
KM performance is fully mediated by KM processes, while the relationship between innovative
organizational culture and KM performance are partially mediated by KM processes. These
results indicate that KM processes serve as a very critical explanatory variable in the relationship
between organizational structure, organizational IT support, and the types of organizational
culture (except innovative culture); while there might be many other factors affecting the
relationship between innovative organizational culture and KM performance. For example, one
factor that might mediate the relationship between innovative organizational culture and KM

performance can be the “individual accountability” as it is linked to both innovative
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organizational culture and KM performance. It can be assumed that in innovative organizational
cultures, when members feel that they are individually responsible for the consequences, it is
more likely that the incidences of social loafing will decrease, and employees will strive to do
their best in order to avoid the consequences of being held accountable for poor work. They will
be much more careful not to repeat the same mistakes, they will be more alert to learn from their
own and other’s mistakes, they will be more innovative, and more responsive to customer needs
and wants. Furthermore, the new employees will try to learn much faster when they feel
personally accountable for the task in interest. All of these, in turn, will result in better KM

performance.

Fifth, research findings also proved that the relationship between organizational structure and
organizational performance is fully mediated by KM processes. In other words, organizational
structure does not have a direct effect on organizational performance when KM processes are
controlled, which indicates how important the KM processes are as explanatory variables in the
relationship between organizational structure and organizational performance. On the other hand,
it has been observed that both relationships between organizational culture & organizational
performance, and organizational IT support & organizational performance are only partially
mediated by KM processes, meaning that there might be many other factors affecting those
relationships other than the KM processes. For example, one factor that might mediate the
relationship between organizational IT support and KM performance can be the “positive
symbolic capital” as it is linked to both information technology support and KM performance. It
can be assumed that just the presence of information technology support may help create a
positive image about the company which in turn affects the employees’ perceptions about the

company performance positively. Future research can aim at finding more mediators in these
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relationships such as improvement of business process or knowledge worker capability,

psychological empowerment and organizational commitment.

Sixth, among the knowledge management processes, knowledge use and evaluation is the one
that explains most of the variance in organizational performance, because organizational
performance often relies more on the ability to utilize knowledge in the organization and throw it
into useful combinations rather than the knowledge itself (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).. As it was
explained in Chapter 3, producing creative ideas does not always result in knowledge utilization
or create a customer value, and while knowledge generation, storage, and sharing do not
necessarily induce an increase in organizational performance; knowledge use and application

does.

Finally, research findings also showed that there is significant, strong and positive correlation
between KM performance and organizational performance. First, as it was explained in Chapter
3, in an era where customers values more on the responsiveness of the organizations (Lesser &
Storck, 2001), more rapid responses to customer needs and inquiries has become one of the most
important priorities to achieve higher levels of organizational performance especially from
customer perspective. Second, since we are living in an age where addressing customer issues is
the most important pre-condition for competitive differentiation (Lesser & Storck, 2001), the
ability to change and adapt to shifting market conditions, and decreasing the learning curve of

new employees have become vital for a better organizational performance.

Third, in era where there is no tolerance to any kind of waste (money or time), prevention of re-
work is the most important precondition to an improved organizational performance, specifically

from financial perspective.
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Finally, in an era where only constant is known to be the “change” itself, “spawning of new

ideas for new products and service” is the heart of an improved organizational performance.
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9. APPENDICES

Appendix 1 Overview about KM drivers identified for effective KM

Researcher

KM Drivers

Baldanza & Stankosky

(2001)

¢ Leadership

¢ Organizational Structure
¢« Technology

&« Learning

Becerra-Fernandez &

Sabherwal (2001)

« Task (processvs contentorientation)
(focused or broad domain)

Bennet & Gabriel
(1ooa)

&  Structure

o Culture

. Size

& Environment
+ KM method

Bierly & Chakrabarti
(1995)

& KM Strategy

Bock & Kim (2002)

¢ Expectedrewards

¢ Expectedassociations
« Expectedcontributions
s |Tllsage

Choi (2000)

¢« Employee training

+ Employee involvementand empowerment

s  Teamwork

+ Top-management leadership and commitment
¢ Organizational constraints

+ Information systems infrastructure

Davenport & Prusak
(1008)

¢« Technology

¢ Electronic repositories of knowledge
& Training, culture and leadership

¢ EKnowledge infrastructure

Demarest (1997)

¢ Culture infrastructure
« Operational infrastructure
¢ Technical infrastructure

Gold et al. (2001)

¢« Technologyinfrastructure
¢ Structural infrastructure
¢ Cultural infrastructure

Lee & Kim (2001b)

s Reward
& [Tservice quality
s Top management support

Lee & Lee (2007)

&« People

+ Organizational Culture

¢ Organizational Structure
. ITSupport
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Liebowitz (1299)

Supportfrom senior leadership

Chief Knowledge Officer

Knowledge repositories

KM systems and tools (Technology)

Incentives to motivate people to share knowledge
Supportive Culture

Probst(1998)

Top management support
Organizational Structure

Simonin (1997)

Collabarative experience
Collaborative know-how

Spek & Spijervet
{1997)

Organization and personnel
IT

Management

Culture and Maotivation

Szulanski (1996)

Characteristics of the knowledge transferred
(content)

Characteristics of the source and the recipient
Context

Trussler (1998)

Appropriate infrastructure

Leadership and strategic management commitment
Creating motivation to share

Culture

Technology

Training and Learning

Wiig(1295)

Task/Process
People
Structure
Power

Wijnhowven [1998)

Individual
Culture
Transformation
Structure
Ecology

External archives
System

Zaim et al. (2007

Organizational Culture
Organizational Structure
Technology

Intellectual Capital
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Appendix 2 Overview about the different approaches to label KM processes

Researcher KM Processes
DelLong(1997) s Capture

«  Transfer

¢ ll=e
Demarest (1997 ¢ Construction

¢ Embodiment
& Dissemination
¢ Use

Gold, Malhotra & Segars
{2001)

& Acquisition
& Conversion
o Application
& Protection

Grant (2005) s Generation
v Application
Leonard (1995) o  Acguire
o Collaborate
& [ntegrate
& Experiment
Little (1208) # Acqguisition and creation

& Saving
¢ Dizszemination
¢ Lse

Mevis et al (1995)

¢ Acquisition
¢ Dizszemination
o LHilization

Maonaka & Takeuchi(1995)

Monaka & Teece (2001)

¢ Creation
¢ Transmission
s utilisation

Pan & Scarbrough (1998)

¢ Generafion

¢ Processing

& Storage

¢ [Dissemination
e Uze/reuse
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Ruggles(1998)

Generate

Access (fromexternal sources)

Facilitate (through culture and incentive)
Prezent (in documents, databases and software)
Embedded (in processes, products, and,for
SErVices)

Use (in decision making)

Transfer (into other parts of the organization)
Measure (the value of knowledge assets)

Skyrme & Aidon (1998)

Spender (1996

Create
Transfer
Use

Spekand Spijervet(1997)

Developing
Distributing
Combining
Holding

Teece (1998)

Create
Transfer
Aszemble
Integrate
Exploit

Walsh & Ungson (1991)

Acquisition
Retention
Retrieval

Wiig (1995)

Creation
Manifestation
Use

Transfer

Wijnhoven (1998)

Acquisition
Retention
Search
Maintenance
Dizsemination
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Appendix 3 The Sample of the e-mail sent to the companies to collect data (in Turkish)

Merhaba ...... Bey/Hanim,

Ben Yeditepe Universitesi Isletme Béliimii Yonetim Anabilim Dali'nda doktora dgrencisiyim.
Su anda doktora tezim icin veri toplama asamasinda bulunmaktayim. Tez konum; "Orgiit
kiiltiird, orgiit yapis1 ve orgiitteki bilisim sistemleri destegi ile bilgi yonetimi siire¢leri, bilgi
yonetimi performansi ve 6rgiit performansi arasindaki iligkinin incelenmesi" olarak
belirlenmistir.

Arastirmanin 6rneklemi, bilgi yonetimi sistemini uygulayan sirketlerde ¢alisanlardir.
Sirketiniz bilgi yonetimini uygulayan sirketlerden biri oldugu i¢in ¢alisanlariniza sirketinizde
uygulanan bilgi yonetimi ile ilgili bir anket uygulamak istiyoruz. Anket toplam 84 sorudan
olusmaktadir ve ortalama cevaplama siiresi 20 dakikayr agmamaktadir. Bu ¢alisma,
calisanlarin, kurumlarini genel ig-gdrme prensipleri, orgiit kiiltlirleri ve bilgi yonetimi
acisindan nasil degerlendirdiklerini 6grenmek icin akademik amacl olarak yapilmaktadir.
Calismanin sonuglar1 Yeditepe Universitesi dgretim elemanlari tarafindan gizlilik anlayisiyla
degerlendirilecektir, ve caligmanin sonunda higbir sirket tek olarak degerlendirilmeyecektir.
S6z konusu anketi sirketinizde uygulayabilmek i¢in izninizi istiyorum. Ayirdiginiz vakit i¢in
simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ediyorum.

Saygilarimla,

B. Cagla Garipagaoglu

Yeditepe Universitesi

Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi

Isletme Boliimii

YoOnetim Anabilim Dali
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Appendix 4 The Survey Questionnaire (in Turkish)

BILGI YONETIMi ANKETI 2011

Bu galisma, ¢alisanlarin, kurumlarini genel is-gérme prensipleri, 6rgut kulturleri ve bilgi yonetimi agisindan nasil
degerlendirdiklerini 6grenmek icin akademik amagli olarak yapilmaktadir. Bu ¢alismanin sonuglari Yeditepe
Universitesi 6gretim elamanlari tarafindan gizlilik anlayisiyla degerlendirilecektir.

Lutfen asagida yer alan sorulara ictenlikle cevap veriniz.

B. Cagla Tili

Katki ve ilginiz i¢in tesekkur ederiz.

Kurulugunuz Ana Faaliyet Alani: ...

Bu is yerindeki goreviniz: genel midir [] midar [] orta kademe yoneticisi [
uzman [ Diger. ]
Bu is yerindeki ¢calisma sureniz: 1-2 yil L] 3-5yil [] 6-9 yil L] 10+ [
Toplam is yasam deneyiminiz : 1-2 yil [] 35yl [1 69yl [] 10+ []
Yasiniz: <25 [] 2535 [ 3645 [] >45 []
Cinsiyetiniz: Erkek [] Kadin []
Egitim Durumunuz: ilk-ortaokul L] lise L] iiniversite [ yukseklisans/doktora ]

Sorular 5’li 8lgek uzerinden hazirlanmistir. Bu dlgeklerde 1 ile “kesinlikle katilmiyorum” , 2 ile “katilmiyorum”, 3 ile
“tarafsizim” 4 ile “katiliyorum” ve 5 ile ise “kesinlikle katiliyorum” ifade edilmektedir. Bu degerlendirmede dogru
veya yanlis bir cevap bulunmamaktadir. Litfen, yalniz galistiginiz bu isyerinin kendine has 6zelliklerini g6z
onulne alarak, isletme yapisi ve is gérme suregleri bakimindan, asagida belirtilen her bir ifadeye ne 6lglide
katildiginizi ilgili se¢cenegi bir cember icine alarak isaretleyiniz.
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‘ Is faaliyetlerinde risk alabilen

Tiim ¢alisanlarin is birligi yaptig1
‘ Hiyerarsik bir yapisi olan

‘ Formalitelere 6nem veren

‘ Is siireclerini calisanlarina énem vererek sonuclandirmak isteyen
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‘ Yaraticiliga ve yenilik¢ilige deger veren
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‘ Is yasamina canlilik ve heyecan katan 21314

‘ Calisanlarina bireysel 6zgiirliik veren
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Girigimci nitelige sahip olan

Is faaliyetlerinde ihtiyatli davranan 1 2 1314]5

Calisanlarina giivenen 1 2131]14]5

Is faaliyetlerinde atilime1 ve cesur davranan 1]12]3]|]4]|5

Otoriter bir isletme yapis1 olan bir kurumdur 1 2131415

KURUMUMUZDA CALISANLAR,

Kendi insiyatiflerini kullanabilmeleri i¢in yiireklendirilirler. 1 2131415

KURUMUMUZDA,
Veri tabanlar yeterlidir 1 213|415

Bilisim alt yapis1 bilgi yonetimi i¢in yeterli ve ihtiyaglarimiza uygundur 1 2131415

Internet, intranet, e-posta, telekonferans, video konfrans1 vb sistemleri yeterlidir. 1 213]4]5

Bilisim teknolojilerine gerekli yatirimlar yapilmaktadir 1 2131415

Bilgi yonetimi sistemleri (bilgi saklamaya ve kullanmaya ydnelik yazilimlar, veri tabanlari, 1 2 1314]5
portallar vs.) kullanici dostudur (kolay kullanilabilen)
Bilisim teknolojileri yeni (giincel) ve hizlidir 1 2131415

EEEEIEEEIEEEE R
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KURUMUMUZDA,

Tiim ¢alisanlar siirekli 6grenme konusunda tesvik edilir

Isimizle ilgili meydana gelen gelismeleri takip edebiliyor, yeni ve giincel bilgileri elde
edebiliyoruz.

Yetenekli insanlarin kuruma ¢ekilmesi i¢in ¢aba gdsteriliyor

Yenilikgi diisiince tesvik edilmekte ve yeni fikirler desteklenmektedir

Oneri sistemi basartyla uygulanmaktadir

Mevcut iiriin ve hizmetlerin iyilestirilmesine yonelik beyin firtinalar yapilmaktadir

Caliganlar kurumun bilgi liretme siirecine aktif bi¢imde katkida bulunmaktadir

Bilgi iiretmeye ve gelistirmeye yonelik sistemli bir bigimde ¢aba harcanmaktadir

Isimle ilgili bilgiler diizenli bi¢imde tasnif edilmekte, dosyalanmakta (elektronik ortamda) ve
saklanmaktadir

Tedarikgilerimiz ve rakiplerimizle (is gevresi) ilgili tiim bilgiler glincel olarak saklanmaktadir

Uriinler, hizmetler, ve piyasalar ile ilgili bilgilerin saklandig1 bir kayit tutma sistemimiz vardir

Calisanlarla ilgili bir veri depolama ve arsiv sistemimiz var

Miisterilerle ilgili bilgiler diizenli bicimde giincellenmektedir

Tim personel yaptig1 islemlerle ilgili verileri sisteme kaydetmektedir

Yaptigimiz isler ve iglemler tanimlanmistir ve kayit altina alinmaktadir

Aradigim bilgiye kolayca (hizli) ulasabiliyorum

Mesai arkadaslarimizla bilgi paylasmaya 6zen gosteririz

Sahip oldugumuz bilgi ve tecriibeleri kurumumuza yeni katilan arkadaglara aktarabildigimiz,
bilgi paylagimini destekleyen resmi sistemler ve uygulamalar yeterlidir

Sahip oldugumuz bilgi ve tecriibeleri kurumumuza yeni katilan arkadaglara aktarabildigimiz,
bilgi paylagimini destekleyen gayri-resmi sistemler ve uygulamalar (enformel toplantilar, aile
ziyaretleri, yemekler, piknikler vs.) yeterlidir.

Diger departmanlarla bilgi paylasimi saglamak igin yapilan koordinasyon toplantilar
yeterlidir.

Diger kurumlar (is ve akademik ¢evre) ve ilgili kisilerle bilgi paylagimini kolaylagtirmak igin
yapilan ortak ¢aligmalar ve egitimler yeterlidir.

Bilgi ve tecriibelerimi etkili bigimde kullaniyorum

Dogru ve etkili karar alabiliyoruz

Varolan bilgi potansiyeli organizasyonun hedefleri dogrultusunda, katma deger yaratacak
bicimde (verimli ve etkili) kullanilabilmektedir

Bilginin kullanilmas1 ve hayata gegirilmesine uygun bir yonetim anlayisimiz var

Verilen egitimlerde elde edilen bilgiler kisa siirede uygulanmaya baslamaktadir

Bilgimizi iiriin ve hizmetlerimize, is siireglerimize yansitiyoruz
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soru Bilgimizi miisterimize yansitiyoruz 3
57
soru Siirekli 6grenen, ve 6grendigini hayata gegiren bir sistem mevcuttur 3
58
soru Goreve yeni baslayan calisanlarin islerine kisa siirede adapte olup baslayabilecekleri etkili bir 3
59 bilgi yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
soru Calisanlar i¢in gorev devir teslim surecini kolaylastiran etkili bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin 3
60 oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
soru Calisanlara genel isleyis ile ilgili net bir bakis acis1 saglayan etkili bir bilgi yonetim 3
61 sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
soru Benzer caligmalarin sik sik tekrarlandigimi diisiiniiyorum 3
62
soru Calismalarimiz sirasinda benzer hatalarin sik sik tekrarlandigini diislinilyorum 3
63
soru Caliganlarin yapilmis ¢alismalara ve bu ¢alismalarda yer alan sahislara kolaylikla 3
64 ulagabilmelerini saglayan etkili bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
soru Miisteri problemlerinin hizli ve etkili ¢6ziimiinii saglayan etkili bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin 3
65 oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
soru Calisanlarin miisterilere kars1 duyarli ve hizli kilindigini etkili bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin 3
66 oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
soru Miisteri ihtiyag ve taleplerinin takip edilip, degerlendirildigi etkili bir bilgi y6netim sisteminin 3
67 oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
soru Yeni iiriin ve/veya hizmetlerin siklikla deneyimlenmesini saglayan etkili bir bilgi yonetim 3
68 sisteminin oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
soru Yeni pazarlarin siklikla deneyimlenmesini saglayan etkili bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin 3
69 oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
soru Yeni fikirlerin siklikla test edilmesini i¢in giivenli bir ortam saglayan etkili bir bilgi yonetim 3
70 sisteminin oldugunu diisliniiyorum

KURUMUMUZ RAKIPLERIMIZE ORANLA
soru Miisteri memmuniyeti konusunda daha basarilidir. 3
71
soru Yeni miisteriler edinme konusunda daha basarilidir. 3
72
soru Mevcut miisteriyi elde tutabilme konusunda daha basarilidir. 3
73
soru Yatirimlarin geri donmesi konusunda daha bagarilidir. 3
74
soru Dabha yiiksek bir pazar payina sahiptir. 3
75
soru Daha yiiksek bir net kara sahiptir. 3
76
soru Dabha yiiksek bir katma deger yaratmaktadir 3
77
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Appendix 5 Variable Definitions and Measurement Scales

The Definitions of Variables

1(310 Variable | Name Definition of Variable
varl Sector Sector
var2 Job Title Job Title
Work experience at the current
var3 Work experience at the current company company
var4 Total Work Experience Total Work Experience
var5 Age Age
var6 Gender Gender
var7 Education Education
1 |var8 OCI1- Risk taking Organizational Culture/Innovative
2 |var9 0OC2- Collaborative Organizational Culture/Supportive
3 |varl0 OC3-Hierarchical Organizational Culture/Bureaucratic
4 |varll OC4-Procedural Organizational Culture/Bureaucratic
5 |varl2 OC5-Relationship-oriented Organizational Culture/Supportive
6 |varl3 0OC6- Creative Organizational Culture/Innovative
7 |varl4 OC7- Encouraging Organizational Culture/Supportive
8 |varl5 OCS8- Sociable Organizational Culture/Supportive
9 |varl6 0OC9-Structured Organizational Culture/Bureaucratic
10 |varl7 OC10- Stimulating Organizational Culture/Innovative
11 |varl8 OC11- Regulated Organizational Culture/Bureaucratic
12 |varl9 OC12- Personal-Freedom Organizational Culture/Supportive
13 |var20 OC13- Equitable Organizational Culture/Supportive
14 |var21 0OC14- Safe Organizational Culture/Supportive
15 |var22 OC15- Challenging Organizational Culture/Innovative
16 |var23 OC16- Enterprising Organizational Culture/Innovative
17 |var24 OC17- Cautious Organizational Culture/Bureaucratic
18 | var25 OC18- Trusting Organizational Culture/Supportive
19 | var26 OC19- Driving Organizational Culture/Innovative
20 |var27 0C20- Power-oriented Organizational Culture/Bureaucratic
21 |var28 OS1- Take action without a supervisor (R ) |Organizational Structure/Centralization
22 |var29 0OS2- Make their own decisions ( R ) Organizational Structure/Centralization
23 |var30 0S3- Make decisions without approval ( R') |Organizational Structure/Centralization
24 |var31 ITS1- Databease adequate Information Technology Support
25 |var32 ITS2- Suitable to needs Information Technology Support
26 |var33 ITS3- tele&video conferanses adequate Information Technology Support
27 |var34 ITS4- investments made Information Technology Support
28 |var35 ITS5- User friendly Information Technology Support
29 |var36 ITS6- Up-to-date Information Technology Support
Knowledge Management Processes /
Knowledge Generation &
30 |var37 KMP1- Continuous learning encouraged Development
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Knowledge Management Processes /

Knowledge Generation &
31 |var38 KMP2- Up-to-data information obtained Development
Knowledge Management Processes /
Knowledge Generation &
32 |var39 KMP3- Talented people hired Development
Knowledge Management Processes /
Knowledge Generation &
33 |var40 KMP4- Innovative ideas encouraged Development
Knowledge Management Processes /
Knowledge Generation &
34 |var4l KMPS5- Suggestion system Development
Knowledge Management Processes /
Knowledge Generation &
35 |vard2 KMP6- Brainstorming Development
Knowledge Management Processes /
KMP7- Employees contribute to knowledge |Knowledge Generation &
36 |var43 creation process Development
Knowledge Management Processes /
KMP8- Systematic effort for knowledge Knowledge Generation &
37 |vard4 generation Development
KMP9- Work-related information codified, |Knowledge Management Processes /
38 | var45 filed & stored Knowledge Coding & Storage
KMP10- Information regarding suppliers and | Knowledge Management Processes /
39 |vard6 competitors updated Knowledge Coding & Storage
KMP11- Information regarding products, Knowledge Management Processes /
40 |vard7 services markets stored Knowledge Coding & Storage
KMP12- Information regarding employees | Knowledge Management Processes /
41 |var48 stored Knowledge Coding & Storage
KMP13- Information regarding customers Knowledge Management Processes /
42 |var49 updated Knowledge Coding & Storage
KMP14- All information is registered by Knowledge Management Processes /
43 |var50 employees Knowledge Coding & Storage
KMP15- All the work done by employees Knowledge Management Processes /
44 |var51 described and registered Knowledge Coding & Storage
Knowledge Management Processes /
45 |var52 KMP16- Access to information easy and fast | Knowledge Coding & Storage
Knowledge Management Processes /
46 |var53 KMP17- Share information with colleagues |Knowledge Sharing & Distribution
KMP18- Official systems that help sharing | Knowledge Management Processes /
47 |var54 information with new members adequate Knowledge Sharing & Distribution
KMP19- Non-official systems that help
sharing information with new members Knowledge Management Processes /
48 |var55 adequate Knowledge Sharing & Distribution
KMP20- Coordination meetings with other | Knowledge Management Processes /
49 |var56 departments adequate Knowledge Sharing & Distribution
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KMP21- Coordination meetings with other

Knowledge Management Processes /

50 |var57 corporations adequate Knowledge Sharing & Distribution
Knowledge Management Processes /
51 | var58 KMP22- Use knowledge effectively Knowledge Use & Evaluation
Knowledge Management Processes /
52 |var59 KMP23- Make right decisions Knowledge Use & Evaluation
KMP24- Knowledge potential is used Knowledge Management Processes /
53 |var60 efficiently Knowledge Use & Evaluation
KMP25- Management style appropriate for | Knowledge Management Processes /
54 |var61 knowledge use & application Knowledge Use & Evaluation
Knowledge Management Processes /
55 | var62 KMP26- Information learned applied quickly | Knowledge Use & Evaluation
KMP27- Reflect knowledge to products / Knowledge Management Processes /
56 |var63 services Knowledge Use & Evaluation
Knowledge Management Processes /
57 |var64 KMP28- Reflect knowledge to customers Knowledge Use & Evaluation
KMP29- There is a system that learn Knowledge Management Processes /
58 | var65 continuously Knowledge Use & Evaluation
Knowledge Management Performance
/ Decreased Learning Curve of New
59 | var66 KMPERF1- New employees adaptation Employees
Knowledge Management Performance
/ Decreased Learning Curve of New
60 |var67 KMPERF2- Easier handover process Employees
Knowledge Management Performance
KMPERF3- Good insight in the general / Decreased Learning Curve of New
61 |var68 practices Employees
Knowledge Management Performance
/ Reduced Rework & prevention of 're-
62 |var69 KMPERF4- Frequent repititions invention of the wheel'
Knowledge Management Performance
/ Reduced Rework & prevention of 're-
63 |var70 KMPERFS5- Similar mistakes invention of the wheel'
Knowledge Management Performance
KMPERF6- Easy to find artifacts and people |/ Reduced Rework & prevention of 're-
64 |var7l developing them invention of the wheel'
Knowledge Management Performance
KMPERF7- Fast & effective solutions to / More Rapid Response to Customer
65 |var72 customer problems Needs & Inquiries
Knowledge Management Performance
KMPERF8- More responsive to customer / More Rapid Response to Customer
66 | var73 problems Needs & Inquiries
Knowledge Management Performance
KMPERF9- Employees track down the / More Rapid Response to Customer
67 |var74 needs & wants of customers Needs & Inquiries
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KMPERF10- Frequent experiments with

Knowledge Management Performance
/ Spawning of New Ideas for Products

68 |var75 new products/services & Services

Knowledge Management Performance

KMPERF11- Frequent experiments with / Spawning of New Ideas for Products

69 | var76 new markets & Services

Knowledge Management Performance

KMPERF12- Safe environment for / Spawning of New Ideas for Products

70 |var77 experimentation & Services

Organizational Performance /
71 |var78 OP1- better in customer satisfaction Customer Performance

Organizational Performance /
72 |var79 OP2- better in creation of new customers Customer Performance

Organizational Performance /
73 | var80 OP3- better in retention of new customers Customer Performance

Organizational Performance / Financial
74 |var81 OP4- greater return on investment Performance

Organizational Performance / Financial
75 |var82 OP5- greater market share Performance

Organizational Performance / Financial
76 |var§83 OP6- greater net profit Performance

Organizational Performance / Financial
77 |var84 OP7- greater economic value added Performance
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Measurement Scales for the Variables of the Study

NOMINAL ORDINAL

Work experience at the
Varl _ Sector Var3 _current company
Var2 _Job Title Var4 _ Total Work Experience
Var6 _ Gender Var5 _ Age
Var7 _ Education
INTERVAL
Var8 ~0C1 Var47 _ KMP11
Var9 ~ 0C2 Var48 _ KMP12
Varl0 _0C3 Var49 _ KMP13
Varll _0Cc4 Var50 _ KMP14
Varl2 ~ 0Cs Var51 _ KMP15
Varl3 ~ 0Ce6 Var52 _ KMP16
Varl4 _0C7 Var53 _ KMP17
Varl5 _ 0C8 Var54 _ KMP18
Varl6 ~ 0C9 Var55 _ KMP19
Varl7 _ 0C10 Var56 _ KMP20
Varl8 _ 0OCl11 Var57 _ KMP21
Varl9 _ 0C12 Var58 _ KMP22
Var20 _ 0C13 Var59 _ KMP23
Var21 _ 0C14 Var60 _ KMP24
Var22 _ 0C15 Var61 _ KMP25
Var23 _ 0OCl6 Var62 _ KMP26
Var24 _ 0C17 Var63 _ KMP27
Var25 _ 0OC18 Var64 _ KMP28
Var26 _ 0CI19 Var65 _ KMP29
Var27 _0C20 Var66 _ KMPERF1
Var28 _ 0OS1 Var67 _ KMPERF2
Var29 082 Var68 _ KMPERF3
Var30 083 Var69 _ KMPERF4
Var31 _ITS1 Var70 _ KMPERF5
Var32 _ITS2 Var71 _ KMPERF6
Var33 _ ITS3 Var72 _ KMPERF7
Var34 _ ITS4 Var73 _ KMPERF8
Var35 _ ITSS Var74 _ KMPERF9
Var36 _ ITS6 Var75 _ KMPERF10
Var37 _ KMPI Var76 _ KMPERF11
Var38 _ KMP2 Var77 _ KMPERF12
Var39 _ KMP3 Var78 _ 0PI
Var40 _ KMP4 Var79 )
Var41 _ KMP5 Var80 ~ 0OP3
Var4?2 _ KMP6 Var81 _ OP4
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Var43
Vard4
Var4d5
Var46

_ KMP7 Var§2 _ OP5
_ KMP8 Var83 _ OP6
_ KMP9 Var84 _ OP7

_ KMPI10
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Appendix6 The Factor Analysis Results for The Pilot Study
The Factor Analysis Results of Organizational Culture (for the Pilot Study)

Factor Variable | Item Statements Item % of Variance | Cronbach’s Alpha
ql6 adil davranan ,888
q8 cesaretlendiren ,830
q22 gilivenen 811
q9 sosyal ,798
2 is birligi yapan 7790 35,725 946
1 qs ig siireglerini ¢caliganlarina 6nem vererek sonuglandirmak isteyen 77
(supportive) | ql17 giiven veren ,758
ql5s bireysel 6zgiirliik veren ,756
q7 yaraticiliga ve yenilikgilige deger veren ,674
q3 hiyerargik 913
ql0 biirokratik ,902
ql4 kuralc1 ,897 26.097
2 q4 formalitelere dnem veren ,836 ’ 933
(bureaucratic) | q24 otoriter ,792
q21 ihtiyath 172
ql3 is yasamina canlilik ve heyecan katan ,387
ql8 miicadeleci ve atak ,834
3 q23 atilimc1 ve cesur ,700 15,718 ,921
(innovative) | q19 girisimei 698
ql risk alabilen ,663
Total 77,540 877
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 0,839
Bartlett's Approx. Chi- 1584,125
Test of df 190
Sphericity Sig, 1000
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KMO, Bartlett’s and Cronbach Alpha Results for Dependent Variables

Concepts KMO & Bartlett's tests Cronbach's Alpha
information technology support | 0,793 & sign 0,935
organizational structure 0,738 & sign 0,948
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The Factor Analysis Results of KM Processes (for the Pilot Study)

Factor | Varia | Item Statements Item % of Var | Cronbach’s
ble Loading | Explained | Alpha
Q38 yenilik¢i diisiince tesvik edilmekte ve yeni fikirler desteklenmektedir ,781
Q40 sorunlara alternatif ¢oziimler liretmeye yonelik beyin firtinalar1 yapilmaktadir , 764
Q39 Oneri sistemi basariyla uygulanmaktadir ,764
1 Q36 gelismeleri takip edebiliyor, yeni ve giincel bilgileri elde edebiliyoruz ,708 23.615
KG&D Q42 bilgi liretmeye ve gelistirmeye yonelik sistemli bir ¢aba harcanmaktadir ,708 969
Q41 calisanlar kurumun bilgi liretme siirecine aktif bigimde katkida bulunmaktadir ,706
Q37 yetenekli insanlarin kuruma ¢ekilmesi i¢in ¢aba gosteriliyor ,695
Q35 tiim ¢alisanlar siirekli 6grenme konusunda tesvik ediliyor ,646
Q57 Dogru ve etkili karar alabiliyoruz 775
Q59 Bilginin kullanilmasi ve hayata gegirilmesine uygun bir yonetim anlayigimiz var ,765
Q56 Bilgi ve tecriibelerimi etkili bigimde kullaniyorum , 744
2 Q62 Bilgimizi miisterimize yansitryoruz ,719 21,241 965
KU&E | Q60 Verilen egitimlerde elde edilen bilgiler kisa siirede uygulanmaya baslamaktadir ,689 ’
Q58 sahip olunan bilgi potansiyelini organizasyonun hedefleri dogrultusunda kullanabiliyoruz | ,653
Q61 Bilgimizi {iriin ve hizmetlerimize, is siireclerimize yansitiyoruz ,563
Q63 Siirekli 6grenen, ve 6grendigini hayata gegiren bir kurumuz ,562
Q44 Tedarikgilerimiz ve rakiplerimizle ilgili tiim bilgiler giincel olarak saklanmaktadir , 735
Q45 Uriinler, hizmetler ve piyasalarla ile ilgili bilgilerin saklandig1 bir kayit tutma ,732
sistemimiz vardir
Q47 Miisteriler ile ilgili bilgiler diizenli bigimde giincellenmektedir , 710
3 Q50 Aradigim bilgiye kolayca (hizli) ulasabiliyorum ,692 21,202 960
KC&S Q43 fsimle ilgili bilgiler diizenli bigimde tasnif edilmekte, dosyalanmakta ve saklanmaktadir | ,690
Q49 Yaptigimiz isler ve iglemler tanimlanmistir ve kayit altina alinmaktadir ,647
Q46 Calisanlarla ilgili bir veri depolama ve arsiv sistemimiz var ,597
Q48 Tiim personel yaptig1 islemlerle ilgili verileri sisteme kaydetmektedir ,522
4 Q52 bilgi paylagimini destekleyen resmi sistemler ve uygulamalar yeterlidir 817
KS&D | Q53 bilgi paylagimini destekleyen gayri-resmi sistemler ve uygulamalar yeterlidir. , 776 19,105 970
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Q54 departmanlarla bilgi paylasimi saglamak i¢in yapilan koordinasyon toplantilari yeterlidir. | ,755
Q51 Mesai arkadaslarimizla bilgi paylasmaya 6zen gosteririz ,697
Q55 is ve akademik ¢evre ile bilgi paylasimini kolaylastirmak igin yapilan ortak caligmalar ve | ,682
egitimler yeterlidir.
Total 85,164 ,985
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure ,771
of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's A.pprox. 3749,828
Test of Chi-Square
Sphericity df 406
Sig. ,000
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The Factor Analysis Results of KM performance (for the Pilot Study)

Factor Varia | Item Statements Item % of Cronbach’s
ble Loading | Variance | Alpha
Explained
1 q72 miisteri ihtiyag ve taleplerinin takip edilip, degerlendirildigi etkili bir bilgi | ,914
. yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
(more rapid q71 calisanlarin miisterilere karsi duyarli ve hizli kilindigini etkili bir bilgi | ,871 22,485
response to yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diigiiniiyorum 042
customer needs q70 miisteri problemlerinin hizli ve etkili ¢dzlimiinii saglayan etkili bir bilgi ,839
and inquiries) yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
q65 ¢alisanlar i¢in gorev devir teslim surecini kolaylastiran etkili bir bilgi ,891
2 yOnetim sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
(decreased q64 goreve yeni baslayan c¢alisanlarin islerini kisa siirede dgrenip ¢alismaya ,882 21759
. baslayabilecekleri etkili bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin oldugunu > 911
learning curve of diisiiniiyorum
new employees) | q66 calisanlara genel isleyis ile ilgili net bir bakis agis1 saglayan etkili bir bilgi | ,772
yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
3 q68 ¢aligmalarimiz sirasinda ayni hatalarin sik sik tekrarlandigini ,943
(reduced diisliniiyorum _
rework&preventi q67 ayn1 ¢alismalarim sik sik tekrarlandigini diistiniiyorum ,879 21,246
on of ‘re- q69 yapilmis (;ahsma.lgra.ve .bu‘ callsmalarda yer a}an sahislara ulagmay1 , 765 905
invention of the kolaylastiran etkili bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
wheel’)
4 q75 yeni fikirlerin siklikla test edilmesini i¢in giivenli bir ortam saglayan etkili | ,900
. bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diigiiniiyorum
.(spawnlng of new q73 yeni lirlin ve/veya hizmetlerin siklikla deneyimlenmesini saglayan etkili ,852 18,845
ideas for pr.oducts bir bilgi yonetim sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum 818
and services) q74 yeni pazarlarin siklikla deneyimlenmesini saglayan etkili bir bilgi yonetim | ,797
sisteminin oldugunu diisiiniiyorum
Total 84,334 ,849
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 779
Measure of Sampling ’
Adequacy
Bartlett's Approx. 657,480
Test of Chi-Square
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Sphericity

df

66

Sig.

,000
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The Factor Analysis Results of Perceived Organizational Performance (for the Pilot Study)

Factor Variable | Item Statements Item % of Variance | Cronbach’s Alpha
Loadings | Explained
q80 Kurumumuz rakiplerimize oranla daha yiiksek bir pazar payina | ,957
1 sahiptir.
(financial q81 Kllllfurtpumuz rakiplerimize oranla daha yiiksek bir net kara | ,932 S1670
sahiptir. ,
performance) q82 Kurumumuz rakiplerimize oranla daha yiiksek bir katma deger | ,908 966
yaratmaktadir
q79 Kurumumuz rakiplerimize oranla yatirimlarin geri ddnmesi ,843
konusunda daha basarilidir.
q77 Kurumumuz rakiplerimize oranla yeni miisteriler edinme ,899
2 konusunda daha basarilidir.
(customer q76 1I((urumumuz rakiplerimize oranla miisteri memmuniyeti ,891 37.357 904
onusunda daha basarilidir.
performance) q78 Kurumumuz rakiplerimize oranla mevcut miisteriyi elde ,821
tutabilme konusunda daha basarilidir.
Total 89,027 930
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of ,835
Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett's Approx. Chi- 556,681
Test of Square
Sphericity df 21
Sig. ,000
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Appendix 7 Overview of research variables & measurement instruments used in the main study

Variables

Operational Definition

Measurement instrument

de-centralisation

The extent to which power of decision making is

delegated to managers on lower levels(Davidson 3 ltems
and Griffin, 2006)
Innovative culture | Characterised by properties like risk-taking, result
oriented, creative, pressurized, stimulating, 6 items
challenging, enterprising, and driving (Wallach,
1983)
Supportive Characterised by properties like harmony, openness,
culture friendship, collaboration, encouragement, 8 items
sociability, personal freedom, and trust (Wallach,
1983).
Bureaucratic Characterised by properties like procedural,
culture hierarchical, structured, ordered, regulated, 6 items
established, cautious, and power oriented (Wallach,
1983).
Information Accessibility, adequacy, convenience and relevance 6 items
Technology of technological insfrastructure provided by the
Support organisation (Zaim et al., 2007)
KM processes Activities of knowledge generation and
development, knowledge codification and storage, 29 items
knowledge sharing and distribution, and knowledge
use and evaluation
Knowledge A process that aim to originate novel and useful
generation and ideas and solutions, and convert them into actions, 8 items
development goods and services for a higher customer value
(Abou-Seid, 2002 and Shani et al., 2003)
Knowledge A process that classify and store the knowledge
codification and | according to its type and purpose according to the .
.2 S - 8 items
storage organizational objectives and priorities for the
access of employees at present and in the future
(Davenport and Prusak, 1998)
Knowledge The process of bringing together intellectual .
. . 5 items
sharing and resources and make them available across
distribution organizational boundaries (Robertson, 2002)
Knowledge use The process of creating value from organization’s
and evaluation knowledge resources so that the knowledge held by 8 items

the company will be transformed to the fields of
application and action (Ordaz et al., 2004)




KM performance

the extent to which the successful outcomes of

knowledge management processes are realized in 12 items
terms of reduced re-work,decreased learning curve
of new employees, increased responsiveness to
customers, and increased innovation
Reduced rework | The extent to which ‘re-invention of the wheel’,
duplication and redundancy of knowledge-based 3 items
activities are prevented in the organization
Decreased The extent to which individuals can be assimilated
learning curve into methods, tools, routines and activities of a new 3 items
position.
Increased The extent to which employess in an organisation
responsiveness to | can respond to customer needs and inquiries 3 items
customer need
and inquiries
Increased The extent to which new ideas for products/services, 3 items
innovativeness methods, and markets are experimented
Organisational Degree of overall success of the organisation in
Performance terms of customer and financial performance in 7 items
comparison with key competitors as assessed by the
employee-reported items
Customer Degree of overall success of the organisation in .
. i . 3 items
performance terms of customer satisfaction, retention and
creation as compared with key competitors
Financial Degree of overall success of the organisation in .
. 4 items
performance terms of return on investment, market share, net

profit, and economic value added
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