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Abstract 

This study investigates the mediating significant role of OL in the relationship between Knowledge 
Management (KM) and Organizational Performance (OP). It intends to explore the significant role of KM in 
achieving superior OP. It analyzes how KM creates OL and how OL contributes to OP. 

KM and OL should join forces and develop a unified discipline. KM needs OL and its expanding body of good 
research. OL needs base of practitioners of KM and its abiding interest in problems and practice.  

KM and OP are believed to be essential for the success in business. Organizations and researchers have turned 
their attention to KM recently. Despite the growing interest and investment of resources in KM, there are few 
empirical studies to demonstrate the relationship between KM and OP. Understanding these relationships is 
essential for managers if they hope to improve OP through KM. The purpose of this research is to fill the 
abovementioned gap by testing the relationships between KM and their impact on OP. 

This study was conducted on the Egyptian commercial banks. Of the 382 questionnaires that were distributed, 
310 usable questionnaires were returned, a response rate of 81%. This survey-type research is descriptive in 
terms of the data collection.  

The finding reveals that KM affects OP through OL. Accordingly, the study provided a set of recommendations 
including the necessity to pay more attention to KM as a key source for organizations to enhance the 
competitive advantage which is of prime significance for OP through OL. 

Keywords: knowledge management, organizational learning, organizational performance 

1. Introduction 

Knowledge Management (KM) is a process that transforms individual knowledge into organizational knowledge 
(Rašul, et al., 2012). KM is a process that helps organizations to find important information, select, organize and 
publish them; and it is a proficiency that will be necessary for actions like solving problems, dynamic learning, 
decision making (Nazari & Emami, 2012). 

KM does not belong to one area; people from different disciplines are working on it. Approaches to KM are still 
at emerging state and the process is ongoing, till we get a complete formal approach which shall be universally 
accepted (Anand & Singh, 2011). 

KM has emerged as one of the most important areas in management practices and established as a basic resource 
for firms and economies. KM is regarded as collection, distribution and efficient use of knowledge resources. It 
is a process of knowledge creation, validation, presentation, distribution and evaluation (Tahir et al., 2010). 

KM is a process that helps achieve objectives and enhance organizational performance through creating, 
accumulating, organizing and utilizing knowledge. KM also consists of strategy, cultural values and workflow 
(Chen & Huang, 2007).  

KM uses systematic strategies to create value, discover knowledge, understand and use (Harry, 2006). KM is 
access to expertise, and knowledge that provides new capabilities, enables better performance, encourages 
development and innovation, and boosting customer value (Gloet & Terziovski, 2004).  
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KM processes are part of an organization's business processes (Zhou & Fink, 2003). Its processes can help an 
organization acquire, store and use knowledge for tasks such as problem-solving, dynamic learning, strategic 
planning and decision-making (Sveiby, 1997).  

Researchers interested in KM belong to different fields such as psychology, management, sociology, and 
economics. This means that KM is a multidisciplinary field. KM is a field of knowledge concerned with 
individuals, not technology, it is about all types of knowledge related to the activities of the organization and 
making it available to all employees, in order to achieve its objectives. This requires the need to focus on the 
form of knowledge which contributes to supporting and enhancing the value of public or private organizations, 
and improving Organizational Performance (OP) in the pursuit of competitive advantage for the organization in 
the long term (Wiig, 1997).  

KM processes can help an organization acquire, store and use knowledge for tasks such as problem-solving, 
dynamic learning, strategic planning and decision-making (Sveiby, 1997). Despite the progress in the theoretical 
aspect of KM, there is still a need for further study and investigation to enrich the theoretical and applied 
research (Marques & Simon, 2006).  

The organization, which has a unit specializing in the development of KM, would be able to use its resources 
efficiently and effectively as that contributes to improving the quality of the product or service (Anantatmula, 
2007; Choi et al., 2008; Zack, et al., 2009; Akroush & Al-Mohammed, 2010).  

In the Arab environment, this issue is still in its infancy. This reveals the importance of the present study 
theoretically and practically for analyzing how KM creates OL and how OL contributes to OP. Therefore, this 
study investigates the mediating role of OL in the relationship between KM and OP. Also, the current study 
seeks to inform officials at the Egyptian commercial banks about the importance of KM as a key source for 
organizations to enhance the competitive advantage which is of prime significance for OP through OL. 

This paper is concerned with OL as a mediator of the relationship between KM and OP at the Egyptian 
commercial banks. It aims at recognizing the type and degree of the relationship between KM, OL and OP at the 
Egyptian commercial banks.  

2. Literature Review 

2.1 The Relationship between KM and OL 

KM and OL are terms commonly used in today’s business environment and usually associated with large budget 
projects pursued by firms convinced that the only competitive advantage the company of the future will have is 
its ability to learn faster than its competitors (DeGeus, 1988). OL has been regarded as one of the strategic 
means of archiving long-term organizational success (Senge, 1990). Recently, the analysis of OL has become an 
increasingly important area. OL has been considered, from a strategic perspective, as a source of heterogeneity 
among organizations, as well as a basis for a possible competitive advantage (Liao & Wu, 2009).  

OL will develop well drawing on well structured knowledge in different organizations. Business could have OL 
capabilities underlying well individual learning (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). 

KM discusses different influences on OL in different organizations. Some researchers find these two focuses as 
cause and effect simultaneously, and some researchers take OL is a cause, KM is an effect; or opposite. In these 
studies, researchers implicitly assume a perspective of OL -> KM effect in which the causal direction runs 
primarily from OL to KM. And a KM -> OL effect could also account for the associations between KM and OL 
(Su, et al., 2003).  

In order to develop learning abilities, organization should complete well KM process. Without KM, one 
organization can’t develop personal or group learning abilities (Garratt, 1990, Su, et al., 2004). From literature 
review, the researcher found that KM has a significant impact on OL (Su, et al., 2004; Darroch, 2005).  

As a viewpoint of system, Ke & Wei (2006) identified KM as the antecedent and the base of OL. OL can be 
considered as a latent multidimensional construct including managerial commitment, systems perspective, 
openness and experimentation, and knowledge transfer and integration. Knowledge, along with its dissemination; 
has become a key strategic resource to OL. OL is seen as a dynamic process based on knowledge, which implies 
moving among the different levels of action, going from the individual to the group level, and then to the 
organizational level and back again. In this perspective, OL is viewed as a reaction to KM rather than an action 
that contributes to KM in the organizations (Liao & Wu, 2009). Therefore, this research adopts KM -> OL effect 
which view OL is a reaction to KM at the Egyptian commercial banks. 
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2.2 The Relationship between OL and OP  

De Geus (1988) argues that the ability to learn faster than your competitors may be the only sustainable 
competitive advantage and organizational superior performance. 

OL can be defined as a continuous testing of experience and its transformation into knowledge available to 
whole organization and relevant to their mission (Senge, 1990). OL is a combination of four processes: 
information acquisition, information distribution, information interpretation and organizational memory (Huber, 
1991).  

OL is a process of information acquisition, information interpretation and resulting behavioural and cognitive 
changes, which should in turn have an impact on OP (Dimovski, 1994). OL is considered to be one of the most 
promising concepts in the modern managerial literature. The concept of OL is confused with the concepts of 
Learning Organization (LO). LO is considered as an entity-an ideal form of organization, which has the capacity 
to learn effectively and hence to prosper (Tsang, 1997).  

OL tends to be positive, and descriptive, the idea of LO tends to be normative and prescriptive. It is necessary to 
hold on to the idea of the LO as a direction while the process of OL is seen as descriptive or heuristic device to 
explain and quantify learning activities and events (Jones & Hendry, 1992). OL tends to focus more on internal 
concerns for performance and learning as part of condition of human beings within settings. OL tends to focus 
more on external threats as the reason for fostering learning (Kezar, 2005).  

Many researchers consider OL as the fundamental aspect of competitiveness and link it with KM and OP. Jones 
(2000) emphasizes the importance of OL for OP defining it as a process through which managers try to increase 
organizational members’ capabilities in order to understand better and manage an organization and its 
environment to accept decisions that increase OP on a continuous basis. 

Škerlavaj & Dimovski (2006) demonstrated the statistically significant positive impact of OL on OP from the 
employee perspective. Also, Škerlavaj et al (2007) established a statistically significant link between OL culture 
on OP, based on medium and large Slovenian companies. 

The researches have long acknowledged the importance of OL to overall OP. An organization with a strong OL 
is not simply a collector or storehouse of knowledge but a processor of it (Liao & Wu, 2009). This research 
investigates the influence of OL on OP. It attempts to determine which OP is the most and the least predictable 
when the effectiveness of OL is in the view, and even further, to identify how a presence of OL and quality of 
its’ practice influence OP. 

2.3 The Relationship between KM and OP  

KM literature adopts a technical approach directed towards disseminating and leveraging knowledge in order to 
enhance OP (Škerlavaj & Dimovski, 2006). 

The roles of knowledge for OP have become clearer, that is, it must be organization result-driven (Gorelick & 
Monsou, 2005; Wiig, 2002). Organizations need to assess and understand how KM best contributes to OP. 
Performance must be integrated with systematic and systematized learning to sustain competitive advantage and 
KM can be a vehicle for achieving this desired result (Gorelick & Monsou, 2005). KM and OP are essential for 
the success in business. The different results in literatures that declare KM affects OP positively (Liao & Wu, 
2009).  

KM process affects OP positively. Knowledge acquisition doesn’t positively affect OP directly, and knowledge 
dissemination doesn’t positively affect OP (Darroch, 2005). 

KM efforts were limited in their ability to yield significant OP. This limitation is further compounded by the fact 
that OP advantage is derived not from the knowledge resident in an organization but from how it is leveraged 
(Alavi & Leidner, 2001). KM practices are positively associated with OP as generally suggested by the KM 
literature, both qualitative (Massey et al., 2002) and quantitative (Schulz & Jobe, 2001; Choi & Lee, 2003; 
Darroch & McNaughton, 2003; Tanriverdi, 2005).  

KM practices are related to various intermediate measures of strategic OP, and those intermediate measures are 
associated with financial performance. Based on this evidence, it was concluded that as long as KM practices 
enhance intermediate OP, positive financial performance will result (Lee & Choi, 2003).  

The practice of KM is that by locating and sharing useful knowledge, OP will improve (Davenport & Prusak, 
1998). One might expect KM to influence many different aspects of OP. KM has been linked positively to 
financial performance measures (Tanriverdi, 2005) and non-financial performance measures such as quality 
(Mukherjee et al., 1998). KM makes a difference to OP. Not only did KM practices have a direct relationship 
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with intermediate measures of OP, but OP also exhibited a significant and direct relationship to financial 
performance. Also, there was no significant relationship between KM practices and financial performance (Zack, 
et al., 2009). 

Effective KM through the development of capabilities should contribute to key aspects of OP. Also, when firms 
develop greater KM capabilities, they can more effectively develop marketing offerings to meet customer needs. 
With greater KM capabilities, firms can obtain and use knowledge more effectively and efficiently, which results 
in above-normal performance (Liao & Wu, 2009). 

KM has been illustrated as a significant discipline in leading to positive performance in the organization. 
Without KM, the organization would not succeed in long-term survival and remain in competitive advantage. As 
an organization implements KM, its performance will be better, especially in a changing and unpredictable 
environment (Raja Suzana, 2004; 2005; 2008).  

There has been a great deal of research explaining what makes KM the critical practices for OP (Gorelick & 
Monsou, 2005; Liao & Wu, 2009), but little research has been done on the association of KM to OP in the Arab 
environment. So, this study attempts to discover the relationship between KM and OP at the Egyptian 
commercial banks. 

3. Research Model 

There have been little empirical studies to demonstrate the relationship between KM and OP. Understanding this 
relationship is essential for managers if they hope to improve OP through KM (Asoh, 2003). There are studies 
focusing on the OP results of KM (Argote & Ingram, 2000). The underlying assumption one might assume is 
that all new knowledge is good knowledge that automatically brings improved OP (Kalling, 2003).  

Gold et al. (2001) and Mohrman, et al., (2003), suggested that OP is improved when the organization creates and 
uses knowledge. OP is improved through locating and sharing useful KM (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). One 
might expect KM to influence many different aspects of OP. KM has been linked positively to OP (Tanriverdi, 
2005; Francisco & Guadamillas, 2002; Lapre & Wassenhove, 2001). 

Becerra-Fernandez, et al., (2004) discussed the impact of KM processes on people, processes, products and OP. 
KM could affect organizations in two main ways: (1) KM can help create knowledge, which can then contribute 
to improve OP; and (2) KM can directly cause improvements in people, processes, products and OP.  

KM affects OL positively (Su, et al., 2004). KM had more indirect than direct influence on OP (Darroch, 2005). 

OL has a significant impact on OP from the employee perspective (Škerlavaj & Dimovski, 2006). KM and OL 
go hand in hand. It took several hundred years for the most advanced nation of the world that continue to 
challenge organizations to improve OP (Su et al., 2003; 2004; Ke & Wei, 2006; Liao & Wu, 2009). Salina & 
Wan Fadzilah (2008) suggested that KM processes have a significant relationship with OP. 

There is a lack of systematic study in the Egyptian context, especially public service sector. KM is still in its 
early stages and the contribution of KM is still a debatable issue. This research attempts to examine the 
relationship between KM, OL and OP.  

From the above discussion, the researcher noticed that KM contributes significantly to OP, and the existence of 
OL helps improve OP. In another words, organizations which develop their learning processes congruently will 
increase their performance. However, if OL fully mediates the relationship between KM and OP, it shows that 
the relationship between KM and OP is insignificant with the presence of OL. The research model is as shown 
in Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1. The Framework of the relationship among the variables 

 

4. Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Q1: What is the relationship between KM and OL at the Egyptian commercial banks? 

Q2: What is the impact of OL on OP at the Egyptian commercial banks? 

Q3: Is there a relationship between KM and OP at the Egyptian commercial banks? 

This study attempts to test the following hypotheses: 

H1: There is no relationship between KM and OL at the Egyptian commercial banks.  

H2: There is no impact of OL on OP at the Egyptian commercial banks. 

H3: There is no relationship between KM and OP at the Egyptian commercial banks.  

5. Research Methods 

5.1 Population and Sample 

In this study population was all employees at the Egyptian commercial banks. The total population is 66.536 
employees. The stratified random sample was used while selecting items from the different employees. 
Determination of respondent sample size was calculated using the formula (Daniel, 1999) as follows: 
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So the number of samples obtained by 382 employees as presented in Table 1. 

 
Table 1. Distribution of the sample size 

Bank Type 
Number of 

Population 
Percentage Sample Size 

General Commercial Banks 52564 79% 382X 79%   = 302 

joint Commercial Banks 11977  18% 382 X 18%  =  69 

Foreign Branches of Banks 1995 3% 382 X  3%   =  11 

Total 66536 100% 382 X 100% = 382 

Source: Egyptian Central Bank, Economic Magazine, 2012. 
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Table 2. Characteristics of the sample units 

Variables Number Percentage 

1- Job Title 

General Manager  17 9%  

Deputy General Manager 20 16%  
Agent General Manager 20 26%  
Deputy Manager 28 16%  
Controller 35 33%  
Excellent Banker 43 26%  
Banker A 37 16%  
Banker B 85 33%  

 Total 285 100%  

2- Marital Status 
Married 223 72%  
Single  87 28%  

 Total 223 100%  

3- Age  
Less than 30 years 124 40%  
From 30 to 45  160 52%  
More than 45 26 8%  

 Total 310 100%  

4- Educational Level 
University Education 136 44%  

Post Graduate Studies 174 56%  

 Total 310 100%  

5- Period of Experience 

Less than 5 years 62 20%  

From 5 to 10  221 71%  
More than 10 27 9%  

 Total 310 100%  

 

5.2 Method of Data Collection 

A survey-based descriptive research design is used. The study was carried out at Egyptian commercial banks. 
The questionnaire included four questions, relating to recognizing KM, OL, OP and biographical information of 
employees at Egyptian commercial banks.  

Few employees completed 25 questionnaires but some changes took place. The questionnaires were completed 
anonymously during group administration. Data collection took approximately two months. About 382 survey 
questionnaires were distributed by employing diverse modes of communication such as in person and post. 
Multiple follow-ups yielded 310 statistically usable questionnaires. Survey responses were 81%. 

5.3 Research Variables and Methods of Measuring 

This research studied the relationship between KM, OL, and OP from the point of employees at the Egyptian 
Commercial Banks. In referencing exiting literature, the study established a basic research model. Figure 1 
shows that KM is independent variable; OP is the dependent variable; OL is the mediator variable. The study of 
data collected through questionnaires with four: KM, OL, OP, and basic respondent demographic data.  

The survey uses the fifth - point Likert scale. The 25-item scale KM is based on Jakob, 2003; and Wiig , 2003. 
The 14- item scale OL is based on Senge et al., 1994; Voci & Young, 2001; Smith & Taylor, 2000; Appeldan & 
Goramsson 1997; and Osterberg, 2004. The 7-item scale OP is based on Darroch, 2003; Pathirage, et al., 2007; 
Chen & Mohamed, 2007; and Lurdvall & Nielsen, 2007.  

5.4 Methods of Data Analysis and Testing Hypotheses 

The researcher has employed the following methods: (1) Cronbach's alpha, (2) Multiple Regression Analysis 
(MRA), and (3) F- test and T-test. All these tests are found in SPSS. 

6. Hypotheses Testing  

6.1 Evaluating Reliability  

Data analysis was conducted in there major phases. All scales were first subjected to reliability analysis. 
Cronbach’s alpha was used to assess the internal consistency reliability of the scales. Item analysis indicated that 
dropping any items from the scales would not significantly raise the alphas. Table (3) presents the reliability of  
KM, OL, and OP at the Egyptian commercial banks. 
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Table 3. Reliability of KM, OL, OP 

Variables The Dimensions 
Number of 

Statement 
ACC 

KM 

Knowledge Creation 5 0.7398 

Knowledge Acquisition 5 0.7719 

Knowledge Organization 5 0.6677 

Knowledge Distribution 5 0.6709 

Use of Knowledge 5 0.6382 

Total Measurement 25 0.9250 

OL 

Adaptive Organizational Learning 7 0.9341 

Generative Organizational Learning    7 0.9159 

Total Measurement 14 0.9602 

OP 

Comparative Performance 3 0.8799 

Internal Performance   4 0.8260 

Total Measurement 7 0.9244 

 

According Table 3, the overall reliability of KM is 0.92. The overall reliability of OL is 0.96. The overall 
reliability of OP is 0.92. All the measures of these scales were sufficiently reliable. 

6.2 The Relationship between KM and OL 

The relationship between KM and OL are studied. The first hypothesis to be tested is: 

H1: There is no statistically significant relationship between KM and OL at the Egyptian commercial banks. 

 

Table 4. Correlation coefficients between KM and OL 

The Dimension of KM 
The Dimension of OL Total 

OL AOL GOL 

Knowledge Creation 0.489 0.526 0.519 

Knowledge Acquisition 0.459 0.499 0.490 

Knowledge Organization 0.389 0.430 0.418 

Knowledge Distribution 0.400 0.439 0.429 

Use of Knowledge 0.458 0.481 0.428 

Total Measurement 0.494 0.534 0.526 

 

According to Table 4, there is a significant correlation between KM and OL. The following section will discuss 
the relationship between the aspects of KM and OL.  

6.2.1 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Creation) and OL 

 

Table 5. The relationship between knowledge creation and OL 

The Variables of Knowledge Creation Beta R R2 

The bank identifies information needs to be able to provide them. 0.197 0.280 0.078 

The bank employs scientific research in the provision of knowledge related to its 

objectives. 
0.012 0.372 0.138 

Views and experiences are recorded and saved in the database. 0.258 0.383 0.146 

The bank’s seeking to provide data to fill the knowledge gap. 0.410 0.515 0.265 

The availability of bank data helps employees to solve problems that face them. 0.053 0.289 0.083 
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 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.588 

0.346 

32.127 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

** P < .01. 

 
According to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge creation and OL in significance 
level of 0,000. Moreover, the value of R2, knowledge creation can explain 34% of the total differentiation in OL 
level.  

For the results of a structural analysis of the MRA, the direct effect of knowledge creation and OL is obtained. 
Because MCC is 0.59, then it is concluded that there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 

6.2.2 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Acquisition) and OL 

 
Table 6. The relationship between knowledge acquisition and OL 

The Variables of Knowledge Acquisition Beta R R2 
The bank gains knowledge from similar banks. 0.392 0.502 0.252 
The bank gains knowledge through consultants in scientific institutes. 0.170 0.349 0.121 
The bank tries to acquire knowledge through banks around. 0.034       0.367 0.134 
The bank helps employees acquire knowledge in different fields. 0.067 0.260 0.067 
The employees acquire knowledge through libraries and the Internet.   0.231 0.313 0.097 
 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 
 Coefficient of Determination 
 The Value of Calculated F 
 Degree of Freedom 
 The Value of Indexed F 
 Level of Significant 

0.569 
0.323 
29.059 
5, 304 
3.01 
0.01 

* P < .05; ** P < .01. 

 

Regarding to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge acquisition and OL in significance 
level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, knowledge acquisition can explain 32% of the total differentiation 
in OL level.  

The results of a structural analysis of the MRA model directly influence knowledge acquisition variable toward 
OL. Because MCC is 0.56, then there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 

6.2.3 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Organization) and OL 

 

Table 7. The relationship between knowledge organization and OL 

The Variables of Knowledge Organization Beta R R2 

The bank selects modern methods of organizing knowledge. 0.250 0.241 0.058 

The bank classifies the data to take advantage of them.  0.020 0.253 0.064 

The bank classifies primary data and converts them to information. 0.134 0.263 0.069 

The bank has a database for the classification of knowledge. 0.082 0.204 0.041 

The bank specifies all what is new for the organization and classification of knowledge. 0.419 0.418 0.174 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.509 

0.259 

21.254 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

* P < .05; ** P < .01. 
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Concerning the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge organization and OL in significance 
level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, knowledge organization can explain 25% of the total differentiation 
in OL level.  

According to the results of MRA, the there is a fundamental relationship between knowledge organization and 
OL. Because MCC is 0.51, then it is concluded that there is evidence to reject the null hypothesis.   

6.2.4 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Distribution) and OL 

 

Table 8. The relationship between knowledge distribution and OL 

The Variables of Knowledge Distribution Beta R R2 

The bank distributes knowledge through e-mail. 0.124 0.263 0.069 

The bank wishes to issue bulletins for the knowledge distribution. 0.253 0.247 0.061 

There is a bank system that contributes to the distribution of knowledge on the right time 0.055 0.220 0.048 

The bank uses the meetings as a means to distribute knowledge. 0.015 0.262 0.068 

The bank holds training courses on how to use knowledge. 0.415 0.424 0.179 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.513 

0.263 

21.663 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

* P < .05; ** P < .01. 

 

According to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge distribution and OL in significance 
level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, knowledge distribution can explain 26% of the total differentiation 
in OL level.  

For the results of a structural analysis of the MRA model, the direct effect of knowledge distribution and OL is 
obtained. Because MCC is 0.51, then it is concluded that there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis.  

 

6.2.5 The Relationship between KM (Use of knowledge) and OL 

 

Table 9. The Relationship between the use of knowledge and OL 

The Variables of Use of Knowledge  Beta R R2 

The bank uses the knowledge among employees in the same administrative level bank. 0.158 0.280 0.078 

Knowledge is traded among workers in the different administrative levels within the 

bank.  
0.433 0.502 0.252 

The use of knowledge increases the functional skill of employees 0.153 0.241 0.058 

The use of knowledge helps employees to raise the level of service provided to the 

customers 
0.073 0.263 0.069 

The use of knowledge helps staff creativity and development 0.158 0.280 0.078 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.564 

0.318 

35.542 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

** P < .01. 

 

Regarding to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between the use of knowledge and OL in significance 
level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, the use of knowledge can explain 31% of the total differentiation in 
OL level.  
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The results of a structural analysis of the MRA model directly influence the use of knowledge variable toward 
OL. Because MCC is 0.56, then there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  

6.3 The Relationship between OL and OP 

The relationship between KM and OL is determined. The second hypothesis to be tested is: 

H2: There is no statistically significant relationship between OL and OP at the Egyptian commercial banks. 

 

Table 10. Correlation coefficients between OL and OP 

The Dimension of OL 

The Dimension of OP 
Total 

OP 
Comparative 

Performance 

Internal 

Performance 

Adaptive Organizational Learning 0.888 0.884 0.907 

Generative Organizational Learning    0.897 0.913 0.927 

Total Measurement 0.913 0.920 0.938 

 

According to Table 10, there is significant correlation between the aspects of OL and OP. The following section 
will discuss the relationship between the aspects of OL and OP.  

6.3.1 The Relationship between OL (AOL) and OP 

 

Table 11. The relationship between AOL and OP 

The Variables of AOL Beta R R2 

The bank administration recognizes that training and development are fundamental 

functions. 
0.151 0.804 0.646 

Bank administration is trying to deal with anything that happens in the external 

environment. 
0.056 0.824 0.678 

The bank is ready to learn from other banks on how to develop methods to work with. 0.343 0.856 0.732 

If an error occurs in my bank, I expect the assistance and support from others to learn 

from this error. 
0.045 0.797 0.635 

The bank sets up training programs for workers at all stages of the development of their 

professional work. 
0.005 0.662 0.438 

The bank administration is aware that the certificate obtained by the individual is an 

important part that must be completed through the applied knowledge acquired through 

his work. 

0.486 0.849 0.720 

I need to learn new knowledge and techniques so that I can complete my work at the 

bank. 
0.093 0.615 0..378 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.937 

0.877 

308.939 

7, 302 

2.63 

0.01 

** P < .01. 

 

Concerning the results of MRA, there is a relationship between AOL and OP in significance level of 0,000. As a 
result of the value of R2, AOL can explain 87% of the total differentiation in OP level.  

For the results of a structural analysis of the MRA model, the direct effect of AOL and OL is obtained. Because 
MCC is 0.93, then it is concluded that there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  

6.3.2 The Relationship between OL (GOL) and OP 
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Table 12. The relationship between GOL and OP 

The Variables of GOL Beta R R2 

The bank administration is open to ideas and proposals of employees. 0.032 0.541 0.292 

Bank staff is always in a position to encourage reflection on the submission of proposals 

that would improve its working methods. 
0.474 0.918 0.842 

Bank staff has adequate time to learn from problems rather than solve only. 0.197 0.801 0.641 

It is important for bank staff to have the opportunity for experimentation and the search for 

better ways to accomplish the work. 
0.084 0.869 0.755 

There is openness between bank staff regarding the exchange of different viewpoints. 0.019 0.553 0.305 

The administration of the bank continues to exchange views with the staff. 0.389 0.852 0.725 

Debate among the bank staff focuses on ideas not on persons who say these ideas. 0.028 0.793 0.628 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant t 

0.974 

0.948 

786.440 

7, 302 

2.63 

0.01 

* P < .05; ** P < .01. 

 

According to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between GOL and OP in significance level of 0,000. As 
a result of the value of R2, GOL can explain 94% of the total differentiation in OP level.  

The results of a structural analysis of the MRA model directly influence the GOL toward OL. Because MCC is 
0.97, then there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis at the statistical significance level of 
0.01. 

6.4 The Relationship between KM and OP 

The statistical results for the relationship between KM and OL are investigated. The third hypothesis to be tested 
is: 

H3: There is no statistically significant relationship between KM and OP at the Egyptian commercial banks. 

 

Table 13. Correlation coefficients between KM and OP 

The Dimension of KM 

The Dimension of OP 
Total 

OP 
Comparative 

Performance 
Internal Performance

Knowledge Creation 0.442 0.468 0.466 

Knowledge Acquisition 0.405 0.435 0.431 

Knowledge Organization 0.326 0.359 0.351 

Knowledge Distribution 0.340 0.372 0.365 

Use of Knowledge 0.403 0.390 0.405 

Total Measurement 0.431 0.455 0.454 

 

According to Table (13), there is a significant correlation between KM and OP. The following section will 
discuss the relationship between the aspects of KM and OP. 

6.4.1 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Creation) and OP 
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Table 14. The relationship between Knowledge Creation and OP 

The Variables of Knowledge Creation Beta R R2 

The bank identifies information needs to be able to provide them. 0.158* 0.229 0.052 

The bank employs scientific research in the provision of knowledge related to its 

objectives. 
0.053 0.326 0.0.106 

Views and experiences are recorded and saved in the database. 0.321* 0.382 0.145 

The bank’s seeking to provide data to fill the knowledge gap. 0.399* 0.477 0.227 

The availability of bank data helps employees solve problems that face them. 0.106 0.239 0.057 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.553 

0.306 

26.854 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

* P < .05; ** P < .01. 

 

According to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge creation and OP in significance 
level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, knowledge creation can explain 31% of the total differentiation in 
OP level.  

For the results of a structural analysis of the MRA model, the direct effect of knowledge creation and OP is 
obtained. Because MCC is 0.55, then it is concluded that there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis.   

6.4.2 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Acquisition) and OP 

 

Table 15. The relationship between knowledge acquisition and OP 

The Variables of Knowledge Acquisition Beta R R2 

The bank gains knowledge from similar banks. 0.372 0.460 0.211 

The bank gains knowledge through consultants in universities and scientific institutes. 0.186 0.316 0.099 

The bank tries to acquire knowledge through banks around. 0.027  0.325 0.105 

The bank helps employees acquire knowledge in different fields. 0.114 0.208 0.043 

The employees in the bank acquire knowledge through libraries and the internet. 0.195 0.268 0.071 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.517 

0.267 

22.182 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

** P < .01. 

 

Regarding to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge acquisition and OP in significance 
level of 0,000. The value of R2, knowledge acquisition can explain 26% of the total differentiation in OP level.  

The results of a structural analysis of the MRA model directly influence knowledge acquisition variable toward 
OP. Because MCC is 0.51, then there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis.  
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6.4.3 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Organization) and OP 

 

Table 16. The relationship between knowledge organization and OP 

The Variables of Knowledge Organization Beta R R2 

The bank selects modern methods of organizing knowledge. 0.197 0.187 0.034 

The bank classifies the data and information in a scientific way to take advantage of them. 0.002 0.208 0.043 

The bank classifies primary data and then converts them to information. 0.112 0.224 0.050 

The bank has a database for the classification of knowledge. 0.039 0.188 0.035 

The bank specifies all what is new for the organization and classification of knowledge. 0.345 0.353 0.124 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.420 

0.176 

13.015 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

** P < .01. 

 

Concerning the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge organization and OP in significance 
level of 0,000. The value of R2, knowledge organization can explain 26% of the total differentiation in OP level.  

For the results of a structural analysis of the MRA model, the direct effect of knowledge organization and OP is 
obtained. Because MCC is 0.42, then it is concluded that there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis.  

6.4.4 The Relationship between KM (Knowledge Distribution) and OP 

 

Table 17. The relationship between knowledge distribution and OP 

The Variables of Knowledge Distribution Beta R R2 

The bank distributes knowledge through e-mail. 0.099 0.224 0.050 

The bank wishes to issue bulletins for the knowledge distribution. 0.200 0.192 0.036 

There is a bank system that contributes to the distribution of knowledge on the right time. 0.008 0.209 0.043 

The bank uses the meetings as a means to distribute knowledge. 0.004 0.219 0.047 

The bank holds training courses on how to use knowledge. 0.345 0.363 0.131 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.428 

0.183 

13.625 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

** P < .01. 

 

According to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between knowledge distribution and OP in significance 
level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, knowledge distribution can explain 18% of the total differentiation 
in OP level.  

The results of a structural analysis of the MRA model directly influence knowledge distribution variable toward 
OP. Because MCC is 0.42, then there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null hypothesis. 
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6.4.5 The Relationship between KM (Use of knowledge) and OP 

 

Table 18. The relationship between the use of knowledge and OP 

The Variables of Use of Knowledge Beta R R2 

The bank uses the knowledge among employees in the same administrative level bank  0.125 0.229 0.052 

Knowledge is traded among workers in the different administrative levels within the bank 0.410  0.460 0.211 

The use of knowledge increases the functional skill of employees 0.111 0.181 0.032 

The use of knowledge helps employees to raise the level of service provided to the 

customers 
0.050 0.224 0.050 

The use of knowledge helps staff creativity and development 0.125 0.229 0.052 

 Multiple Correlation Coefficients 

 Coefficient of Determination 

 The Value of Calculated F 

 Degree of Freedom 

 The Value of Indexed F 

 Level of Significant 

0.499 

0.249 

25, 264 

5, 304 

3.01 

0.01 

* P < .05; ** P < .01. 

 

Regarding to the results of MRA, there is a relationship between the use of knowledge and OP in significance 
level of 0,000. As a result of the value of R2, the use of knowledge can explain 24% of the total differentiation in 
OP level.  

For the results of a structural analysis of the MRA model, the direct effect of the use of knowledge and OP is 
obtained. Because MCC is 0.49, then it is concluded that there is enough empirical evidence to reject the null 
hypothesis. 

7. Research Findings 

1) The results showed that KM affects OL. The results are consistent with research conducted by DeGeus, 
1988; Senge, 1990; Liao & Wu, 2009; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Su, et al., 2003; Garratt, 1990, Su, et al., 2004; 
Su, et al., 2004; Darroch, 2005; Ke & Wei, 2006; Liao & Wu, 2009. 

2) The results showed that OL affects OP. The results are consistent with research conducted by De Geus, 
1988; Senge, 1990; Huber, 1991; Dimovski, 1994; Tsang, 1997; Jones & Hendry, 1992; Kezar, 2005; Jones, 
2000; Škerlavaj & Dimovski, 2006; Škerlavaj et al., 2007; Liao & Wu, 2009. 

3) The results showed that KM affects OP. The results are consistent with research conducted by Škerlavaj & 
Dimovski, 2006; Wiig, 2002; Gorelick & Monsou, 2005; Liao & Wu, 2009; Darroch, 2005; Alavi & Leidner, 
2001; Massey et al., 2002; Schulz & Jobe, 2001; Choi & Lee, 2003; Darroch & McNaughton, 2003; Tanriverdi, 
2005; Lee & Choi, 2003; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Zack, et al., 2009; Mukherjee et al., 1998; Liao & Wu, 
2009; Raja Suzana, 2004; 2005; 2008; Gorelick & Monsou, 2005; Liao & Wu, 2009. 

8. Recommendations  

Understanding the relationships among KM, OL, and OP is essential for managers if they hope to improve OP 
through KM. Therefore, the manager needs to take the following factors into account: 

1) The managers at the Egyptian banks need to acquire more knowledge to generate greater OP because it is 
confirmed that knowledge creation, acquisition, organization, distribution and use of knowledge are the main 
contributors to better performance. 

2) The managers at the Egyptian banks also need to acknowledge the importance of OL, which is observed to 
act as mediator between KM processes and OP in this study. In other words, although KM processes contribute 
significantly to OP, the existence of OL helps improve OP. However, if OL fully mediates the relationship 
between KM processes and OP, it shows that the relationship between KM processes and OP is insignificant 
with the presence of OL. 

3) The researcher hopes and believes that the model developed and tested presents relatively well balanced 
relationship between complexity of OL process and OP in modern business environment, and simplicity of its 
formulation in the model.  
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4) The importance of systematic efforts to achieve strategic, generative or double-loop OL for strategic 
management of modern companies in their perpetual quest for competitive advantage is demonstrated. 

5) The researcher hopes to clarify the important relationship among the variables leading to more 
comprehensive investigations. 

6) The implication of the evolution of KM just described is clear. KM and OL should join forces and develop 
a unified discipline. KM needs OL and its expanding body of good research work. OL needs the practitioner 
base of KM and its abiding interest in problems and practice. Indeed, members of the KM and OL disciplines 
ought to be more actively involved in monitoring and evaluating each other’s promising new theories and 
practices 

7) Public service managers have many roles and responsibilities at the Egyptian banks, such as managing 
learning. Top management needs to have specific competencies knowledge, and ability to create and enhance the 
learning atmosphere in the organization. Also, top management need to understand and identify what factors 
contribute to the effectiveness of OP and what factors hinder such processes among the public service managers. 
In addition, top management need to promote the creation of intelligent organizations where people develop 
personally and professionally. 
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