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ABSTRACT 
 

At this era of knowledge, organizations witness dynamic and challenging environments day by day. Alternation 
and evolution is an Inseparable component of today’s world and today the Intangible and spiritual properties 
which are called knowledge are considered as an important and vital factor. The noticeable point is that, 
accessing to knowledge is not feasible without learning. Learning is a key to achieve knowledge assets and 
knowledge is a supply for the learning organization. Knowledge management has a vital role in protecting 
organization learning because Facilitates allotment of organization’s overall knowledge. 
The learning organization by creating a team-based, team-oriented and flexible structure facilitates an effective 
and propitious learning which results in knowledge creation and knowledge improvement. as a result, there will 
be growth, development, and better compatibility with the variable environment. The learning organization is a 
path for organic learning. In this organization, learning and knowledge are the two fundamental elements and 
Intertwined. It means learning leads to knowledge creation and learning the new thing for the second time, 
brings about a new knowledge  
Now a question is being asked, with the importance of knowledge management in learning organization at the 
moment, what are the key successes. In this study these factors are identified. Organizational learning and 
teamwork have the highest priority from expert point of view and performance measurement and organizational 
learning have the least importance. Results of this study can serve as a guide to learning organization. 
KEY WORDS: Knowledge Management, learning organization, Organizational Learning, DEMATEL method 

  
1. INTRODUCTION 

 
In the third Millennium, the basis of competitiveness is on an economy based on knowledge and its now one of the 

advantages of pioneer organizations. Also the main concentration of information systems is altered from information 
management to knowledge management. Businesses capable of knowledge management procedures, in their products 
and services, have specific advantages over their rivals(Akhavan,2006). In developed countries, and also developing 
countries most of organizations are knowledge based, hence, it’s essential to have knowledge management in these 
organizations (Chong SC 2006). Today, knowledge management it deeply understood by managers and economists. 
The nature of knowledge is an inseparable part of the business. But the concern is in successful implementation of 
knowledge management being done by staff. ( Bozbura FT,2007).  

Many of organizations are about to implement knowledge management but there’s no proper understanding and 
adequate reliability of their work (Moffeet, et, al,2002). The studies show that, a socially and biologically combined 
view can lead to success. (Wong and spinwall and 2005). Therefore Identification and prioritization of key success 
factors in knowledge management results in a better implementation of knowledge management. point of view that 
states that, a faster learning can be the only stable advantage over other rivals, in 21th century. Today we observe an 
increasingly continuous learning in organizations. And if an organization’s tendency to learning would be slower than 
its surrounding environment, it will inevitably collapse. Hence all of them must be of learning organizations. A learning 
organization and knowledge management each have common attitudes and are related to information acquisition and 
storing, data interpreting, knowledge development and learning improvement. It’s important for an organization to 
manage its own knowledge for organizational Development. Through doing such studies, all learning organizations can 
grasp key factors for implementation of essential knowledge management (Akhavan,2008). In developing countries the 
role of learning companies is outstanding due to privatization and growth of knowledge-based companies and 
determining key factors in KM can lead to generate an appropriate pattern for learning organizations to increase the 
quality of processes and competitive power of the organization.  

This study has focused on Characteristics of learning organizations through exact study of literature review and 
has revealed the factors in identifying key success factors. And also the question is answered whether the key success 
factors have the same importance and priority. Learning organizations and KM cannot exist without each other 
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(Aggestam , 2006). This needs a complete understanding of priorities and different relations between them. Figure 1 
represents conceptual model of KM and learning organization.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig 1. Conceptual model of KM and learning organization 
 
 

2. KM KEY FACTORS LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

The literature review shows that, vast majority of factors are involved in KM, for instance, technology, senior 
management support are important considerations in this area(Grover  and Davenport, 2001). However, there has been 
systematic work to specify a coherent collection of these factors, in the areasof learning organizations (Aggestam , 
2006), to determine key factors in a learning organization can help these organizations, consider the mentioned factors 
while implementing KM. Key factors are a part of organization that results show, they create competitive advantage and 
increase effectiveness. One of the most important definitions states that key success factors are some of limited 
activities that lead to competitive performance(Rukart,2010). In another description, states that, key success factors are, 
characteristics, conditions and variables that in the case of an appropriate management, can considerably effect 
positional competitive success(Bruno and Valid,2010). Based on mentioned descriptions above, key factors in this study 
are those inner factors that are under control of the organization. Outer factors such as environmental effects are not 
considered as there’s not much control on them during KM implementation. Hence, description of conceptual-
understandable model is essential that can express the close relation and key factors in KM can affect learning 
organization and as a subsystem can result in changes in an organization.KM analysis and learning organization show 
that the most of the concept is the same in both (Aggestam, 2006). Elements related to learning organization cover 
external factors, and system thinking and Elements related to KM include organizational memory, technical aspect and 
organizational infrastructure. A learning organization is a part of universal organization and as a subsystem, must be in 
complete interaction and be able to manage rivals and customers. This is vital for the survival of the organization.KM 
process is considered as a subsystem in organization (Chong SC,2006). Since one of the main reasons of this project is 
to determine KM key success factors in an organization, through adaptive compare and study, the main factors 
presented by experts of this field of study has been gathered in this study. Finally 13 factors of literature review have 
been selected and presented in table 1. 
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Table 1.Effective factors on KM in learning organization 
Reference Variable No. 

Swan et al. (1999),  McDermott and O’Dell (2001), Smith (2001), garvin (1993), Alawi et al. (2007), Davenport 
(1998), Liebowitz (1999), Yu & Lee (2006) 

knowledge sharing in 
organization 

1 

Swan et al. (1999),  McDermott and O’Dell (2001), Smith (2001), Chang and Lee (2007), Davenport (1998), ryan 
and prybutok (2001), moffett et al (2003), tocan madalina (2009), Alawi, Marzooqi & Mohammed (2007), Park, 
Ribiere & schulte (2004), Liebowitz (1999), jennex and zakhavova (2005), wong (2005), skyrme & amidon 
(1997), Gold et. al. (2001), Bhatt (2001), Hackett (2000), Sambamnurthy & Subramani (2005), McDermott & O’ 
Dell (2001), Chua (2004), Chua & Lam (2005), Jennex & Olfman (2006), Buckman (1999), Greco (1999), Ryan 
and Prybutok (2001), Wild et al. (2002), Moffett et al. (2003) 

organizational culture 
 

2 

Bennett & O'Brien (1994), Davenport (1998), Liebowitz (1999), jennex and zakhavova (2005), Holsapple & Joshi 
(2000), Hasanali (2002) 

Staff motivating 3 

Davenport (1998), ryan and prybutok (2001), moffett et al (2003), tocan madalina (2009), lakshman (2007), Singh 
(2008), Politis (2001), crawford (2005), /migdadi (2005), Asoh, Beraldo & crnkovic (2007), Senge (1990), 
Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996), Huber (1991), Dodgson(1993), dibella (1995), Marquadt (1996), Ribbens 
(1997), Watkins & Marsick (2003), Chanjnacki (2007), Herrera (2007), Zhang et al. (2004), Tang (2003), Kumar 
&Idris(2006). 

senior management 
support 

4 

Ryan and prybutok (2001), moffett et al (2003), tocan madalina (2009), Gold et. al. (2001), Bhatt (2001), Hackett 
(2000), Sambamnurthy & Subramani (2005), McDermott & O’ Dell (2001), Chua (2004), Chua and Lam (2005), 
Jennex and Olfman (2006), Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996), Senge (1990), O’Reilly et al. (1991), Chatman and 
Jehn (1994) 

teamwork 5 

Ryan and prybutok (2001), moffett et al (2003), tocan madalina (2009), Davenport (1998), Alawi et al. (2007) information systems 
infrastructure 

6 

moffett et al (2003), tocan madalina (2009), Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996) employment 
empowerment 

7 

tocan madalina (2009), jennex and zakhavova (2005), wong (2005), Davenport et al. (1998), Holsapple and Joshi 
(2000), Hasanali (2002), Bennett & O'Brien (1994) 

performance 
measurement 

8 

jennex and zakhavova (2005), Bennett & O'Brien (1994) organizational learning 9 
Rhodes et al (2008), abdullah & sinha (2009), Chourides et al (2003), Hung et al (2005), Yang (2007), Roberts 
(2008), Chang & Lee (2008), Saenz et al (2009), Alawi et al. (2007) 

organizational structure 10 

Wong (2005), Davenport et al. (1998), garvin (1993), Argote et al (2003), Bilimoria (2004) knowledge transfrenig 
channels 

11 

Petrides (2004), Watkins and Marsick (1993, 1996), Gorelick (2005) continuous learning 12 
Liebowitz (1999), jennex and zakhavova (2005), wong (2005), Senge (1990), Huber (1991), Dodgson 
(1993), dibella (1995), Marquadt (1996), Ribbens (1997), Watkins & Marsick(2003), Chanjnacki (2007), Herrera 
(2007), Zhang et al. (2004), Tang (2003), Kumar &Idris(2006). 

 Knowledge 
management strategy 
 

13 

 
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 
In this study in addition to KM key factors identification, prioritization for successful implementation of KM projects is 
revealed. Now the research questions are: 

 What is the KM key success factor in learning organization? 
 What are interaction impact and impact intensity of these factors on KM? 
The main factors in implementation of successful KM in learning organization and also prioritization based on 

experts view. KM key success factors in learning organization are listed in table 1.  
Initially the factors with impact on the others based on experts’ view were gained using the absolute maximum. 

The results are presented in table 2 then the matrix gained from experts’ view is divided on the matrix with the highest 
number rows and based on the table 2 Relative intensity matrix governing the whole relation was gained. And other 
stages were executed based on DEMATELmethod. 
 

3.1. DEMATEL (Decision Making Trial and Evaluation Laboratory) 
The DEMATEL method can be summarized in the following steps: 

Step 1: Find the average matrix.Suppose we have H experts in this study and n factors to consider. Each 
stakeholder is asked to indicate the degree to which he or she believes a factor i affects factor j. These pairwise 
comparisons between any two factors are denoted by aij and are given an integer score ranging from 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4, 
representing ‘No influence (0),’ ‘Low influence (1),’ ‘Medium influence (2),’ ‘High influence (3),’ and ‘Very high 
influence (4),’ respectively. The scores by each expert will give us a n x n non-negative answer matrix kX =[ k

ijx ], with 

Hk 1 . Thus 1X , 2X ,…, HX  are the answer matrices for each of the H experts, and each element of kX  is an 
integer denoted by k

ijx . The diagonal elements of each answer matrix kX are all set to zero. We can then compute the n 
x n average matrix A for all expert opinions by averaging the H experts’ scores as follows:  




H

k

k
ijij x

H
a

1

1
        (1) 

The average matrix A=[ ija ] is also called the initial direct relation matrix. A shows the initial direct effects that a 
factor exerts on and receives from other factors. Furthermore, we can map out the causal effect between each pair of 
factors in a system by drawing an influence map. DEMATEL can convert the structural relations among the factors of a 
system into an intelligible map of the system. 
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 Step 2: Calculate the normalized initial direct-relation matrix. The normalized initial direct-relation matrix D 
is obtained by normalizing the average matrix A in the following way: 

 Let 










n

i
ij

nj

n

j
ij

ni
aas

1111
max,maxmax         (2) 

Then 
s
AD             (3) 

Since the sum of each row j of matrix A represents the total direct effects that factor i gives to the other factors, 






n

j
ijni

a
11

max  represents the total direct effects of the factor with the most direct effects on others. Likewise, since the 

sum of each column i of matrix A represents the total direct effects received by factor i, 


n

i
ijnj

a
11

max  represents the 

total direct effects received of the factor that receives the most direct effects from others. The positive scalar s takes the 
lesser of the two as the upper bound, and the matrix D is obtained by dividing each element of A by the scalar s. Note 
that each element ijd  of matrix D is between zero and less than 1. 
 Step 3: Compute the total relation matrix.A continuous decrease of the indirect effects of problems along the 
powers of matrix D, e.g. 2 3, ,..., ,D D D  guarantees convergent solutions to the matrix inversion similar to an 

absorbing Markov chain matrix. Note that lim [0]m
n nm 

D  and 2 3 1lim( ... ) ( )m

m




      I D D D D I D , 

where 0 is the n x n null matrix and I is the n x n identity matrix. The total relation matrix T is an n x n matrix and is 
defined as follow: 
  T = [tij]    i, j = 1, 2,…, n  
where  T = D + D2 + … + Dm= 2 m 1 +  + ... + ( ... )m-I    2D D D D D D D  

 1 -1[( ... ) 1- ](1- )m-I    2= D D D D D D = D(I-D)-1,  as m     (4) 
We also define rand c as n x 1 vectors representing the sum of rows and sum of columns of the total relation matrix T as 
follows: 
    푟 = [푟 ] × = ∑ 푡

×
      (5) 

   1[ ]j nc c =
1 1

n

ij
i n

t
 

 
 
 
         (6) 

where superscript  denotes transpose. 
Let ri be the sum of i-th row in matrix T. Then ri shows the total effects, both direct and indirect, given by factor i 

to the other factors. Let cj denotes the sum of j-th column in matrix T. Then cj shows the total effects, both direct and 
indirect, received by factor j from the other factors. Thus when j = i, the sum ( iirc ) gives us an index representing the 

total effects both given and received by factor i. In other words, ( iirc ) shows the degree of importance (total sum of 

effects given and received) that factor i plays in the system. In addition, the difference ( iirc ) shows the net effect that 

factor i contributes to the system. When ( iirc ) is positive, factor i is a net causer, and when ( iirc ) is negative, 
factor i is a net receiver (Tzeng et al. 2007; Tamura et al., 2002). 

Step 4: Set a threshold value and obtain the impact-relations-map. In order to explain the structural relation 
among the factors while keeping the complexity of the system to a manageable level, it is necessary to set a threshold 
value p to filter out some negligible effects in matrix T. While each factor of matrix T provides information on how one 
factoraffects another, the decision-maker must set a threshold value in order to reduce the complexity of the structural 
relation model implicit in matrix T. Only some factors, whose effect in matrix T is greater than the threshold value, 
should be chosen and shown in an impact-relations-map (IRM) (Tzeng et al., 2007). 
In this paper, the threshold value has been decided by experts. As long as the threshold value has been decided, the final 
result can be shown in an IRM as table 2.  
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Table 2. Dominant  Intensity matrix  on direct and indirect relations  

Information 
system 
infrastructure 

Organizational 
structure 

Organizational 
culture 

Staff 
motivating 

Senior 
management 
support 

Team 
work 

Employee 
empowerment 

Performance 
measurement 

storage, and 
sharing the 
knowledge 

Knowledge 
management 
strategy 

Continuous 
learning 

Knowledge 
transfer 
channels 

Organizational 
learning 

Information 
system 
infrastructure 

0 0 0.222 0.274 0 0.424 0.353 0.161 0.436 0.353 0.503 0.325 0.555 

Organizational 
structure 0 0 0.076 0.102 0.074 0.231 0.122 0.008 0.100 0.073 0.132 0.065 0.205 

Organizational 
culture 0 0 0.178 0.350 0 0.448 0.420 0.019 0.361 0.174 0.452 0.160 0.468 

Staff motivating 0 0 0.171 0.209 0 0.377 0.70 0.028 0.325 0.257 0.415 0.155 0.407 

Senior 
management 
support 

0 0 0.311 0.389 0 0.483 0.442 0.033 0.289 0.311 0.466 0.176 0.500 

Team work 0 0 0.308 0.385 0 0.356 0.459 0.022 0.393 0.204 0.500 0.253 0.527 

Employee 
empowerment 0 0 0.238 0.288 0 0.357 0.224 0.014 0.197 0.127 0.369 0.114 0.375 

Performance 
measurement 0 0 0.205 0.259 0 0.197 0.270 0.011 0.149 0.102 0.304 0.082 0.293 

storage, and 
sharing the 
knowledge 

0 0 0.213 0.263 0 0.439 0.448 0.033 0.276 0.306 0.483 0.308 0.520 

Knowledge 
management 
strategy 

0 0 0.346 0.318 0 0.479 0.494 0.132 0.464 0.226 0.573 0.338 0.588 

Continuous 
learning 0 0 0.194 0.249 0 0.298 0.192 0.012 0.169 0.111 0.211 0.098 0.333 

Knowledge 
transfer channels 0 0 0.311 0.364 0 0.490 0.466 0.037 0.437 0.347 0.524 

0.207 
0.550 

Organizational 
learning 0 0 0.224 0.376 0 0.465 0.467 0.037 0.429 0.342 0.517 

0.292 
0.417 
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Tables 3 show the results of DEMATEL technique. Finally cause and effect table of effective factors on KM in learning 
organizations is shown in figure 2. 
 
Table 3. Results of DEMATEL technique 

Impact intensity (Ri+Cj) 
 

Impact intensity (Ri-Cj) Impact 
Intensity(Ri) 

Impact intensity (Cj) Element No. 

6.891 1.026 3.958 2.932 Knowledge management strategy 1 
6.305 1.162 3.734 2.572 Knowledge transfer channels 2 
3.604 3.604 3.604 0 Information system infrastructure 3 
9.303 2.171 -  3.566 5.737 Organizational learning 4 
8.450 1.636 -  3.407 5.043 Team work 5 
3.473 3.326 3.399 0.074 Senior management support 6 
7.312 0.736 -  3.288 4.024 storage, and sharing the knowledge 7 
6.027 0032 3.029 2.99 Organizational culture 8 
6.450 -1.115 2.713 3.827 Staff motivating 9 
7.027 2.425 -  2.301 4.726 Employee empowerment 10 
2.419 1.327 1.873 0.546 Performance measurement 11 
7.315 3.580 -  1.867 5.448 Continuous learning 12 
1.188 1.188 1.188 0 Organizational structure 13 

 

 
 

Fig 2. Cause and effect table of effective factors on KM in learning organizations 
 

4. RESULT AND DISCUSSION OF CSFS 
 

In this study key success factors were identified. KM and learning organizations experts calculated the effect of 
each factor on the others via MCDM and Dimetel technique. With regard to X , we tend to analyze the resulted data. It’s 
important to note that, the analysis is based on the experts point of view. Based on the Dovenport el al. (1998) 
observations, KM projects were shown to have high significance including: organizational culture, organizational 
structure, motivational aids and senior management support. Key success factors are different from mentioned factors 
though. This can show the different point of view presented by experts and KM researchers that are important for 
implementation of KM in learning organization. 

Organizational learning and continuous learning play an important role in learning organizations. Hence, one of 
the particular characteristics of today’s organizations is their learning-based formation. Therefore managers and staff 
are increasing their learning ability and gaining new skills, because organization authority is in direct relation with 
continuous learning of the organization. Learning organizations’ tendency is to increase their creativity, innovation and 
evolution, which provided through learning and promotion of human resource ability. 

The second most important factor is team working. Today, organizations’ belief is that team working is one of the 
necessities of an organization. Teams become crucially important when it comes to manage culture, processes, systems 
and communications. Today teamwork is an essential part of the organization success, which can effect and alter 
organizational structure. Hence teamwork is the secondly most important factor from expert point of view in this study. 
The more the team work is promoted, the more prominent can it be in KM implementation. Table 3 shows that, 
performance measurement index and structural organizations are main factors with the least effectiveness and influence 
from experts’ point of view.  
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Since organizational knowledge is a quality criterion, and its measurement is not an easy task, but in obvious that in 
case if not measuring a performance, we are not able to manage that correctly. Other success, applying previous and 
current experiences, benchmarking of successful organizations, the speed of knowledge transfer, learning rate and teaching 
are performance measurement criteria which organizations tend to emphasize on them. Since, organizational structure 
forms decisions and processes, is the first driver of change, concentration, Recognition, how information flows between 
units, document condition and confidential documents, are structural factors which directly affect on creation, transfer and 
storage of knowledge in an organization. The structural evolution shows that, hierarchical structure is turning to an organic 
and flexible structure. Therefore, formal aspects and its components do not suffice to respond to knowledge and learning 
organizations and  more attention must be paid to structural aspects. So structure must be flexible and dynamic and 
informal relations play an important role in them which makes the team turn to main business units. 

 

5. Conclusion and recommendation  
 

Based on the key success factors in knowledge management studied by experts, 13 factors are extracted in this 
study. Therefore these factors are examined by learning organization and knowledge management experts and its 
validity and reliability is admitted. Based on these extracted data from expert point of view, prioritization of these key 
factors are sorted upon effectiveness and influence of these indices that showed the importance of team work in an 
organizational learning.  Organizational structure and performance measurement are considered as the least important 
factors.  For organization leaders who tent to implement the KM in their organizations is suggested that: 

Hence KM and learning organization are tied together; an understanding of priorities and ranking identification 
can serve as guide to successful implementation of KMs in developing countries. Researchers can apply prioritization of 
extracted indices for better productivity and improvement of KM in learning organizations. With regard to identification 
and importance of these indexes in this model, is suggested that, these factors be analyzed in an organization and to 
determine their desired present position to exchange the organization to a successful learning organization.With regard 
to critical analysis of success factor in KM, it’s suggested that in future studies these indices be measured in an 
organization and after indices implementation, the desired and the current condition of the organization be examined to 
lead to a learning organization   

In regard to limitation of learning organization in developing countries, in this study, expert method and MCDM 
are applied. in future years, with the growth of learning organizations, its suggested that factor analysis be implemented. 

  
REFERENCES 

 
Abdullah, H., Sinha, R.R., (2009), "Knowledge management and intellectual capital emerging perspectives (Eds.), 

Critical factors for KM implementation: An LandT, EandC division case study (pp. 53- 71) In Institute of 
management technology", Ghaziabad. 

Aggestam, L., (2006), “Learning Organization or knowledge management _ which came first: the chicken or the egg?”, 
information technology & control, Vol. 35, no. 3A, pp. 295-302 

Allee, V., (1997), “Twelve principles of knowledge management”, Training & Development, Vol. 51 No. 11, pp. 71-4  
Alavi, M., & Leidner, D.E. (2001). Review: "Knowledge management and knowledge management systems: 

Conceptual foundations and research issues", MIS Quarterly, 25(1), 107-136. 
Al-Alawi, A.I., Al-Marzooqi, N. Y. Mohammed, Y. F., (2007), "Organizational culture and knowledge sharing: critical 

success factors", Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 11, no.2, 2007, pp. 22-42. 
Argote, L., B. McEvily, R. Reagans, (2003), “Managing knowledge in organizations: An integrative framework and 

review of emerging themes”, Manag. Sci. 49, pp. 571-582 
Asoh, D.A., Belardo, S., Crnkovic, J., (2007), "Assessing Knowledge management: Refining and Cross Validating the 

Knowledge management Index Using SEM Techniques", International Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 3, 
no. 2, pp.1-30. 

Black, D. H., & Synan, C. D. (1997), “The learning organization: the sixth discipline?” Management Accounting 
British, 75 (10), pp.70-72. 

Bhatt, G.D., (2001), "Knowledge management in organizations: Examining the interaction between technologies, 
techniques and people", Journal of Knowledge Management, 5(1), pp:68 – 75 

Buckman, R., (1999), “Collaborative knowledge”, Human Resource Planning, Vol. 22, No. 1, pp. 22-3.  
Chang, S. C., Lee, M. S., (2007), “A study on relationship among leadership, organizational culture, the operation of 

learning organization and employees’ job satisfaction”. The Learning Organization,  14 (2), pp. 155-185. 
Chatman, J. A. and Jehn, K. A. (1994). “Assessing the relationship between industry characteristics and organizational 

culture: How different can you be?” Academy of Management Journal, 37, pp.522-553 
Chua, A., (2004), “Knowledge Management System Architecture: A Bridge Between KM Consultants and 

Technologies”, International Journal of Information Management, 24, pp. 87-98. 
Chua, A. and Lam W., (2005), “Why KM Projects Fail: A Multi-case Analysis”, Journal of Knowledge Management, 9 

(3), pp.6-17. 

9632 



Hessami et al., 2012 

Chourides, P., Longbottom, D., Murphy, W., (2003), "Excellence in knowledge management: an empirical study to 
identify critical factors and performance measure", Measuring Business Excellence, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 29-45. 

Crawford, C. B., (2005), "Effects of transformational leadership and organizational position on knowledge 
management", Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 9, no. 6, pp. 6-16. 

Damodaran, L. and Olphert, W., (2002), “Barriers and Facilitators to the Use of Knowledge Management Systems”, 
Behaviour and Information Technology, 19 (6), pp. 405-413. 

Davenport, T., De Long, D., and Beers, M., (1998), “Successful knowledge management projects”. Sloan Management 
Review, 39(2), PP: 43 – 57. 

Dess, G. and Picken, J., (2000), “Changing roles: leadership in the 21st century”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 28 No. 
3, pp. 18-34 

DiBella, A. J. (1995), “Developing learning organizations: A matter of perspective”, Academy of Management Journal, 
38, pp.287–290 

Dixon, N.M., (1994), “Common knowledge: how companies thrive by sharing what they know”, Boston: Harvard 
Business School Press 

Dodgson, M. (1993), “Organizational learning: a review of some literatures'', Organization Studies, Vol. 14, No. 3, pp. 
375-94 

Edvardsson, I.R., (2008),"“HRM and knowledge management", Employee Relations, vol. 30, no. 5,  pp. 553-561. 
Garvin, D.A. (1993), "Building a learning organization", Harvard Business Review, Vol. 71 No. 4, p. 78. 
Gloet, M., (2006), “Knowledge management and the links to HRM: Developing leadership and management 

capabilities to support sustainability”, Management Research News, Vol. 29 Iss: 7, pp.402 - 413 
Gold, A.H., Malhotra, A., Segars, A.H., (2001), “Knowledge management: An organizational capabilities perspective” , 

Journal of Management Information Systems 18 (1), pp.185-214 
Greco, J. (1999), “Knowledge is power”, Journal of Business Strategy, Vol. 20, No. 2, pp. 18-22 
Golerick, C., (2005), “Organizational learning vs the learning organization: a conversation with a practitioner”, The 

Learning Organization Vol. 12 No. 4, pp. 383-388 
Gupta, B., Lakshmi, S., & Iyer, J.E.A, (2000), “Knowledge management: Practices and challenges”. Industrial 

Management and Data Systems, 100(1), pp:17 – 21.  
Hackett, B., (2000), “Beyond Knowledge Management: New Ways to Work and Learn”, The Conference Board Inc. 

Research Report 1262-00-RR. 
Hasanali, F., (2002), “Critical Success Factors of Knowledge Management”. 
Holsapple, C.W., Joshi, K.D., (2000), “An investigation of factors that influence the management of knowledge in 

organizations”, Journal of Strategic Information Systems, Vol. 9(2/3), pp. 235-261 
Huber, G. (1991), “Organizational learning: the contributing processes and the literatures”, Organization Science, Vol. 

2 No. 1, pp. 88-115 
Hung, Y. C., Huang, S. M., Lin, Q. P. & Tsai M. L. (2005), “Critical factors in adopting a knowledge management 

system for the pharmaceutical industry”, Industrial Management & Data Systems, 105 (2), pp.164-183 
Jennex, M.E., Olfman, L., (2002), “Organizational Memory/ Knowledge Effects on Productivity, a Longitudinal 

Study”, 35th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, HICSS35, IEEE Computer Society. 
Jennex, M.E., Zakharova, I., (2005), “Knowledge Management Critical Success Factors” 
Kumar, N & Idris, K., (2006), “An Examination of Educational Institutions’ Knowledge Performance: Analysis, 

implications and outlines for future research”, The Learning Organization. 13 (1), pp.96-116. 
Lakshman, C., (2007), “Organizational knowledge leadership: a grounded theory approach”, Leadership and 

Organization Development Journal, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 51-75 
Lee C.Y., and Von-Wun Soo, (2006),  “The Conflict Detection and Resolution in Knowledge Merging for Image 

Annotation”, Information Processing & Management, Vol. 42. No. 4, pp. 1031-1045 (SSCI) 
Liebowitz, J., (1999), “Key Ingredients to the Success of an Organization's Knowledge Management Strategy”, 

Knowledge and Process Management, Vol. 6 No.1, pp.37-40. 
Marquardt, M. J. (1996) Building the Learning Organisation: A Systems Approach to Quantum Improvement and 

Global Success. New York: McGraw-Hill 
McCune, J.C., (1999), “Thirst for knowledge’’, Management Review, April, pp. 10-12 
McDermott, R. and O’Dell, C., (2001), “Overcoming Cultural Barriers to Sharing Knowledge”, Journal of Knowledge 

Management, 5 (1), pp. 76-85. 
Migdadi, M. M., (2005), "An integrative view and empirical examination of  the relationships among knowledge 

management enablers, processes, and organizational performance in Australian Enterprises", Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, University of Wollongong, Australia. 

Moffett, S., McAdam, R., & Parkinson, S. (2003), "An empirical analysis of knowledge management applications",  
Journal of Knowledge Management, 7(3), pp: 6-26 

9633 



J. Basic. Appl. Sci. Res., 2(9)9626-9634, 2012 

O’Brien, O. and Crauise, R., (1995), “Employee involvement in performance improvement: a consideration of tacit 
knowledge, commitment and trust”, Employee Relations, Vol. 17 No. 3, p. 110 

O'Reilly, C. A., Chatman, J. A. and Caldwell, D. F. (1991). “People and organizational culture: A pro®le comparison 
approach to assessing person±organization ®t”, Academy of Management Journal, 34, pp.487-516 

Park, H., Ribière, V., Schulte, W., (2004), "Critical attributes of organizational culture that promote knowledge 
management technology implementation success", Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 8, no. 3, 2004, pp. 
106-117 

Politis, J. D., (2001), "The relationship of various leadership styles to knowledge management", Leadership and 
Organization Development Journal, vol. 22, no. 8, pp. 354-364. 

Ribbens, B.A., (1997) "ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING STYLES: CATEGORIZING STRATEGIC 
PREDISPOSITIONS FROM LEARNING", International Journal of Organizational Analysis, Vol. 5 Iss: 1, pp.59 - 73 

Ryan, S.D., & Prybutok, V.R., (2001), "Factors affecting knowledge management technologies: a discriminative 
approach:, Journal of Computer Information Systems, 41(3), pp: 31 – 37. 

Roberts, D. M., (2008), "The Integration of Service Innovation into an Existing Model for Vol.ume and Variety", 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, US. 

Rhodes,J., Hung, R., Lok, R., Lien, B. Y, Wu, C. M. , (2008), "Factors influencing organizational knowledge transfer: 
implication for corporate performance",  Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 84-100. 

Sáenz, J., Aramburu, N., Rivera, O., (2009), "Knowledge sharing and innovation performance: A comparison between 
high-tech and low-tech companies", Journal of Intellectual Capital, Vol. 10 Iss: 1, pp.22 - 36 

Sambamnurthy, V. and Subramani, M., (2005), “Special Issue on Information Technologies and Knowledge 
Management”, MIS Quarterly, 29 (1), pp.1-7. 

Schwandt, D.R., (1993), “Organizational learning: a dynamic integrative construct”, unpublished manuscript, The George 
Washington University Executive Leadership in Human Resource Development Program, Washington, DC. 

Senge, P.M,. (1990), "The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization"Doubleday, New York, 
NY. 

Shih, H., Chiang, Y., (2005), "Strategy alignment between HRM, KM, and corporate development", International 
Journal of Manpower, vol. 26, no. 6, 2005, pp. 582-603. 

Singh, S. K. (2008), "Role of leadership in knowledge management: a study", Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 
12, no. 4, 2008, pp. 3-15. 

Skyrme, D.J., (1997), “creating the Knowledge-based Business”, Measuring the Value of Knowledge and the books 
Knowledge Networking: Creating the Collaborative Enterprise and Capitalizing on Knowledge 

Smith, E., (2001), “The role of tacit and explicit knowledge in the workplace”, Journal of Knowledge Management,  5 
(4),  pp.311-21 

Swan, J., Newell, S., Scarbrough, H. and Hislop, D., (1999), “Knowledge Management and innovation: networks and 
networking”, Journal of Knowledge Management. 3(4),  pp. 262-75 

Tocan Madalina, C., (2009), "critical factors to knowledge management implementation", International conference on 
administration and business, pp:816-823 

Vaccaro, A., Veloso, F. & Brusoni, S. (2009), “The impact of virtual technologies on knowledge-based processes: An 
empirical study”, Research Policy, 38(8), pp.1278-1287 

Van Buren, M. (1998), “Virtual coffee klatch”, Technical Training, Vol. 9 No. 5, pp. 42-6  
Wei, C.C., Choy, C.S.,  Yew, P.H.P., (2009), "Is the Malaysian telecommunication industry ready for knowledge 

management implementation?",  Journal of knowledge management, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 69-87. 
Wild, R.H., Griggs, K.A., & Downing, T., (2002), "A framework for e-learning as a tool for knowledge management", 

Industrial Management & Data Systems, 102(7) pp: 371 – 380. 
Wilson, L. and Asay, D., (1999), “Putting quality in knowledge management”, Quality Progress, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 25-31  
Wong, K. Y., Aspinwall, e., (2005), "An empirical study of the important factors for knowledge-management adoption 

in the SME sector", Journal of Knowledge management, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 64-82. 
Yahya, S. & Goh, Wee-Keat (2002), “Managing human resources toward achieving knowledge management”, Journal 

of Knowledge Management, Volume 6, Number 5, 2002, pp. 457 - 468. 
Yang, Y., (2007), "Workplace diversity, high performance work system, and organizational innovation. Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation", University of Western Ontario, Canada. 
Yang, B., Zheng, W., Viere, C., (2009), "Holistic Views of Knowledge management Models", Advances in Developing 

Human Resources, vol. 11, no. 3, pp. 273-289. 
Zack, M.H., (1999), “Managing codified Knowledge”, Sloan Management Review, 40 (4), 45-58. 
Zheng, W., Yang, B., McLean, GN., (2010), "Linking organizational culture, structure, strategy, knowledge 

management in higher education and organizational effectiveness: Mediating role of knowledge management", 
Journal of Business Research, vol. 63 no. 7,  pp. 763-771. 

9634 


